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Executive summary 

Introduction 

This executive summary presents the key findings from the independent analysis of 
responses received to the Scottish Government consultation on the draft 
Environment, Natural Resources and Agriculture (ENRA) Research Strategy for 
2027-2032. 

The ENRA Strategic Research Programme (SRP) is a large-scale, multidisciplinary 
portfolio of research. The programme is structured in five-year cycles to enable 
long-term strategic research. In preparation for the next cycle, the Scottish 
Government is reviewing its current approach and has developed a refreshed 
strategy that builds on progress achieved and which also evolves and responds to 
the changing context. 

The public consultation invited comment on the strategic direction including on the 
proposed approach and priorities for the coming five-year cycle.  

Consultation respondents 

A total of 70 responses were received and included in the analysis. The vast 
majority of responses (84%) were submitted by organisations, including Research 
Institutes and Centres of Expertise, other scientific organisations, third sector 
organisations, other public bodies, and other stakeholders. The remainder (16%) of 
responses were submitted by individual respondents, including from individual 
academics.  

Key findings 

Analysis of the responses showed strong in principle support for the strategy’s 
proposed outcome‑focused approach, built around five core Missions and 
associated Challenges. Respondents viewed the new approach as timely, 
coherent, and well aligned with Scotland’s environmental and rural priorities. They 
noted that it provides a structured framework capable of linking research 
investment to real‑world impact. Many highlighted the value of the theory of change 
in strengthening implementation pathways and ensuring a clearer line of sight from 
research to outcomes and impact.  

Though, this support was frequently caveated. Respondents emphasised the need 
for stronger integration across Missions to avoid siloed delivery, duplication, or 
missed opportunities or synergies. They emphasised the importance of embedding 
whole‑systems thinking, ensuring that social, cultural, ecological, and economic 
dimensions are fully integrated, and recognising the interdependencies and 
trade‑offs inherent in addressing complex environmental and rural challenges. 

A recurring theme across consultation responses was the need for clearer 
definitions and more precise framing of the Missions and Challenges.  

https://consult.gov.scot/environment-forestry/draft-strategy-environment-2027-2032/
https://consult.gov.scot/environment-forestry/draft-strategy-environment-2027-2032/
https://consult.gov.scot/environment-forestry/draft-strategy-environment-2027-2032/
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Respondents cautioned that vague or overly broad terminology (for example, 
‘regenerative agriculture’, ‘Living Labs’) could hinder effective engagement, delivery 
and monitoring. They also identified some gaps and omissions, calling for stronger 
alignment with wider Scottish Government policy frameworks, greater visibility of 
global frameworks, and more explicit attention to under‑represented ecosystems for 
example, freshwater, marine, and coastal environments. Additional areas 
highlighted for stronger emphasis included skills development, place‑based 
innovation, community stewardship, and the transformative potential of 
technologies such as Artifical Intelligence (AI).  

Respondents raised concerns about funding sufficiency, prioritisation, and delivery 
mechanisms. They questioned whether resources would match the ambition of the 
Missions, how Challenges would be prioritised, and whether governance 
arrangements would be agile enough to respond to emerging issues and 
opportunities. While respondents supported the need for robust governance, they 
cautioned against overly bureaucratic monitoring and reporting frameworks and 
emphasised the importance of clear Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) and 
metrics, and transparent reporting. 

Across the consultation questions, respondents emphasised the critical importance 
of meaningful and genuine community and stakeholder involvement. They 
advocated that communities must be equal partners from the outset, with research 
grounded in real‑world contexts and co‑produced with those directly affected. 
Participatory research, non‑traditional data collection, and Living Labs were seen 
as essential mechanisms for ensuring relevance, ownership, and impact.  

On the question of whether the strategy will secure the best research and scientific 
evidence from the best providers, most respondents felt it had strong potential to do 
so. Many highlighted the proven track record, expertise, and international reputation 
of the Main Research Providers (MRPs) and Centres of Expertise. However, some 
respondents also expressed concerns that an over‑reliance on MRPs could limit 
innovation, exclude alternative research providers, or reduce the diversity of 
expertise needed to address Scotland’s complex challenges. They expressed 
support for a more open, competitive, and inclusive model that enables universities, 
Non-Govenrmental Organisations (NGOs), small and medium enterprises (SMEs), 
citizen science networks, and independent researchers to contribute meaningfully.  

Respondents also encouraged the Scottish Government to draw on lessons from 
previous SRP cycles to retain what worked well and to support continuous 
improvement. They called for stronger support for exploratory and higher‑risk 
research, more collaborative and cross‑sector models, and mechanisms that 
enable research to leverage additional funding from UK and international sources.  

Innovation, open science, transparent data‑sharing, and improved data integration 
were highlighted as essential enablers of impact. Finally, respondents emphasised 
the need for stronger internal coordination across Scottish Government to ensure 
that evidence flows consistently into policy and that knowledge exchange is 
systematic rather than dependent on individual relationships.  
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1. Introduction 

This report 

This report presents the independent analysis of responses received to the Scottish 
Government consultation on the draft Environment, Natural Resources and 
Agriculture (ENRA) Research Strategy for 2027-2032. The analysis was 
undertaken by EKOS Ltd on behalf of the Scottish Government between October 
and December 2025. 

Section 1 sets out: 

• background to the consultation 

• what the consultation sought views on 

• next steps 

• structure of this consultation analysis report 

Background to the consultation 

The ENRA Strategic Research Programme (SRP) is a large-scale, multidisciplinary 
portfolio of research. The current SRP is guided by the ENRA Research Strategy 
2022-2027, and informs policy decisions across government, including on priority 
areas such as climate change, agricultural reform, peatland restoration, and 
environmental protection. It has also sought to support sustainable economic 
growth in rural and island communities. The programme is structured in five-year 
cycles to enable long-term strategic research. In preparation for the next cycle, the 
Scottish Government is reviewing its current approach and has developed a 
refreshed ENRA Research Strategy for 2027-2032 that builds on progress achieved 
and which also evolves and responds to the changing context.  
 
The draft ENRA Research Strategy 2027-2032 sets out how the Scottish 
Government will achieve its vision for the research programme to “support research 
that is relevant, respected and responsive to Scotland’s environment, communities, 
its people and to the rural economy.” The draft strategy sets out this high-level 
vision, overarching strategic aims, programme structure, priorities, and Areas of 
Research Interest (ARIs).  

Research in the 2027-2032 programme will be delivered through five core Missions 
aligned with government priorities and will focus on themes including: climate 
change mitigation and adaptation, sustainable land use, biodiversity and ecosystem 
restoration, rural and island economic resilience, plant and animal health, and the 
management of water resources and flood risk. The draft strategy also proposes to 
extend research into new areas, including improving Scotland’s wildfire risk 
assessment and efforts to enhance the resilience of Scotland’s food system by 
identifying key strengths and vulnerabilities and fostering innovation.  

https://consult.gov.scot/environment-forestry/draft-strategy-environment-2027-2032/
https://consult.gov.scot/environment-forestry/draft-strategy-environment-2027-2032/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/strategy-environment-natural-resources-agriculture-research-2022-2027/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/strategy-environment-natural-resources-agriculture-research-2022-2027/
https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/consultation-paper/2025/08/consultation-2027-32-environment-natural-resources-agriculture-enra-research-strategy/documents/consultation-2027-32-environment-natural-resources-agriculture-enra-research-strategy/consultation-2027-32-environment-natural-resources-agriculture-enra-research-strategy/govscot%3Adocument/consultation-2027-32-environment-natural-resources-agriculture-enra-research-strategy.pdf
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What the consultation sought views on 

The draft strategy was developed by the Office of the Chief Scientific 
Adviser ENRA and Rural and Environment Science and Analytical Services 
(RESAS), the division of Scottish Government responsible for ENRA research 
delivery. The development of the draft strategy was informed by the 
recommendations of the ENRA Research Portfolio Board, ENRA Scientific Advisory 
Board and the First Minister’s Environment Council. 

A public consultation was held to gather feedback from individuals and 
organisations and to help develop the final strategy. The consultation, which 
opened on 4th August 2025 and closed on 24th October 2025, invited comment on 
the strategic direction including on the proposed approach and priorities for the 
coming five-year cycle. The consultation has been undertaken to ensure that:  

• the strategy responds to Scotland's challenges such as climate change,
biodiversity loss, sustainable land use, rural economic resilience, and food
system security, and can inform government policy

• future research investments are evidence-based, inclusive, and impactful
across environmental and rural policy domains while supporting sustainable
growth and climate resilience

Next steps 

The consultation analysis report will be used by the Scottish Government to help 
shape the final Research Strategy 2027-2032 which will be used to guide the 
development and commissioning of the ENRA SRP. It is expected that the final 
strategy will be published in March 2026. Information on how responses to the 
consultation were used will be added to the consultation page. 

Structure of this consultation analysis report 

The remainder of this report is structured in line with the 12 open-ended questions 
asked within the consultation paper and which covered four broad themes, namely: 

• overall strategy

• impact approach

• ARIs

• impact routes – decision support, Living Labs and innovation

It also provides an overview of the consultation methodology, respondents, and the 
approach taken to the analysis.  

Note: analysis of question 4 is presented following question 12 given the broad 
scope of question 4 which asked “Do you have any other comments or suggestions 
on any part of the Strategy?”  

https://consult.gov.scot/environment-forestry/draft-strategy-environment-2027-2032/
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2. Methodology 

Introduction 

Section 2 provides details on the public consultation methodology and analysis, and 
comprises sub-sections on:  

• the public consultation 

• consultation engagement events 

• analysis 

• consultation limitations 

Appendix A has more information on data management and cleaning and analysis. 
Appendix B provides a list of all the organisations who responded to the 
consultation. Appendix C provides details of respondents’ satisfaction with the 
consultation. 

The public consultation 

A total of 70 validated responses were included in the final analysis.1 The 
Respondent Information Form (RIF) captured information about individual and 
organisation respondents.  

Table 2.1 shows that responses came primarily from organisations (84%). A review 
of the consultation responses from individual respondents (16%) shows that just 
over one-quarter of these responses were from academics.  

Table 2.1: Consultation respondents by respondent type (n=70) 

Respondent type Number Percentage 

Individuals 11 16% 

Organisations 59 84% 

 

EKOS, in discussion and agreement with RESAS, categorised organisation 
respondents under five broad categories, and Table 2.2, below, shows the number 
of each type of organisation respondent. It is recognised that there may be 
instances of overlap and a ‘best-fit’ approach has been adopted to categorisation. 

 

 

 

 
1 Where respondents have given permission, full responses are published on the consultation 
page.  

https://consult.gov.scot/environment-forestry/draft-strategy-environment-2027-2032/
https://consult.gov.scot/environment-forestry/draft-strategy-environment-2027-2032/
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Table 2.2: Organisation respondent by sub-category (n=59) 

Organisation respondent Number Percentage 

Third sector 15 25% 

Other stakeholders 13 22% 

Other public bodies 11 19% 

Research Institutes/Centres of Expertise 10 17% 

Other scientific organisations 10 17% 

 

A diverse range of organisations responded to the consultation, including:  

• third sector organisations – charities and non-governmental organisations at 
a regional, Scotland and UK-wide level. These organisations operate across 
a range of sectors including food and drink, built environment, and 
agriculture. Examples of third sector respondents include Bioregioning 
Tayside, Community Woodlands Association, and Nourish Scotland 

• other stakeholders – including private sector companies, other stakeholder 
groups, cooperatives, and associations at a Scotland and UK-wide level. 
Other stakeholders operate across a range of sectors including food and 
drink, communications, and agriculture, and examples include Scotland's 
International Environment Centre, the National Farmers Union Scotland 
(NFU Scotland), and Seafood Scotland 

• other public bodies – for example, non-departmental public bodies and other 
statutory bodies at a Scotland and UK-wide level. These public bodies 
operate across various sectors including food and drink, heritage, public 
utilities, and agriculture. Examples include the Crofting Commission, 
Cairngorms National Park Authority, and Quality Meat Scotland 

• Research Institutes/Centres of Expertise – including the main research 
providers (MRPs) for the SRP comprising James Hutton Institute, Scotland's 
Rural College (SRUC), Moredun Research Institute, Royal Botanic Garden 
Edinburgh, Biomathematics and Statistics Scotland and Rowett Institute 

• other scientific organisations – including those that promote science and 
technology through research, education, or advocacy. These organisations 
operate at a Scotland and UK-wide level and span a range of sectors 
including agriculture, technology, animal health and welfare, and 
environmental conservation. For example, Hannah Dairy Research 
Foundation, Sustainable Farm Networks, and British Veterinary Association 

Consultation engagement events 

The only source of information for the consultation analysis were responses made 
via Citizen Space and other response types (for example, emails).  
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The draft ENRA Research Strategy 2027-2032 was an agenda item at the RESAS 
Science, Evidence and Policy Conference 2025 that brought together stakeholders 
from across the rural and environmental research and policy landscape in Scotland. 
The Scottish Government RESAS division also met with representatives from 
Research Institutes and other stakeholders as part of the wider engagement 
process. These individuals and organisations were signposted to submit a 
response to the public consultation via Citizen Space. 

Analysis 

There were no closed-ended questions asked in the consultation document.  

For open-ended questions, the analysis report aims to convey both the strength 
and frequency of the themes raised. The qualitative analysis identifies the key 
themes across responses to each question. This means that: 

• most sections in the report contain numbered themes (for example, Theme 1, 
Theme 2, Theme 3) – these have been set out in order of relative importance 
with Theme 1 noted by the greatest number of respondents 

• themes/points raised have been quantified in some way to articulate the 
strength of opinion – for example, we use the terms ‘a small number’ (10% or 
less of respondents), ‘some’ (11% to 25% of respondents), ‘many’ (26% to 
50% of respondents), ‘the majority’ (51% to 74% of respondents), and ‘the 
vast majority’ (75% or more of respondents) 

This consultation analysis report includes quotes from respondents who gave 
permission for their response to be made public to add richness to the analysis. 
This does not indicate that these comments will be acted upon or given greater 
weight than others. 

Consultation limitations 

Similar to other public consultations, the main limitation of the consultation process 
is that respondents are self-selecting, and the responses may not be representative 
of the population as a whole.  

Points raised that are outside the scope of the consultation  

It should be noted that points were raised in consultation responses around the 
degree to which the operational models of the Centres of Expertise may change in 
the future. This is, however, outside the scope of this public consultation. 
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3. Question 1 

Theme: Overall strategy 

Question 1: The research strategy outlines a new outcome focused approach 
with five core Missions and a set of corresponding Challenges. Do you think 
this is the right approach to take? 

Introduction 

The vast majority (67, 96%) of all consultation respondents answered question 1.  

The vast majority of respondents considered this the right 

approach to take – but in the main caveated their response 

Some respondents who answered question 1 were fully supportive of a new 
outcome focused approach for the ENRA Research Strategy with five core 
Missions and a set of corresponding Challenges. This viewpoint was mainly 
expressed by organisation respondents (all organisation sub-groups and primarily 
other stakeholders). 

The majority of respondents (across all organisation sub-groups) were broadly 
supportive of a new outcome focused approach for the ENRA Research Strategy 
but caveated their response in some way. 

Theme 1: Reasons for supporting a new outcome focused approach 

The vast majority of consultation responses (all respondent types) which expressed 
support broadly confirmed that this would be an ‘entirely appropriate’ approach to 
take or would be a ‘step in the right direction.’ The new outcome focused approach 
was considered a ‘timely’ and ‘forward-looking’ development. Further, it was noted 
in these responses that the theory of change used to support delivery could ensure 
the SRP has a ‘clear route to implementation and impact.’ 

These respondents typically identified a common and consistent set of reasons for 
why they supported a new outcome focused approach. The points raised included 
that respondents said it: 

• provides a strong, structured organising framework for the ENRA Research 
Strategy 

• reflects the complexity of Scotland’s environmental and rural challenges and 
has the potential to bring greater coherence to research and policy 

• closely aligns research investment with real-world impact, policy priorities, and 
interdisciplinary collaboration 

• promotes systems thinking and co-production, strengthens linkages and 
integration, as well as mobilises expertise across different sectors 
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• allows for potential synergies with United Kingdom Research and Innovation 
(UKRI), Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA), and 
Horizon Europe 

“We fully support the interdisciplinary, outcomes focused approach 
for the new research strategy, which will help to strengthen linkages 
across the portfolio and promote the systems thinking that will be 
needed to maximise policy impact in relation to the core Missions 
identified.” 

Food Standards Scotland 

“The proposed approach provides a strong framework, with five well-
defined research Missions that align with major policy priorities and 
set out the programme’s overarching goals. By funneling these 
Missions into Challenges and then ARIs, the programme establishes 
an appropriate level of granularity while preserving coherence 
across the structure. The adoption of a theory of change adds 
further rigour, enabling the creation of clear, testable, and impactful 
objectives.” 

The International Barley Hub, based at The James Hutton Institute 

“The selection of the core Missions and their strategic interlinking set 
a helpful basis for an approach that prioritises effective outcomes in 
alignment with wider National Performance Framework aspirations. 
In doing so, this reduces the potential for relevant research activity 
being disjointed or insular over the five-year period covered by the 
new strategy.” 

Built Environment Forum Scotland  

Theme 2: The broad support expressed for a new outcome focused approach 
was often caveated or conditional 

As noted above, much of the support expressed by all respondent types was 
caveated (or conditional) in some way. These respondents felt the new approach 
could be further strengthened or enhanced and/or considered it equally important 
that any potential risks associated with a new outcome focused approach were 
identified and mitigated.  

Sub-themes that emerged from across these responses included: 

• embedding strong links across and between the Missions  

• defining and delivering Missions 

• addressing perceived gaps and omissions 

• funding, prioritisation, and delivery issues 

• ensuring genuine community and stakeholder involvement 

  

https://www.gov.scot/collections/national-performance-framework/?via=https://nationalperformance.gov.scot/
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Embedding strong links across the Missions 

First, respondents including Research Institutes and Centres of Expertise, other 
scientific organisations, and other public bodies said that steps should be taken to 
ensure a ‘holistic’ approach, or ‘systems-thinking’ lens or ‘strong interlinkages’ were 
fully embedded between all the Missions. 

Generally speaking, they said it would be vitally important to better reflect the 
interconnected or interdependent nature of the Missions and associated set of 
Challenges in the final ENRA Research Strategy. They said this approach could 
help ensure:  

• the Missions did not become fragmented and siloed, in particular for cross-
cutting and interdisciplinary research projects 

• ‘best-value’ in the use of research funding  

• maximise ‘interdisciplinary benefits’ 

Respondents said it would be important to ensure social, cultural, and ecological 
dimensions were more fully integrated into the strategy’s Missions. It was 
suggested that ‘conceptualisation could be framed in a wider context’ and that the 
research programme would need to look ‘holistically across the Missions’, with 
stronger emphasis than the previous research programme on developing cross-
cutting research projects.  

A related point raised by these respondents was the need for mechanisms to 
identify and address potential duplication, minimise any trade-offs and resolve 
policy conflicts in a way that did not undermine effective delivery of the outcome 
focused approach.  

“A number of the Missions cover similar and overlapping challenges 
and therefore some of the ARI will intersect across different 
Missions, which could risk duplication if links are not made explicit.” 

Food Standards Scotland 

“Recognising that there are overlaps and synergies across the five 
core Missions and ensuring as far as possible that the research 
commissioned under one Mission should also contribute to the 
others.” 

Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) 

“Adopting a Missions focus is a commendable approach to take, but 
the wording of the five Missions does not recognise the trade-offs 
between them. For example, there are risks that “Building a Circular 
economy” will compete with “Delivering sustainable and 
regenerative agriculture and food systems”. While adoption of a 
“whole system approach” is mentioned separately, this is not 
reflected in the wording of the Missions.” 

Stapledon Memorial Trust 
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“These linkages should be captured within the research framework 
and not treated as competing priorities.” 

British Association for Shooting and Conservation 

Defining and delivering Missions 

Other suggestions made by respondents to strengthen the Missions included, for 
example: 

• the need for clear and well-framed definitions and outcomes to avoid any 
confusion, misinterpretation, or misrepresentation – that is, the Missions 
should not be ‘too ‘vague or generic or ‘too open-ended’ in order to be ‘fully 
useful’. For example, the term ‘regenerative agriculture’ was frequently 
mentioned as needing clarified and having greater specificity 

• refining and expanding the proposed Missions and Challenges as currently 
framed in the draft strategy – for example, SEPA suggested that ‘minimising 
pollution’ could be added to the wording of the Restoring nature and 
protecting our environment Mission, that ‘water scarcity’ could be specifically 
referenced in the context of the Climate positive and resilient landscapes 
Mission, and that ‘forestry cuts across’ all of the Missions and should also be 
considered 

• suggestions for what research could be prioritised across the Missions – for 
example, Quality Meat Scotland suggested the strategy should prioritise 
research that ‘quantifies carbon sequestration in grazed grasslands, providing 
robust evidence of the positive contribution of well-managed livestock 
systems to Scotland’s net zero targets’ within the Delivering sustainable and 
regenerative agriculture and food systems and Delivering climate-positive and 
resilient landscapes Missions 

Addressing perceived gaps and omissions 

Second, respondents (all respondent types) considered there to be some notable 
gaps or omissions in the draft strategy and/or identified aspects which they felt 
could have a stronger focus or benefit from having a more prominent emphasis or 
integration within the strategy. A few specific examples mentioned in these 
consultation responses are provided below.  

Respondents felt there could be strengthened alignment/links and more explicit 
reference to how the five core Missions would help to support wider Scottish 
Government policy objectives. This was considered important to minimise the 
potential for disconnect between the overall intended impact of the programme and 
focus of the research. For example, Land Reform (Scotland) Bill and adaptive reuse 
policies, Land Use Strategy, National Planning Framework 4 (NPF4), Agricultural 
Reform Route Map, Fairer Duty Scotland, Scotland’s Landscape Charter, Natural 
Environment (Scotland) Bill, Good Food Nation, Scotland’s Population Health 
Framework were all mentioned in responses.  

 

https://www.parliament.scot/bills-and-laws/bills/s6/land-reform-scotland-bill
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-third-land-use-strategy-2021-2026-getting-best-land/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/national-planning-framework-4/
https://www.ruralpayments.org/topics/agricultural-reform-programme/arp-route-map/
https://www.ruralpayments.org/topics/agricultural-reform-programme/arp-route-map/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/fairer-scotland-duty-guidance-public-bodies/
https://www.scotlandslandscapealliance.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/06/Scotlands-Landscape-Charter-June-2025.pdf
https://www.parliament.scot/bills-and-laws/bills/s6/natural-environment-scotland-bill
https://www.parliament.scot/bills-and-laws/bills/s6/natural-environment-scotland-bill
https://www.gov.scot/policies/food-and-drink/good-food-nation/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-population-health-framework/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/scotlands-population-health-framework/
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Respondents considered it important to frame the strategy more explicitly in a 
global context to ensure Scotland’s contributions are globally recognised, that 
research activity was not insular, and that ‘opportunities are not missed’ – 
frameworks such as the United Nations Sustainable Development Goals (UN 
SDGs), One Health, Intergovernmental Science-Policy Platform on Biodiversity and 
Ecosystem Services (IPBES), and planetary boundaries were mentioned, for 
example. 

Respondents suggested that the Scottish Government could consider specific 
additions to address the perceived ‘omissions’ or ‘under-represented ecosystems’. 
Examples were: skills gaps and training; freshwater ecosystems and river 
catchments; marine and coastal ecosystems; supporting place-based regenerative 
practices and community-led stewardship; seafood and aquaculture; bioregional 
adaptation pathways; animal welfare; and the historic environment. 

Further, respondents said there could be more explicit reference to aspects that 
underpin or would enable the effective and successful delivery of the Missions. For 
example, skills and training, practice-based mechanisms, place-based approaches 
to innovation were all mentioned in consultation responses. 

It was suggested that the transformative role of technologies, such as Artificial 
Intelligence (AI) could be more explicitly integrated within the strategy to ‘ensure 
Scotland remains competitive.’ 

Respondents also made suggestions for additional Missions and/or Challenges 
(see page 15). 

Funding, prioritisation, and delivery issues 

Third, respondents (including Research Institutes and Centres of Expertise, other 
scientific organisations) raised several points that have been thematically grouped 
under the sub-theme of funding, prioritisation, and delivery. 

Questions were asked around whether the Challenges would be prioritised, 
weighted, or ranked in some way. There were also calls for sufficient flexibility and 
agility to respond to new Challenges, emerging issues and fundamental scientific 
(and technological) developments as they arise over the delivery period. 

Further clarity was requested on funding availability: to ‘match the ambition’ set by 
the Missions and associated set of Challenges; given that ‘some Challenges and 
ARIs would feed into more than one Mission’; to ‘build capacity’ for interdisciplinary 
and cross sector research and innovation; and to help ‘overcome scalability 
challenges’ (for example, Living Labs and pilot projects may struggle to expand 
without dedicated support).  

A range of points were raised by these respondents, in particular Research 
Institutes and Centres of Expertise, on the need for clear and strong governance 
and reporting arrangements to enhance delivery transparency and to avoid a siloed 
approach, dilution of messaging, slow delivery, or duplication across Missions.  

 

https://sdgs.un.org/goals
https://www.who.int/news-room/questions-and-answers/item/one-health
https://www.ipbes.net/
https://www.ipbes.net/
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For example, these respondents said: 

• governance and reporting arrangements should support collaboration 
between scientific disciplines – and seek to ensure all relevant parties were 
involved in the design, execution and reporting of research projects within the 
ENRA SRP 

• Missions should be defined in SMART (Specific, Measurable, Achievable, 
Relevant, Time-bound) terms – they also called for measurable Key 
Performance Indicators (KPIs) and clear metrics of success/ impact 

• they had concerns that the proposed impact framework could become ‘overly 
bureaucratic’ – support was expressed for an approach that aimed to 
minimise the administrative/ resource burden of outcome monitoring and 
reporting  

• it was unclear how outcomes and impacts would be captured, monitored, and 
compared when they ‘fall under multiple Missions’ 

“Introducing a Mission dedicated to underpinning science would 
increase agility, enabling rapid response to new pressures. 
Investment in foundational capabilities - omics, imaging, genetics, 
biological technologies, data science, and methods development -
would ensure Scottish research remains adaptable in times of 
upheaval, as illustrated by the global pandemic of the early 2020s.” 

The International Barley Hub, based at The James Hutton Institute 

“Strong governance is required to ensure cross-fertilisation across 
Missions and Challenges and the avoidance of silos, although we 
note this has potential to be associated with a significant burden of 
monitoring and reporting. Under the current SRP projects are driven 
by deliverables that encourage a predefined linear path – if Missions 
and Challenges are to be interconnected then effort and resource 
need to be committed to allow projects to make connections in a 
flexible manner over the course of the project. This is something that 
would have helped the current programme.” 

Scottish Environment, Food and Agriculture Research Institutions (SEFARI) 
Directors Executive Committee 

“There is also a need to maintain research capacity to be ready (and 
to anticipate) events by maintaining a broad base of expertise and 
skills which may lie outside immediate policy needs. Our concern is 
that if the strategy becomes too focused on current policy demands 
it becomes reactive, missing the bigger picture or the ability to 
horizon scan to anticipate the next challenges. Thus, we would 
argue that missions and challenges need to dynamically adapt to 
events that happen.” 

Rowett Institute 
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Ensuring the genuine involvement of communities and stakeholders 

The involvement and active participation of communities from the outset, as ‘equal 
partners’, was considered important by all respondent types to help achieve 
meaningful impact. Respondents said delivery must be ‘genuinely co-produced’. 
Related points raised were around ensuring strong connections between research 
and practical application and the grounding of Missions in practice and in real-world 
contexts.  

Respondents also expressed support for promoting participatory research 
approaches and non-traditional data collection to help foster public ownership, 
improve research relevance, and maximise opportunities for research to influence 
government policy.  

“We note that involvement of communities, as equal partners, is 
important for their unique understanding, practical application, and 
innovation. This will need a distinct change in how communities are 
involved at the outset, and how they can actively participate 
including collecting data to ensuring equity of power and relevant 
research.”  

GrowGreen Scotland  

“Strengthening interdisciplinary and practice-based collaboration will 
be essential for ensuring that science translates into outcomes that 
are workable and impactful across Scotland’s rural and 
environmental sectors…The approach is very outcome-driven 
overall, which is appropriate, but we need to ensure that all of the 
stakeholders are properly served by the approach, not just policy.” 

SEFARI Directors Executive Committee 

“This practice-based link is fundamental to the success of outcome-
focused Missions, providing a feedback loop that connects research 
with farmers, land managers, rural communities, and industry 
partners. Key to this approach is the development of Living Labs 
and lighthouse farms across multiple scales, which provide a direct 
bridge from research on SRUC’s own labs/experimental facilities/ 
farms through to delivery with end-users through industry and farmer 
networks. These Living Labs enable experimentation, co-design, 
and knowledge exchange in real working environments, 
strengthening the pathway from science to impact.” 

SRUC 

Respondents who were unsure about the new outcome focused 

approach or who were not supportive 

A (very) small number of respondents, primarily individual respondents, were 
unsure about a new outcome focused approach, and even fewer said they were not 
supportive of the proposed approach.  
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The points raised by these respondents have largely been covered in the sub-
section above but included: 

• perceptions of omissions and/or gaps in the ENRA Research Strategy – for 
example, the practical needs of the food producing or land managing interests 
in Scotland, and marine health, were mentioned 

• concerns around whether there would be sufficient funding to deliver on all 
five Missions and the associated set of Challenges 

• further clarity on how any trade-offs between the Missions would be resolved, 
and how potential synergies would be maximised 

There was also (limited) negative feedback provided by these respondents on the 
consultation document, both in terms of its length and the language used within it.2  

 
2 See Appendix C for respondent feedback about taking part in the consultation. 
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4.  Question 2 
 

Theme: Overall strategy 

Question 2: Do you think the research strategy will enable us to get the best 
research and scientific evidence from the best providers? 

Introduction 

The vast majority (59, 84%) of all consultation respondents answered question 2. 

The vast majority of respondents think the research strategy has 

the potential to get the best research and scientific evidence from 

the best providers 

The vast majority of respondents (all respondent types) said the research strategy 
has the potential to get the best research and scientific evidence from the best 
providers. This was reflected in the many responses which said ‘maybe’, 
‘potentially’, or ‘in theory’ at this question – rather than an explicit ‘yes’ type 
response.  

This was further reflected across responses which highlighted a diverse range of 
views and perspectives. These covered both suggestions for what would need to 
be in place to ensure the research strategy gets the best research and scientific 
evidence from the best providers and concerns or reservations about whether the 
current framing of the research strategy would enable it to deliver on this ambition.  

Theme 1: Positive aspects of the proposed approach and what would need to 
be in place to ensure the research strategy gets the best research and 
scientific evidence from the best providers 

The vast majority of respondents (all respondent types) under theme 1 reiterated 
comments they made at question 1 (for example, they highlighted aspects of the 
draft research strategy they supported) and/or set out what they felt would need to 
be in place to help ensure the research strategy gets the best research and 
scientific evidence from the best providers.  

These respondents typically reiterated support for the new outcome focused 
approach and for the theory of change impact pathway, albeit as noted at question 
1, respondents generally felt both could be further strengthened.  

Respondents also highlighted the ‘proven track record’ of the MRPs and Centres of 
Expertise in their responses. This included but was not limited to responses from 
MRPs and Centres of Expertise themselves. These institutions were considered 
‘well placed’ to enable high quality research to be taken forward as part of the SRP 
and that established long-term relationships would mean that research evidence 
would continue to be tailored to policy needs and could be delivered at pace.  
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Further, these responses mentioned MRPs and Centres of Expertise’ ‘world-
leading’ research experience, their ‘international reputation for excellence’ and 
‘unique set of skills, knowledge and talent’. Respondents said these qualities 
demonstrate their continued ability to support delivery of the SRP.  

These responses suggested that continued engagement with these institutions 
would help ensure the research strategy gets the best research and scientific 
evidence from the best providers. That is, support was expressed for an approach 
that looked to build upon existing strengths within MRPs and Centres of Expertise – 
their in-depth knowledge, wealth of experience and expertise, and the good links 
between the institutions/organisations, with other academic and research 
institutions, and wider stakeholder networks developed over many years. 

“We are pleased to see this well-developed strategy and recognise 
the continued high value it represents in the provision of relevant 
scientific research with a strong return on investment to RESAS.” 

Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh 

“We think the SEFARI model has been a successful vehicle for the 
delivery of valuable research and has brought together a range of 
institutes and academic expertise across agriculture, plant health, 
food and drink, land use and environment.” 

Soil Association Scotland 

“It is very encouraging that the MRPs in SEFARI have been 
identified as the main route to delivery and it is clear that these 
providers collectively have an internationally unique set of skills, 
knowledge and talent to deliver the programme successfully. The 
framework proposed…will need to be employed to properly build the 
appropriate links and alignment between projects to allow true inter-
MRP collaboration and co-working in a way that is missing from the 
current SRP. This is particularly important when looking at the 
structure of the ARIs, many of which have multiple sub-questions 
which could only be answered through cross-MRP working.” 

Moredun Research Institute 

“A continued focus and deepening of the relationship with MRPs is a 
valuable approach. These organisations have the required 
experience, expertise, and local knowledge to delivering impactful 
research.” 

Diageo 
 
These respondents often identified other factors they considered essential to help 
ensure the research strategy gets the best research and scientific evidence from 
the best providers. Common points raised included explicit support for: 

• research that is relevant to both policy and industry 
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• ensuring an appropriate focus on facilitating and resourcing interdisciplinary 
collaboration – and ensuring mechanisms to support genuine collaboration 
between academia, industry, communities, and other stakeholders 

• the inclusion of Living Labs and innovation pathways as key mechanisms to 
help translate research into practice 

• ensuring sufficient flexibility and agility within the SRP over the five-year cycle 
to 2032 – for example, scope for horizon scanning activity (in addition to 
addressing current policy needs and challenges) and the importance of 
embedding ongoing evaluation to ensure research remains relevant as needs 
evolve (for example, periodic reviews and adaptive funding mechanisms to 
respond to emerging challenges and priorities) 

Theme 2: Concerns or reservations about whether the current framing of the 
research strategy would enable it to get the best research and scientific 
evidence from the best providers 

Respondents (including third sector and other scientific organisations) identified 
concerns on the current framing of the research strategy. Central to these concerns 
were suggestions that delivery of the strategy perhaps relied too much on the 
MRPs and that other ‘providers’ should also be involved. Respondents said the 
approach outlined in the strategy could have implications or potential risks such as: 

• excluding alternative research providers from the delivery of research – it was 
suggested that an approach that mainly used the MRPs may exclude 
connections with other research providers or that an inward-looking emphasis 
on Scottish providers may limit innovation or collaboration with a broader 
range of providers across the UK and internationally 

• delivering research that lacked practical relevance – there were concerns that 
research may be too theoretical or driven by researchers’ interests rather than 
policy, industry, or community needs, with some respondents emphasising 
the inherent value of practice-based knowledge alongside traditional 
academic research outputs 

• placing a focus solely on ‘scientific research’ at the expense of other forms of 
research such as ‘social sciences’ and ‘arts and humanities’ 

These respondents advocated for an approach that ensured greater engagement 
beyond the MRPs in order to get the best research and scientific evidence from a 
wider range of providers with expertise and experience. There were also 
suggestions for the strategy to support new ‘research actors’ and to ‘foster new 
[research] talent’.   

“It is essential that open, competitive access is utilised alongside 
researchers at SEFARI so that universities, third sector 
organisations and other research organisations can lead where they 
are best placed to do so.” 

National Trust for Scotland 

“Broaden the definition of ‘best providers’ - focusing only on 
established academic institutions may exclude innovative work from 
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independent researchers, Non-Governmental Organisations 
(NGOs), citizen science networks, and local communities. 
Scotland’s environmental and agricultural challenges require diverse 
expertise, including practical, place-based knowledge. The strategy 
should actively include alternative research actors, especially those 
with strong records in applied science and interdisciplinary work.” 

Individual respondent 

“The strategy in its present form follows a well-trodden path. While 
there are benefits in stability and continuity of funding, there is also a 
risk that established researchers and established institutions 
continue to elaborate on their existing research topics rather than 
ask new questions or address old questions in new ways. This is not 
a criticism of the institutes and their researchers.” 

Nourish Scotland 

“Scotland’s future research excellence depends on fostering new 
talent and expanding regional research capacity. Funding and 
support should be available not only to top institutions but also to 
grassroots and regionally embedded actors with innovative ideas 
and local insight.” 

Merman Conservation Expeditions Ltd 
 
Some respondents (including Research Institutes and Centres of Expertise and 
other scientific organisations) who said the research strategy has the potential to 
get the best research and scientific evidence from the best providers emphasised 
that it would be important for the Scottish Government to draw on lessons learned 
from the experience of previous SRP funding cycles. These respondents suggested 
that the Scottish Government could take further steps to ensure the final research 
strategy: 
 

• supports novel exploratory research (that is, novel higher-risk science as a 
fundamental underpinning for application development) in addition to the 
focus of many of the ARIs on the application of existing knowledge 

• enables more collaborative, cross-sector models – the research strategy 
could look at ways to incentivise co-designed projects and equitable 
partnerships 

• makes effective use of the Scottish Government funding to lever funds from 
other sources to supplement the strategy – that is, used as a basis for 
attracting other funding and co-operative research with other institutions both 
within and outside Scotland 

• strengthens the emphasis placed on innovation – embedding this more 
strongly in the research strategy would both enable innovative approaches 
and support new entrants 
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• supports open science and transparent data-sharing – it was suggested that 
all research findings should be made publicly accessible and formatted in a 
way that supports reuse and policy integration 

• addresses barriers in data integration and decision support to ensure 
Scotland makes the best use of the research undertaken 

• strengthens internal links and connections across Scottish Government – to 
ensure that the flow of evidence into policy is systematic and consistent and 
not dependent on individual relationships or areas of historical strength (that 
is, mechanisms that reduce fragmentation and support knowledge sharing, 
such as cross-project learning networks or thematic coordination roles)  

Respondents who did not think the research strategy would deliver 

the best research and scientific evidence from the best providers 

A (very) small number of respondents (primarily individual respondents) did not 
think the research strategy would get the best research and scientific evidence from 
the best providers. These responses covered a range of opinions, including that: 

• the proposed approach largely excludes alternative research providers from 
the delivery of research 

• MRPs did not always maintain meaningful engagement with end-users and 
could be focused on academic interests that did not align closely with the 
practical needs of policy or business 

• there was a lack of coordination between MRPs and Centres of Expertise 

• MRPs may not have all the technical expertise and capabilities required – for 
example, data modelling and software engineering were mentioned in these 
responses 

• there could be a risk of ‘confirmation bias’ when using Research Institutes that 
receive much of their funding from government – there was a call for greater 
involvement from independent researchers, stronger peer review, and a 
sharper focus on deliverable, scientifically robust solutions that could be 
rapidly adopted 
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5.  Question 3 

Theme: Overall strategy 

Question 3: Do you support the proposals on delivering our investment, 
including the five key funding mechanisms and governance approach? 

Introduction 

The vast majority (54, 81%) of consultation respondents answered question 3. 

The majority of respondents expressed some level of support for 

the proposals, but feedback was mixed overall 

Theme 1: Reasons for supporting the five key funding mechanisms and 
governance approach 

The majority of respondents (all respondent groups) were generally supportive of 
some aspects of the proposals on delivering government investment, including the 
five key funding mechanisms and governance approach. As examples, 
respondents noted that: 
 

• the proposals offered a balanced mix of funding mechanisms – respondents 
were broadly supportive of funding mechanisms that enabled long-term 
strategic research which provided continuity and stability and built capacity, 
while also retaining flexibility to respond to emerging issues and changing 
demand 

• many of the Challenges to be addressed through the Missions would require 
sustained investment and stable institutional partnerships 

• funding mechanisms provided space to support innovation and impact – for 
example, the Impact Investment mechanism and Living Labs were mentioned 
across responses and were seen as a positive step to bridge the gap between 
research and real-world application 

• governance structures were clear – the proposed governance arrangements 
were in the main viewed as robust, offering accountability and oversight 
through groups such as the Research Portfolio Board and Scientific Advisory 
Board 

“The proposed funding mechanisms and governance arrangements 
are appropriate and well-aligned with the strategy’s ambitions. The 
balance of long-term strategic research, responsive funding, and 
impact investment supports both stability and agility.” 

National Sheep Association 
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“Yes, we support these proposals, which allow flexibility in funding 
longer term research alongside research that is required rapidly in 
response to urgent needs.” 

NatureScot 

“FSS considers the five funding mechanisms to be well-structured to 
support both long-term strategic research and responsive, applied 
projects. They allow for a good balance between maintaining 
existing research with innovation and allowing flexibility to address 
emerging issue.” 

Food Standards Scotland 

Theme 2: Concerns raised on the proposals, including on the five 

key funding mechanisms and governance approach 

Whilst the majority of respondents were generally supportive, many raised points of 
concern about funding mechanisms and the governance approach. 

Governance arrangements could be more streamlined 

Some respondents (primarily Research Institutes and Centres of Expertise and 
other public bodies) felt the governance structure may be overly complex, and that 
multiple governance layers could slow decision-making processes. These 
respondents suggested that the proposed governance structure could be 
streamlined to reduce bureaucracy and enable faster responses to emerging 
issues. 

“The governance is very top heavy, with no industry input even in 
the several layers indicated.” 

Individual respondent 

“The proposed governance structure provides clear accountability 
on paper, but its similarity to existing arrangements raises doubts 
about whether it will be sufficiently agile and forward-looking. 
Multiple layers of boards and groups risk slowing decision-making 
and blurring responsibilities, particularly where oversight and 
delivery functions overlap. Unless streamlined, this could add 
bureaucracy rather than delivering the stronger integration the 
system requires.” 

The International Barley Hub 

There could be broader stakeholder representation 

Some respondents (mainly third sector organisations and other stakeholders) felt 
that the proposed governance lacked diversity and inclusivity. Respondents said 
there should be more meaningful involvement from the private sector, third sector 
and community voices to ensure decisions reflected a wider range of perspectives 
and practical realities.  
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Without this broader involvement, respondents were concerned that governance 
risked becoming too narrowly focused on government and research institutions 
interests. This could potentially result in decisions being taken that do not reflect 
local needs and industry and community priorities. Funding being open to a broader 
range of applicants, such as private and third sector organisations, could also 
broaden the range of potential research topics and development of solutions. 

“Governance should include regional representation and community 
advisory panels to ensure responsiveness to local needs.” 

Bioregioning Tayside  

“The governance model would benefit from including more 
stakeholder voices beyond academic and policy institutions, such as 
conservation groups, farmer associations, fishers’ cooperatives, or 
rural youth groups. Transparent evaluation criteria and independent 
oversight would strengthen public trust in the process.” 

Merman Conservation Expeditions Ltd  

The funding mechanisms must be responsive 

Some respondents (mainly third sector organisations and Research Institutes and 
Centres of Expertise) raised concerns that the funding mechanisms (particularly the 
Responsive Research Fund) should be responsive to shifting demand and 
emerging issues, and that if funding is slow or overly bureaucratic, opportunities 
may be lost. Responsive and agile funding mechanisms would allow research to 
respond to fast-moving challenges such as climate-related events, disease 
outbreaks or invasive species more effectively. 

“Responsive research funding must be fast, light on bureaucracy, 
and open to unconventional applicants.” 

Merman Conservation Expeditions Ltd  

“Current processes can be too slow to respond to urgent evidence 
needs such as climate challenges or disease outbreaks.” 

Historic Environment Scotland 

Theme 3: Suggestions for improvement 

Many respondents offered practical suggestions to strengthen the proposals on 
funding mechanisms and governance approach. These are outlined below. 

Broaden access to funding 

Some respondents (mainly other stakeholders) felt that efforts should be made to 
broaden access to funding to SMEs, startups and community led projects, for 
example. There were concerns that if these organisations were not represented 
then research could be overly academic and disconnected from real-world 
application and could reduce the overall pool of talent, miss new ideas, and may 
exclude entrepreneurial talent and local knowledge. 
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“To deliver the research priorities set out in this strategy, the 
programme would benefit from determining a pathway for 
community led organisations to participate as equal partners.” 

GrowGreen Scotland 

“While the five mechanisms cover a useful range, from strategic 
research to responsive funding, there should be clearer routes for 
smaller, independent, or community-led organisations to access 
support. A more decentralised funding model would foster 
innovation at the grassroots and ensure broader geographic equity.” 

Merman Conservation Expeditions Ltd  

Strengthen mechanisms for knowledge exchange and co-production 

Some respondents (largely other stakeholders and third sector organisations) 
identified the need for improved opportunities for knowledge exchange and co-
production across all funding mechanisms to ensure research is practical, relevant 
and can be widely adopted. They stressed that research should be co-designed 
with end-users and supported by platforms that enabled practical adoption of 
solutions. Mechanisms such as Living Labs were highlighted as vital for translating 
research into real-world impact. 

“These proposals seem reasonable but would suggest an increased 
emphasis on ensuring that the knowledge gained from the research 
is adequately shared to encourage any appropriate changes in 
existing practice.” 

National Sheep Association 

“Living Labs must involve delivery partners such as fishery boards 
and trusts, whose local data and management experience are 
essential for translating research into measurable outcomes.” 

Fisheries Management Scotland 

Accelerated approval processes 

A small number of respondents (mainly Research Institutes and Centres of 
Expertise) felt that there could be mechanisms to improve the approval time across 
all funding mechanisms, but particularly the Responsive Research Fund, to ensure 
responsiveness to changing demand or urgent policy needs. Faster decision-
making was seen as essential to ensure research responds effectively to urgent 
evidence needs. 

“Establishing a fast-track approval mechanism for responsive 
funding with decisions within weeks rather than months would mean 
Scotland remains agile in the face of rapidly evolving policy and 
environmental challenges.” 

SRUC 
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7. Question 5 

Theme: Impact approach 

Question 5: Do you think the proposed impact framework is an appropriate 
way of defining, monitoring, and evaluating the impact of research funded 
through this programme? 

Introduction 

The vast majority of all consultation respondents (62, 89%) answered question 5.  

The vast majority of respondents considered the proposed impact 

framework an appropriate approach but suggested refinements  

Theme 1: Having an impact framework is essential 

The vast majority of respondents (all respondent types) who answered this question 
were supportive of the use of an impact framework as a mechanism for defining, 
monitoring, and evaluating the impact of research funded through the SRP. 

Some respondents said that the proposed impact framework would provide a 
‘strong foundation’ or a ‘sound basis’ for embedding impact within the programme. 
There was feedback, for example, that the proposed impact framework would: 

• provide a ‘clear structure’ for defining, monitoring, and evaluating the impact 
of research funded through the SRP 

• ensure a stronger focus on outcomes through the theory of change model – 
and that this should help provide a clear route or pathway to implementation 
and impact. The theory of change would provide structure, coherence, and a 
means to synthesise and evaluate impacts across Missions 

• help to support a stronger culture of co-development and stakeholder/ 
community engagement in defining, monitoring, and evaluating the impact of 
research funded through this programme – and that the impact framework 
has the potential to connect research outputs to real-world outcomes and 
impact 

“Yes, the proposed Impact Framework is appropriate. It provides a 
clear structure for defining, monitoring, and evaluating research 
impact, and supports a culture of co-development and stakeholder 
engagement.” 

Seafood Scotland 
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“If Theory of Change is embedded as an impact planning tool, it 
could provide useful indicators for monitoring and formative 
feedback throughout the pathway to impact, significantly increasing 
the likelihood of achieving impacts at scale.” 

Individual respondent 

Theme 2: Support for the proposed impact framework was typically caveated 
in some way (or conditional) 

The majority of respondents who supported the proposed impact framework said 
refinements were needed to ensure the framework was ‘fully effective’ and 
‘captured the real-world value of funded research.’ The impact framework was 
considered to have potential, but only if strengthened. 

Measuring success and timescales for obtaining visible impacts  

As noted, respondents welcomed the focus on outcomes and impact as part of the 
research strategy – they considered it vitally important that impact was an ‘integral 
part of the process rather than as an end product.’ It was considered important that 
the framework clearly recognised ‘Impact is often only achieved after a prolonged 
period of scientific endeavour’ and that it would be important that the research 
funded through the SRP did not unintentionally prioritise short-term impacts.  

“The strategy should make sure that there is not over-reporting and 
prioritising quicker, short-term impacts over longer lasting change.” 

Lantra Scotland 

“Different workstreams will deliver impact at different stages of the 
new five-year programme and this will need to be factored in to 
assessing valuable projects that may not have important early 
outputs. Thus, over reliance on this monitoring and evaluating 
approach will need to be considered to avoid devaluing projects with 
longer timeframes and fewer up-front outcomes.” 

Scottish Animal Welfare Commission  

“The timescale for obtaining visible impacts is likely much longer 
than envisaged here. Again, perhaps it would be more productive to 
implement strategies that bring about outcomes based on existing 
evidence and proof of benefit, for example, advancement of organic 
practices and encouraging small scale local production.” 

Scottish Organic Stakeholders Group 
 

The ‘inherent complexity’ of monitoring and evaluating the impact of research 
funded through the programme was frequently acknowledged in many of the 
responses. To support a more effective monitoring and evaluation process, 
respondents considered it important, for example, that: 

• the impact framework was firmly grounded in a ‘quadruple helix’ model – 
connecting science, policy, practice, and civil society 
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• monitoring delivery of impact should be clear at all levels of the structure – 
Missions, Challenges, ARIs and project levels 

• SMART metrics were developed to monitor and evaluate the impact of 
research funded through the programme – KPIs (including proxy indicators or 
evidence pathways) which could be used to gauge assessment of impact at 
different points in a project 

• evaluation processes recognised the value of qualitative outcomes (and 
metrics) and lived experience data alongside more traditional quantitative 
outcomes (and metrics) 

• the range of metrics and indicators used to capture and report on impact 
should go beyond policy and economic outcomes to include ecological, 
social, cultural and community impacts as well as reflect different types of 
research undertaken, ‘including community-led or small-scale work’ – and 
that impact should be considered and defined through ‘the lens of practical 
outcomes’ 

• the strategy was clearer in outlining which ‘policies and strategies the various 
Missions and ARIs enable and how’ – this ‘would help to evaluate whether 
intended impacts have been achieved’  

• the three impact routes (related to the three defined customers) could 
consider other customers – for example, ‘land managers are an important 
“customer” group that would benefit from decision support tools. Nature itself, 
and the public as consumers, users and influencers of food systems and 
biodiversity, are key customers not included in the current model.’ Others felt 
that the impact framework was missing the general public as a ‘customer’ of 
the research 

• the Missions and Challenges to be addressed by the research were 
described at a high level – it would be beneficial to provide greater detail on 
these, to identify specific indicators and evaluation mechanisms for 
assessing impact 

• it would be useful to show what ‘success looks like’ in a given time frame, 
perhaps by ‘working back’ from what success looks like to identify the 
activities needed to bring about the desired change  

Ensuring the impact framework meaningfully supported a process of continuous 
learning and development and looked to strengthen knowledge transfer activities 
were also identified as important. For example, it was suggested that the impact 
framework should: 

• look forward, identifying adoption pathways and potential future impacts, not 
just retrospective outcomes  

• recognise the value and learning from failure as well as success 

• ensure mechanisms and opportunities for peer-to-peer learning, knowledge 
exchange, and for promoting success stories 
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There needs to be strong co-production and user engagement from the 
outset of the project inception through to post-delivery learning 

Respondents were in broad agreement that community and stakeholder 
engagement and input should be central and embedded into processes for defining, 
monitoring, and evaluating the impact of research funded through the SRP. 

Respondents said this would be key in delivering ‘valued and impactful research’ 
and ‘outcomes that were legitimate, trusted, and adopted at scale,’ and in helping 
‘connect up areas of synergy across the programme’. The connection between 
research outputs and ‘practical delivery on the ground’ was considered vitally 
important in this regard. Limitations such as time and other constraints associated 
with a genuine collaborative and co-production approach were also recognised 
within responses. 

Respondents suggested that: 

• there should be more structured mechanisms for co-design and community 
engagement, ensuring that partnerships go beyond consultation to genuine 
co-production 

• co-production should extend to the identification of key impacts and 
approaches to measuring success 

• the strategy could be clearer on how the research supported could 
strengthen and empower communities to play stronger and more consistent 
roles in similar research in future 

• the use of project steering groups that contained a mix of researchers, 
collaborators and stakeholders could be a useful route to help maintain the 
involvement of the ‘likely customers of the research’ during the lifetime of a 
project (and could also help to maximise impact) 

• there should be flexibility within the impact framework to allow for effective 
collaboration and provide opportunities for different research methods to be 
used to achieve the required outcomes 

“We also felt the impact framework was missing the general public 
as a ‘customer’ of the research. To safeguard biodiversity and the 
environment it’s important we engage with the public to put forward 
the case for why the environment needs to be protected.”  

Rowett Institute 

“We suggest the list of beneficiaries (government, industry, and land 
managers) should be broader with inclusion of communities, civil 
society organisations, charities, and public service users. 
Distinguishing between beneficiaries who experience impact and 
stakeholders who enable or deliver it will strengthen the 
understanding of how impact is created and shared.” 

James Hutton Institute 
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“It is noted a desire to move to a process that mimics the Research 
Excellence Framework (REF) evaluation of UK Higher Education 
Institutes that involves significant stakeholder engagement and input 
through the production of testimonials. We would caution against 
inadvertently generating significant stakeholder fatigue, irrespective 
of how impactful research outcomes are.” 

Society for the Environment 

“The greatest barrier to impact is when research stops at 
publication. Long-term impact will only be achieved if post-research 
phases remain farmer-led, regionally coordinated and embedded 
within established delivery networks such as Monitor Farms, where 
peer-to-peer learning sustains adoption.” 

Quality Meat Scotland 
 

Ensuring processes for monitoring and evaluation are not overly 
burdensome or bureaucratic 

Where mentioned, the general view provided by respondents (in particular 
Research Institutes and Centres of Expertise, and third sector organisations) was 
that processes ‘must not become overly burdensome’, ‘detract from delivery’ or 
simply become ‘a tick-box’ exercise. Rather support was expressed for an 
approach to monitoring and evaluation that: builds on and/or adapts existing 
reporting arrangements; was ‘proportionate’; enabled ‘iterative learning and 
reflection’; and ‘reduced administrative load.’ Respondents said: 

• there should be clarity on expectations between funders and research 
providers from the outset to ensure a shared and clear understanding of the 
impact framework 

• the development of co-designed templates could help support a consistent 
approach to reporting on the impact of the research funded  

• appropriate training to support impact reporting should be offered  

“concerns about…whether it will genuinely drive improvement rather 
than simply add another layer of reporting. The ambition to focus on 
real-world outcomes is welcome, but the framework risks becoming 
a tick-box exercise if annual reporting and “impact narratives” are 
not kept proportionate and meaningful. There is a danger that 
researchers will spend more time justifying their work than actually 
delivering impact, especially if support and training are not robust.” 

National Sheep Association 
 
A comment made was that a greater emphasis on demonstrating the impacts of 
research may result in additional reporting requirements to provide supporting 
evidence – a suggestion made was that impact reporting should be built into 
research plans as milestones or deliverables, particularly in years 3 to 5, to help 
with targeting materials as the projects progress. 
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The use of case studies were welcomed but present only a partial or limited 
assessment of impact 

Support was expressed for the proposed inclusion of case studies to complement 
other research outputs. They were generally viewed in a positive light, considered 
to align with existing approaches to impact and knowledge exchange, and 
respondents noted that case studies could help: demonstrate progress; highlight 
wider and less tangible impacts; and bring research findings to life. However, 
concerns were also raised that ‘focusing on case studies’ may give a ‘partial or 
skewed’ view of impact, as seen in REF exercises ‘where reporting was biased 
towards the most significant examples.’  

The role of Impact Officers and Champions 

The role of Impact Officers and Champions were broadly welcomed – this was 
considered a ‘positive step’ and respondents noted that they could play a ‘key role 
in connecting and promoting research outcomes within and beyond the 
environment, nature, agriculture and rural policy sectors.’ Respondents said these 
roles should be ‘proactive’ and ‘independent’ to gather impact narratives and case 
studies from the Missions. Respondents, however, called for further clarity in terms 
of their ‘selection, role, time commitment and training’ and also emphasised the 
importance of ensuring good information flow and communication of impact. 
Specifically, it was noted that there should be strong levels of communication 
across the Impact Officers and Champions.   

A small number of respondents suggested that utilising existing Impact Officers and 
Champions could be beneficial, such as those from SEFARI and individual projects.  

“The introduction of Mission Impact Officers and Champions could 
be valuable, but only if they are empowered to challenge 
underperformance and share learning across projects, rather than 
just collate paperwork. The framework’s flexibility is positive, but it 
must not become an excuse for vague or inconsistent 
measurement.” 

National Sheep Association 

“The types of impact are highly varied, and the Impact officers/ 
Champions/ Challenge leads will need a specific skill set to 
effectively deliver these, requiring training (time and budget) to be 
allocated and delivered prior to the start of the SRP to allow 
stakeholder engagement from day one as planned.” 

Moredun Research Institute 
 

The EPIC Centre of Expertise on Animal Disease Outbreaks noted that the 
approach to Impact Officers could be counterproductive for some Centres of 
Expertise. 
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“The draft strategy mentions the possibility of Mission Impact 
Officers being appointed from the Centres of Expertise. This may be 
a counterproductive move for EPIC, in so far as effort has been 
made already to establish that impact is the responsibility of all 
scientists, with those leading areas of work having a particular 
responsibility in this respect. To reflect the diversity of delivery 
models across the Centre of Expertise, it might be more effective to 
specify a requirement for impact to be supported, delivered and 
reported on, but to leave it to the individual Centre of Expertise to 
propose mechanisms to achieve this.” 

Respondents who were unsure about the effectiveness of the 

impact framework  

A small number of respondents (primarily individuals and other stakeholders) were 
unsure whether the impact framework offered an appropriate way of defining, 
monitoring and evaluating the impact of research funded through the programme. 
Some of the points raised by these respondents have been reflected in the 
narrative above and in summary included that the proposed impact framework: 

• was considered too broad and did not provide enough specificity regarding 
outcomes and impacts 

• lacked clear metrics or indicators for measuring impact (for example, 
productivity and profitability were mentioned) 

• placed too much emphasis on case studies and this risked providing a partial 
view of impact 

• risked operating in a ‘linear, siloed mindset’ – it was suggested that a holistic, 
cross-sectoral approach may be more beneficial in delivering meaningful 
benefits and achieving outcomes
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8.  Question 6 

Theme: Areas of research interest 

Question 6: The government evidence needs are being captured as Areas of 
Research Interests within the Strategy. Do you think this is the right approach 
to take? 

Introduction 

The vast majority (60, 85%) of consultation respondents answered question 6. 

The vast majority of respondents considered the ARIs model the 

right approach to take  

Theme 1: Reasons for supporting the proposed ARIs approach  

The vast majority (88%) of respondents (all respondent types) who answered 
question 6 expressed support in full or in principle for government evidence needs 
to be captured as ARIs. These responses acknowledged that the use of ARIs was 
widely accepted as a structured mechanism or framework in other government 
strategies.  

Support for this approach was reflected in responses which said ARIs was a 
‘sensible’, ‘sound’, ‘reasonable’ ‘helpful’, ‘progressive’ or a ‘useful’ way of 
articulating evidence needs which could then be met by aligning research 
investment and through commissioning research projects. 

In their responses, these respondents felt ARIs would help:   

• provide clarity, transparency, and ensure direct alignment between 
government/policy needs and research priorities and activity  

• support systems thinking and strategic targeting – the nested hierarchy of 
Missions, Challenges, and ARIs would help to target resources at areas of 
greatest impact 

• ensure alignment with good practice approaches used by other national and 
international funders and organisations  

• support research providers to plan with greater certainty, minimise 
duplication of work, identify potential areas for collaboration and partnership, 
and support greater policy cohesion and alignment 

• make the SRP more visible to the public, to the research community, and to 
wider stakeholders – and make it easier to communicate 
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“Formalising ARIs provides a transparent and predictable way to 
align research with government priorities. This clarity benefits all 
stakeholders - government gains assurance that critical evidence 
needs are addressed, while research providers can plan with greater 
certainty, align resources, and avoid duplication. It also makes the 
research programme more visible to wider stakeholders, who can 
understand why particular areas are prioritised and how they 
connect to national goals.” 

SRUC 

“The ARI model provides clarity, focus, and provides a structured 
and transparent mechanism for aligning research commissioning 
with policy priorities. Capturing the proposed SRP activities in this 
way follows UK government practice for detailing research questions 
for policy and will allow ARIs to be mapped across to those 
published by other departments, directorates, and agencies to 
address duplication and identify potential areas for collaboration with 
other research providers.” 

Food Standards Scotland 

Theme 2: While there was broad support for the ARIs, some concerns were 
raised about the approach 

Many of the respondents (all respondent tpyes) who agreed with the use of ARIs, 
also raised concerns about the proposed approach. These considerations largely 
focused on ways to minimise risks and/or to avoid unintended consequences, and 
are described below. 

First, respondents considered it important that the ARIs retained a degree of 
flexibility. Respondents said ARIs should be regularly refreshed and updated to 
reflect questions that emerged from the research or as understanding of the 
Challenges developed. They also said ARIs should be responsive to reflect new 
and emerging issues.  

Wider support was expressed for ensuring: 

• the ARIs were adaptive, dynamic and not defined too narrowly – to avoid 
constraining innovation, missing emerging issues, and to avoid rigidity 

• the ARIs were outward-looking – to ensure ARIs remained connected to 
wider UK and international research agendas 

• sufficient scope for horizon scanning – recognising that research has the 
potential to add value by identifying future challenges and risks in addition to 
current Challenges 

Second, respondents emphasised the importance of the ARIs being informed/co-
created by government policy and external experts, communities, industries, land 
managers and civil society (a bottom-up approach).  
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Respondents said that this would: 

• ensure the ARIs reflect both national objectives and the practical knowledge 
within the sector 

• ensure the process remains genuinely responsive to the realities faced by 
land managers and rural businesses, for example  

• avoid a disconnect between policy ambitions on the one hand and what is 
achievable on the ground on the other 

There was some acknowledgment in responses that co-creation was essential but 
that this could also introduce tensions and trade-offs. It was suggested that the 
strategy should be explicit about such complexities and build in processes at the 
outset to manage trade-offs transparently. 

Third, respondents commented on the large number of ARIs identified in the draft 
strategy. Points raised included: 

• whether too many ARIs could be perceived as a ‘wish list’ or lead to a 
‘scattergun approach’ that lacked focus and a clear research ambition – a 
suggestion made was for a more structured delineation of a smaller number 
of research interests  

• the importance of recognising trade-offs and setting clear principles for 
prioritisation when demands exceed resources – prioritisation and clarity on 
funding mechanisms and distribution for ARIs was considered important 

• the potential overlap/links between ARIs and how these could be best 
addressed – suggestions included mapping ARIs across multiple Challenges 
to: facilitate a better level of cross-linkage between the different Missions and 
to provide guidance on which are the most important when developing 
research proposals; avoid silos; and better reflect overlapping themes 

A small number of respondents said it would be important that an appropriate 
balance was struck between targeted research and ‘space for curiosity-driven 
innovation’. Responses mentioned that other funders, for example, the European 
Union (EU) Horizon Europe programme, balanced targeted calls with open, bottom-
up research opportunities as a way to help identify novel and innovative 
approaches. 

“Their scope is highly ambitious and prioritisation of the ARIs for 
funding in the SRP at an early stage beyond the consultation would 
be desirable. The ARIs are very variable in their nature and scope, 
as would be expected, but many overlap/link and a mechanism to 
network these at the tendering stage, prior to starting the work in the 
new SRP would be welcome.” 

Moredun Research Institute 
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“While ARIs are useful indications of what might be prioritised, they 
should not constrain the commissioning process into siloed thinking 
– ARIs must be connected, and not considered in isolation.  
Furthermore, the prioritisation within the ARIs will be important, 
especially in relation to funding distribution.” 

Biomathematics and Statistics Scotland 

Theme 3: Suggestions for how the ARIs approach could be strengthened 

Many of the respondents who agreed with the use of ARIs identified ways that the 
approach could be further strengthened. The main points raised can be 
summarised as follows, namely: 

• perceived gaps, areas of under-representation, and/or suggestions for where 
more explicit reference in the ARIs was considered important – this is 
covered in more detail at question 7 – comments in part reflected the specific 
areas of interest of particular organisations 

• within the wider ‘multiple co-benefits’ section it was recommended that 
beyond economic benefits the ARIs should more explicitly capture the 
environmental, social, and societal impacts of research – and that a balance 
would need to be struck between economic opportunity and environmental 
and social benefits in this regard 

• nature-based solutions – including calls to embed these more fully within ARI 
criteria to mainstream environmental resilience 

• more explicit links to other Scottish Government policy frameworks – for 
example Community Wealth Building was explicitly mentioned in responses 

• around terminology – a specific example is ‘Uniqueness to Scotland’ – this 
was considered ‘unclear and perhaps not useful in a scientific context’. A 
suggestion made was for this to be changed to ‘applicable to Scotland’ as 
very few of the pressures were considered unique to Scotland (for example, 
climate change, plant health, and restoring soils were mentioned) and that it 
would also be important to encourage opportunities to work with and learn 
from other countries 

• further clarity was asked for on the criteria to be used to identify priority ARIs  

Respondents who do not think this is the right approach 

The remainder (12%) of respondents (primarily individal respondents) who provided 
a response at question 6 either: 

• did not explicitly say in their response that they supported the ARIs approach  
– rather, they typically raised wider considerations for the Scottish 
Government as it looks to finalise the ENRA Strategy (points raised are 
covered in the narrative above, for example, siloed thinking, perceived gaps 
in the ARIs) or that ARIs was one of a number of viable approaches  

• explicitly said they did not support the proposed approach (only two 
responses) – no common themes were identified from these responses 

https://www.gov.scot/policies/cities-regions/community-wealth-building/
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9.  Question 7 

Theme: Areas of research interest 

Question 7: Do you agree that the key ARI questions are captured within the 
strategy? 

Introduction 

The vast majority (58, 83%) of consultation respondents answered question 7. 

The majority of respondents agreed that the key ARI questions are 

broadly captured within the strategy  

Theme 1: Positive feedback 

The majority of respondents (all respondent types) who answered this question 
broadly agreed that the key ARI questions are captured within the strategy and 
welcomed the breadth of areas covered. Common feedback in these responses 
included that the key ARI questions were ‘sensible’, ‘extensive’, ‘comprehensive’ 
and ‘covered many important areas.’ 

Further, some of these respondents said that the key ARI questions aligned closely 
with the Scottish Government’s strategic missions and that there was a strong 
balance across sectors and priorities. 

“The questions appear sufficiently broad and well-framed to capture the 
ambitions of the Missions.” 

Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board 
 

“The range of ARIs is comprehensive and well aligned with Scotland’s 
environmental and agricultural priorities.” 
 

British Association for Shooting and Conservation 

The same respondents typically said there were gaps or 

imbalances in the key ARI questions 

Theme 2: Despite high levels of support, the majority of these respondents 
also identified gaps or imbalances in the key ARI questions 

While the majority of respondents considered that the key ARI questions were 
wide-ranging and comprehensive, they also highlighted specific gaps or perceived 
imbalances. There was no single key issue rather, respondents identified a wide 
range of ideas and suggestions for how the key ARI questions could be further 
expanded or strengthened.  
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Points raised were often, but not exclusively, related to the individual’s or 
organisation’s own area of work or specific research interests/expertise. Points 
raised are considered in more detail below. 

Social sciences and behaviour 

Some respondents (Research Institutes, third sector organisations and individuals) 
considered that there was a lack of ARI questions relating to social sciences and 
human behaviour and suggested that this could be a cross-cutting theme. This was 
considered essential to addressing many relevant issues such as sustainable diets, 
land reform and nature restoration for example. 
 

“…there is a noticeable gap in social science research questions. Many of the 
Challenges identified - such as promoting sustainable diets, enabling land 
reform, addressing mis/disinformation, enhancing rural community resilience, 
and supporting the uptake of regenerative practices - require insights into 
human behaviour, governance, and social change. These issues cannot be 
addressed effectively through natural science and technical research alone. 
The strategy should therefore include ARIs that explicitly call for contributions 
from disciplines such as sociology, political science, behavioural science, 
economics, geography, and law. Expanding the scope of ARIs in this way 
would strengthen the programme’s ability to generate evidence that is 
relevant, usable, and aligned with policy and societal needs.”  
 

Individual respondent 
 

“Social sciences and behavioural insights must also be more visible. Without 
understanding what drives and enables farmer, consumer, and community 
behaviours, innovative practice will not be adopted at scale.” 

 
SRUC 

Species conservation 

Some respondents (mainly public bodies, third sector and other scientific 
organisations) noted that the biodiversity-related ARI questions focused on 
ecosystems. They highlighted that there was less emphasis on species 
conservation and recovery and suggested that more focus could be placed on this 
area. 
 

“The word species does not appear in the strategy document at all and only 
appears in the ARIs 8 times, the majority relating to ‘problem species’, not 
species recovery. It must be recognised that species in Scotland have 
undergone historic declines which, on average, continue today, as signalled 
by the State of Nature in Scotland Report 2023 and referenced by First 
Minister John Swinney.” 

RSPB Centre for Conservation Science 
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“We think biodiversity does not get enough focus and when it is mentioned, 
it’s usually in the context of ecosystems and not in the context of species 
conservation. Halting and reversing biodiversity loss will require both.” 
 

NatureScot 

Marine, coastal and river ecosystems 

A small number of respondents (largely other stakeholders and other scientific 
organisations) noted that marine, coastal and river ecosystems were under-
represented in the key ARI questions. These respondents suggested that there 
should be more focus placed on sustainable seafood systems, coastal erosion, and 
marine biodiversity. 
 

“Marine and coastal ecosystems are underrepresented, especially regarding 
sustainable food systems, blue carbon, and coastal community resilience.” 

 
Merman Conservation Expeditions Ltd 

 
“Most key ARIs are captured, but seafood is notably absent. Suggested 
additions include: climate impacts on seafood safety, aquaculture genetics, 
valorisation of seafood by-products, and aquatic animal health in One 
Health.” 

 
Seafood Scotland 

Skills, training and workforce development 

A small number of respondents (third sector organisations and other stakeholders) 
highlighted a lack of focus on skills, training and workforce development in the key 
ARI questions. These respondents said there was a particular need for research on 
skills gaps in land-based industries, training for future job roles, and attracting and 
retaining young people in environmental and agricultural sectors. 
 

“Lantra emphasises again that there is a worrying lack of focus on skills and 
training. The Commission for the Land-based Learning Review 
recommended that it is important to ‘Undertake research which identifies key 
transferable skills required across different job roles within the Sector’, which 
shows clear alignment with the aims of this strategy. Although to an extent 
work has been done on this, with our changing climate and skills system, it 
isn’t a process that is ever complete. Skills, training and workforce are 
mentioned in relation to flood risk management and food and drink industry, 
without making reference to any other land and nature-based industries.  As 
mentioned previously, Lantra recommends that skills and training be 
suggested as a challenge in itself, with ARI questions spanning the land and 
nature-based industries. 

Lantra 
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“We want to highlight where we feel there is a gap between our 
organisational policy priorities and ENRA’s proposed ARIs. The main areas 
are: fair returns to primary producers, strategic supply chains, and addressing 
a lack of skilled and unskilled agricultural labour.” 
 

NFU Scotland 
 
Other perceived gaps highlighted by a very small number of respondents included: 
 

• historic environment – suggestions included consideration of the impact of 
climate change on historic sites and a greater focus on tourism and heritage 
skills 

“The historic environment, as a core part of Scotland’s environment, should 
be a stronger theme across many of the ARI questions… including coastal 
erosion, land use, and behavioural research.” 

Historic Environment Scotland 
 

• peatland and soils – suggestions included separating soils and peatlands into 
distinct ARIs 

“The ARI ‘Protecting and restoring soils and peatland’ would be better split 
into two separate sections as soils and peatlands are different. Peatlands are 
a type of habitat, a valuable part of our natural landscape and playing a key 
role in climate change adaptation but it only relates to a single type of soil 
(peat soil).” 

NatureScot 
 

• urban and peri-urban environment – there was considered to be a lack of 
focus on urban biodiversity and the urban environment more generally 

“We fully support a strong focus on soils, in particular, the clearly identified 
challenges and ARI associated with soils. However, we note a lack of focus 
on urban soils including brownfield sites and an absence of soils explicitly 
associated with both the crop and biodiversity challenges.” 
 

Society for the Environment 
 

• circular economy – it was suggested that there was too much focus on waste 
reduction and not enough emphasis on product and system design 

• data and AI – there was felt to be a lack of recognition of new data and AI 
technologies, with a suggestion that this could be considered a cross-cutting 
theme  

“Data infrastructure, AI, and machine learning should be recognised as cross-
cutting enablers across ARIs. These tools are essential for handling the 
complexity of modern evidence needs.” 

SRUC 
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Some respondents said the breadth of key ARI questions may 

make prioritisation difficult and that it may also dilute funding 

focus and imapct 

Theme 3: Respondents who feel the key ARI questions require more 
prioritisation 

Some respondents expressed concern about the breadth and large number of key 
ARI questions and research topics. They felt that prioritisation was unclear and that 
a large number of key ARI questions could result in a dilution of funding focus and 
impact. 

“In defining ARIs, we recommend following Sir Ian Boyd’s at the ENRA 
Science Policy Conference, that “big impact will not be achieved by asking 
small-scale questions”: while most of the 55 priority ARIs do have a route to 
impact, there are a very large number of nested, bulleted research questions, 
many of them curiosity driven, open-ended, and lacking urgency, ambition or 
a clear route to impact. These would benefit from being fewer in number and 
perhaps framed as a challenge and response.” 
 

Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh 
 

“While the strategy covers a broad range of ARIs, there is a risk that some of 
the most pressing or sector-specific questions could be lost in the sheer 
breadth of topics. The inclusion of ARIs on adaptive grazing, soil 
sustainability, and circular economy is positive and relevant to the sheep 
sector, but the list sometimes feels more like a catalogue than a set of clear 
priorities. There is little sense of which ARIs are genuinely urgent, or how 
trade-offs will be managed when resources are limited.” 
 

National Sheep Association 
 

“They are all sensible, but I don't think there is information to know which are 
the most important and will make the biggest quantum of difference.” 
 

Individual respondent 
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10. Question 8 

Theme: Impact Routes – Decision Support, Living Labs and innovation  

Question 8: Which actions relating to data, data analysis, and modelling 
should the ENRA research programme prioritise? 

Introduction 

The majority (47, 67%) of consultation respondents answered question 8. 

The vast majority of respondents agreed with the desired 

modelling and underpinning data analysis outcomes 

The vast majority of respondents (all respondent types) who answered question 8 
said the research programme should prioritise actions that were aligned to or in 
broad agreement with the outcomes outlined in Annex C of the consultation 
document. The three outcomes are: 

• ensuring traceability and transparency in how data, analysis, and models 
inform decisions 

• enabling timely, evidence-based policy decisions through accessible, high-
quality analysis and modelling 

• fostering a culture of reuse, collaboration and active engagement across 
research and policy communities 

Theme 1: Ensuring traceability and transparency in how data, analysis, and 
models inform decisions 

The majority of respondents (mostly organisation respondents and in particular 
Research Institutes and Centres of Expertise and other scientific organisations) 
said that improving traceability and transparency of data, data systems and 
modelling represented a clear and credible step forward for the programme.  

Specific actions that respondents felt the ENRA research programme should 
prioritise included: 

• providing outputs in accessible formats, such as scenario tools, 
disaggregated data and policy summaries – respondents said this could 
make the research programme more visible and easier to communicate to 
range of different stakeholders 

• open publication of workflows 

• improved data and documentation 

• improved/clearer data provenance 

• validation against real world data 

  

https://www.gov.scot/publications/consultation-2027-32-environment-natural-resources-agriculture-enra-research-strategy/pages/10/
https://www.gov.scot/publications/consultation-2027-32-environment-natural-resources-agriculture-enra-research-strategy/pages/10/
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• a coherent governance framework for data modelling, covering uncertainty, 
scope and limitations to ensure consistent metadata standards – 
respondents said this could make data analysis easier to understand, 
scrutinise (for example, peer review) and reuse 

Further, respondents noted that processes to support transparency and traceability 
could bring greater clarity to how evidence is gathered, generated and interpreted. 
In turn, this could help ensure greater alignment with policy, embed long-term 
monitoring and evaluation, avoid duplication and improve trust and confidence in 
decision-making. These organisation respondents viewed building in traceability 
and transparency processes as a practical and well-established approach across 
national and international data systems. 

“Develop models that are transparent, easy to update, and can be adapted to 
different scenarios, scales, and user groups, including rural planners and 
local decision-makers.” 
 

National Sheep Association 
 

“Combining existing component models is a good start to the development of 
systems models, but they can limit the range of applicability due to 
computational bottlenecks, statistical difficulties in parameter estimation, and 
missing feedback mechanisms that may lead to a failure to identify 
unintended outcomes or win-wins. Therefore, robust decision support also 
requires development of simplified and computationally tractable systems 
models that can be subjected to more rigorous statistical testing and analysis, 
and such efforts should be supported by the ENRA programme.” 
 

Biomathematics and Statistics Scotland 

Theme 2: Enabling timely, evidence-based policy decisions through 
accessible, high quality analysis and modelling 

Many organisation respondents (particularly Research Institutes and Centres of 
Expertise) stated that the research programme should prioritise accessible high 
quality data and analysis in order to ensure timely and targeted evidence for 
decision makers.  

These respondents regarded the accessibility of high quality data as an effective 
method to ensure that the research programme is closely aligned to the Missions 
and ARIs and is adaptable to the pace of environmental and societal change. For 
example, Living Labs and regional testbeds were consistently highlighted by 
organisations (particularly Research Institutes) as valuable platforms for embedding 
engagement and creating iterative learning and feedback loops to help inform both 
policy and practice. 

A related point raised (all respondent types, in particular other public bodies) was 
that data curation was essential to identify gaps and opportunities for integration 
and collaboration within data infrastructure. Data curation was also considered to 
be an essential quality control method to ensure more responsive and robust 
decision making such that there is ‘the pathway from data to decision making.’   
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Some of these respondents called for greater investment in technical infrastructure 
for advanced modelling, such as AI and Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR), to 
enable timely analysis of data that is robust, relevant and available when needed. 
This included developing models that are adaptable to different scales and 
scenarios (for example, from farm, plot and catchment scale to Scotland level). 

“Considerable gains could be made by more emphasis on high quality 
modelling and use of existing data. Possibly looking at models developed 
elsewhere which, if necessary, could be modified for Scottish conditions. The 
Scottish Research Institutes have excellent long term data sets and 
collections that are of great value in developing evidence-based models.” 
 

Hannah Dairy Research Foundation 
 

“We would strongly advocate the exploration of AI in addressing the food 
system challenges outlined in this strategy, building on work that has already 
been delivered through the SRP and research commissioned by Food 
Standards Scotland and other funders. This includes the application of 
bioinformatic machine learning approaches for understanding pathogen 
transmission and the development of tools that improve our ability to detect 
changes in the food landscape (such as changes to production methods, 
food composition and consumption patterns) which support the evaluation of 
policy (for example, indicators for assessing performance against the goals of 
the Good Food Nation Plan).” 
 

Food Standards Scotland 
 

“The opportunities to utilise AI should form a strong focus within the strategy. 
FAIR (Findable, Accessible, Interoperable, and Reusable) data standards, 
shared infrastructure and investment in modelling and decision-support tools 
are vital to unlock innovation across the supply chain.” 
 

The Maltsters Association of Great Britain (MAGB) 
 

Theme 3: Fostering a culture of reuse, collaboration and active engagement 
across research and policy communities 

Many organisation respondents (all organisation types) highlighted that active 
engagement and collaboration between researchers, policymakers, practitioners, 
and communities is fundamental to achieve the Vision for Modelling in the SRP. 

They suggested that priority actions could focus on training and capacity building 
(such as mentoring), particularly for community groups and farms, to support 
communities and the wider general public to be involved in data, data analysis and 
modelling. It was noted that this could ensure greater adoption of the research 
outputs. 
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Other suggested priority actions included enabling co-designed tools, integration of 
citizen science platforms, shared workflows and multi-disciplinary teams. 
Respondents said that these could support systems thinking, highlight opportunities 
for partnership and collaboration and allow lessons to be learned and shared 
across different Missions and Challenges.  

Some respondents placed value on actions and approaches which would make 
best use of existing high quality datasets, such as common data standards, 
integrated and interoperable models and coordinated access to existing datasets. 
They noted that this could provide benefits such as efficient use of public resources 
by avoiding duplication. Respondents said this would build capacity and foster 
collaboration to deliver a more connected, coherent and impactful research 
programme building on the extensive work already achieved by the Research 
Institutes.  

Further, some of these respondents pointed to the value of linking Scottish datasets 
and analytical aproaches with UK and international initiatives to strengthen 
comparability and open further routes for collaboration. They noted that there are 
many areas where data requires an international approach, such as pathogen 
genomics, food system monitoring, climate scenario standardisation and crop 
genetic resources. 

“The 2027-2032 Strategy builds upon expertise and stakeholder networks 
developed within the MRPs over many years. Such expertise and shared 
understanding of policy and research needs will enable knowledge to be 
advanced while adding value to existing capabilities and infrastructure (e.g. 
research platforms, specialist facilities). Where partnerships with other 
researchers or research organisations are required, these are either already 
in place and operating well or can be identified and involved via the MRPs.” 
 

James Hutton Institute 
 

“Data will deliver far greater value when integrated and shared across 
national boundaries. The ENRA research programme should therefore 
prioritise collaboration on data and modelling with partners across the wider 
GB/UK and internationally. This is particularly important in areas such as 
animal and plant genetics, and in carbon auditing to support transparent 
supply chain reporting. A “collect once, use many times” principle should 
underpin data collection, ensuring that permissions and data governance are 
appropriately managed - especially where farmers are asked to contribute. 
There is a risk that excessive data demands could create unnecessary 
burdens on farmers and other industry partners, potentially discouraging 
participation.” 
 

Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board 
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11.  Question 9 

Theme: Impact Routes – Decision Support, Living Labs and innovation  

Question 9: What barriers exist to delivering effective data analysis and 
modelling in the current ENRA Research Programme? 

Introduction 

The majority (42, 60%) of consultation respondents answered question 9. 

The vast majority of respondents identfied barriers to effective data 

analysis and modelling in the current ENRA research programme 

Theme 1: Data accessibility  

The majority of respondents (all respondent types, in particular Research Institutes 
and Centres of Expertise and other public bodies) identified access to data as an 
existing barrier to delivering effective data analysis and modelling in the current 
ENRA research programme. The availability of datasets, analysis and modelling to 
inform policy decision was commonly described as ‘fragmented’ and ‘siloed.’ 

It was further noted that existing datatsets can vary significantly in terms of 
accessibility and quality. This led to calls from a small number of Research 
Institutes and Centres of Expertise for a ‘central repository’ for data and associated 
software. However, it was also noted that curation and synthesis of relevant 
datasets can take significant time and resources which can limit the extent to which 
research outputs can inform time-senstive policy decisions. Respondents also 
noted that access to data can be further complicated by General Data Protection 
Regulation (GDPR), particularly for smaller and potentially disclosive datasets. 

Some respondents noted that the inaccessibility of data can be exacerbated by a 
reluctance to share datasets, analysis and modelling, particularly among SMEs and 
community groups. To this end, these respondents welcomed the focus on 
fostering a culture of collaboration and active engagement which could support 
greater access to relevant and robust datasets, analysis and modelling for different 
stakeholders. 

While a few organisations noted that there has been progress with the adoption of 
FAIR data principles, feedback suggested this was uneven and that a more 
strategic approach was needed to ensure widespread adoption in cross-sector 
analysis and modelling. 
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“Data archiving and accessibility is also likely to be a barrier to this. There are 
some excellent examples of how data has been made available to the wider 
community through FAIR principles and initiatives to make data accessible, 
such as EoRNA3 and EoRNA2, but too many datasets are not made 
available in a FAIR way making them unavailable for decision support 
development and modelling. One of the main barriers to delivering effective 
data analysis and modelling in the current ENRA programme is therefore 
fragmentation. Projects and themes within the Strategic Research 
Programme often operate in isolation, which makes it difficult to build 
integrated decision-support tools that draw on the full range of available 
evidence. While there are good examples of progress, these remain isolated 
rather than systemic.” 
 

The International Barley Hub 
 

“A central repository for data and associated software would greatly aid 
access to data collected. This data needs to be provided in an agreed format 
and ontology for describing the data, alongside a maintained list of datasets, 
tools etc., for re-use. There is also a lack of high-quality data for some food 
system sectors, particularly the bakery sector and other more extensively 
processed foods. This would require work with stakeholders to collect this 
information but would really aid future modelling of the food system and food 
supply chains.”  
 

Rowett Institute 
 

“There would appear to be ‘closed minds’ among some researchers as to 
which models are the most appropriate for a particular challenge. An initial 
part of the programme needs to break down any barriers which exist between 
modelling teams.”  

Hannah Dairy Research Foundation 
 

Theme 2: Lack of data governance mechanisms 

Many respondents (all respondent types) reported that a lack of data governance in 
the current SRP was a barrier to delivering effective data analysis and modelling. 
These respondents said a lack of data governance risks a lack of shared 
understanding, limited data integration and quality assurance which could lead to 
less impactful and a more complex data landscape.  

They suggested that agreed formats and ontologies would be essential to ensure 
greater standardisation of datasets, facilitate greater collaboration and avoid 
duplication of effort. Although, it was also noted that data governance should not 
undermine current approaches to accessing data. 

 
3 A Barley Expression Database that displays gene and transcript abundance data on demand as 
transcripts per million across all samples and all the genes. 

https://ics.hutton.ac.uk/eorna/index.html
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“Barriers include fragmented data systems, inconsistent data standards, and 
limited capacity for cross-sectoral modelling. Addressing these through 
improved governance and collaboration will enhance the effectiveness of 
data analysis.” 
 

Seafood Scotland 
 
“There are currently gaps in relation to the standardised metrics that are 
needed to model all of the outcomes for health, sustainability and resilience 
in our food system that the ENRA research programme is seeking to 
address. These issues underline the need for this strategy to play a more 
prominent role in underpinning capacity and the co-ordination of data 
generation in this space; with clearer read across to existing policy outcomes 
such as the Good Food Nation Plan and the Scottish Dietary Goals.”  
 

Food Standards Scotland 

Theme 3: Skills, capacity and resource constraints 

Many respondents (all respondent types) highlighted skills, capacity and resource 
constraints as existing barriers to delivering effective data analysis and modelling in 
the current SRP. Respondents said these issues could be more common for rural 
stakeholders, smaller NGOs and community groups who often lacked the required 
tools, training and technical capability to engage and contribute to data-intensive 
research (in terms of scale and complexity). 

Some capacity issues were also reported for the Research Institutes/Centres of 
Expertise (by all respondent types) where gaps in advanced analytical and 
modelling expertise (excluding Biomathematics and Statistics Scotland) has limited 
the further development of robust and policy-focused tools. It was suggested that 
this has impacted on certain areas, such as soil monitoring, where high costs and a 
small pool of experts has restricted the volume of data that can be collected and 
analysed. 

Some respondents noted that capacity was further constrained by tight delivery 
timescales with Research Institutes and Centres of Expertise reporting difficulty in 
engaging with academics in their own and other institutions, particularly those early 
in their careers and when projects require significant input over a short period of 
time.  

In some responses, capacity issues and constraints led to calls for sustained 
investment in training and ongoing support to ensure greater adoption of advanced 
data modelling. 
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“Institute capacity for delivering modelling tools is most often at technology 
readiness level (TRL) 6 (System/subsystem model or prototype 
demonstration in a relevant environment). TRLs higher than this may mean 
that alternative processes and/or funding may be needed. The TRL need 
may also be influenced by client capacity such that greater efficiency and 
impact is achieved by using models with clients rather than providing model 
to clients.”  

James Hutton Institute  
 
“Funding for soil monitoring in Scotland is limited. Collecting data to assess 
soil health is expensive and there are limited numbers of experts to analyse 
this data.” 

SEPA 

“It is a particular barrier for CXC and the CoEs to deliver effective 
data analysis and modelling that we operate on very short timelines. 
Academics often find that they are unable to engage on our timelines 
due to prior commitments. This is in particular an issue where we are 
looking for a considerable time commitment over a short timeframe 
from early and mid-career researchers.” 

ClimateXChange 
 

A small number of respondents did not identify any barriers 

A small number of respondents (two, 4%) did not identify any existing barriers to 
effective data analysis and modelling. One respondent stated that there were no 
existing barriers to effective data analysis and modelling while the other respondent 
was unsure. 
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12.  Question 10 

Theme: Impact Routes – Decision Support, Living Labs and innovation  

Question 10: Which principles relating to the delivery of analysis and 
modelling are most important (for example, collaboration, innovation, 
impact)? 

Introduction 

The majority (43, 61%) of consultation respondents answered question 10.  

All respondent types typically identified a consistent set of interconnected principles 
to help deliver credible, high-impact evidence, as described further below. 

Theme 1: Genuine co-design and collaboration 

The vast majority of respondents who answered question 10 said that genuine co-
design and collaboration of scientific research was essential to deliver impactful 
analysis and modelling. Respondents said it would be vitally important to adopt 
approaches that aim to engage with all relevant stakeholders from the outset and 
on an ongoing basis. They emphasised the importance of bringing together 
researchers, policymakers, industry, and communities to ensure that research/ 
modelling/evidence was directly shaped and informed by a diversity of views, 
perspectives, and expertise.  

They added that a meaningful co-design approach that fostered longer-term 
partnership working relationships, would help ensure relevance, legitimacy, the 
uptake and use of research findings, as well as encourage the sharing of lessons.  
Respondents said continuing efforts were needed to address barriers to 
collaboration – for example, breaking down silos across different disciplines, 
research institutions, sectors, and geographic borders. They also identified a need 
for investment to encourage co-design and collaboration, including skills 
development and capacity building support. 

“Ensuring stakeholders are invested in the idea of research is 
crucial, involving them as creators of research (as opposed to 
merely participants) can help with this.” 

Lantra Scotland 

“To operationalise these principles, it is important to ensure a 
longer-term baseline understanding of analytical processes and 
long-term partnership working across all parties (policymakers, 
stakeholders, researchers) and within institutions. This requires 
investment in improving skills and capacity building to ensure 
research resilience across the Portfolio.” 

SEFARI Directors Executive Committee 
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Theme 2: Impact driven and practicality 

Ensuring the delivery of analysis and modelling is impact driven and results in 
practical and relevant actions was considered important by a majority of 
respondents. These respondents said it was important to use data and analysis to 
address real-world problems and challenges and to directly inform decision-making 
and policy development. They suggested that impact be measured by the extent to 
which it has supported better outcomes for rural businesses, the environment, and 
communities. 

Respondents also advocated for long-term data collection to track and evaluate 
impact (for example, environmental uplift) – as well as to help inform scalable 
approaches and future interventions (alongside mechanisms that facilitate targeted 
efforts to inform an emerging policy issues). 

“Practical relevance and impact: analysis and modelling should 
generate actionable insights for farmers and policymakers, 
supporting credible measurement of outcomes and evidence-based 
decision-making.”  

Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board 

“The potential for impact will be determined by how productive and 
positive the collaborations between modellers and how innovations 
have been developed.” 

The International Barley Hub, based at The James Hutton Institute 

Theme 3: Transparency  

Transparency was identified by some respondents as a key principle relating to the 
delivery of analysis and modelling. Respondents said that transparency was built 
through trust, maintained through clear governance, and underpinned by open 
communication. Respondents said that a co-design and collaborative approach 
would help ensure transparency and build trust. They added that ensuring clear and 
open communication of assumptions, uncertainties, approaches, methodologies, 
data sources, and limitations were important so that users can trust and understand 
the results and how research findings can be used. 

Respondents called for approaches to encourage easier data linkages and steps to 
ensure models and data have open access. They said this would help to maintain 
confidence among data providers and end-users and would support the credibility 
of research approach and results. Ensuring results and outputs are published in 
clear, practical, and accessible formats to policymakers and end-users, including 
non-specialists, was considered important in this regard. 

Other points raised by respondents included the need for continuing efforts to 
address barriers (such as time and cost) to accessing datasets and sharing 
resultant data products. They suggested that this could help to facilitate 
collaboration and the delivery of responsive and impactful analysis to policymakers. 
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“Analyses must make clear the assumptions, data sources, and 
uncertainties involved. This openness builds trust in results and 
gives policymakers, industry, and civil society the confidence to act 
on the evidence.” 

SRUC 

“This is likely to require cross-government initiatives to create a 
comprehensive and integrated secure data environment or portal, 
for use by analysts in the Scottish Government and the research 
community. The proposals in the draft Strategy provide an 
opportunity for such an initiative to be taken forward as a model for 
other non-Open and secure datasets held by the Scottish 
Government. This approach could directly facilitate collaboration and 
the delivery of responsive and impactful analysis to policymakers. 
The Administrative Data Agricultural Research Collection (AD|ARC) 
provides an example of a model of such an environment.” 

SEFARI Directors Executive Committee 

“Models and data should be open and understandable, allowing 
users to trust and scrutinise results.” 

Merman Conservation Expeditions Ltd 

Theme 4: Innovation  

Innovation was identified as a key principle relating to the delivery of analysis and 
modelling by some respondents. In summary, the main points raised included the 
importance of supporting innovation in data gathering, analysis and modelling such 
as embracing and adopting new technologies and allowing space to experiment 
with new approaches. Respondents also emphasised the importance of making 
effective use of real-time data, ensuring new tools or metrics were tested in real-
world settings and refined based on feedback from those who will use them, and 
developing strong global collaborations.  

Theme 5: Flexibility and adaptability 

A common theme that underpins the delivery of analysis and modelling was 
considered to be flexibility and adaptability. Here, respondents mentioned that it 
would be important that research undertaken was flexible and responsive to 
emerging challenges and evolving priorities. They emphasised the value of 
adaptive and iterative learning and action as well as the design of data models that 
can evolve with changing data, policy needs, and climate conditions. They added 
that models must be capable of being easily updated and tailored to different scales 
and user needs. 
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Theme 6: Other principles identified 

Consultation responses identified other principles relating to the delivery of analysis 
and modelling. These respondents mentioned: 

• awareness, understanding and adoption of best practice approaches to the 
design and conduct of scientific research 

• clarity of purpose from the outset – analysis should begin with an agreed 
definition of the policy problem, the scope of work, and the expectations of the 
outputs 

• the need for research integrity and developing clear and transparent new 
research approaches – whilst maintaining data quality checks and curation 
processes 

• efficiency and proportionality – analysis should be proportionate to the policy 
challenge, avoiding unnecessary complexity where a simpler approach could 
provide clear and timely answers. Applying a ‘collect once, use many times’ 
principle could reduce duplication and minimise the burden on data providers 
ensuring resources are used effectively 

• data governance and system design considerations – for example: promoting 
interoperability, open standards, and secure data environments; ensuring 
FAIR data principles; and joined-up data systems and shared methodologies 
to enhance consistency and scalability 

• maximising the benefits of analysis and modelling for the public good 

• policy and research coherence – alignment with Defra and other UK/GB 
research programmes could strengthen policy cohesion across related 
domains 
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13.  Question 11 

Theme: Impact Routes – Decision Support, Living Labs and innovation  

Question 11: Is the Living Labs approach for co-production appropriate, and 
how could it be enhanced or adapted? 

Introduction 

The vast majority of respondents (61, 87%) answered question 11.  

The Living Labs approach for co-production is appropriate  

The vast majority (59, 97%) of respondents who answered this question were 
broadly supportive of the Living Labs approach, but most felt it could be improved. 
The Living Labs approach was considered ‘fundamental’ and ‘essential’ to increase 
knowledge, to scale impact, and to address specific challenges – through 
collaboration and real-world testing and iterative learning. 

Theme 1: The Living Labs approach offers a range of benefits and 
opportunities  

The majority of respondents that considered the approach appropriate said Living 
Labs have the potential to offer a wide range of benefits and opportunities. This 
included that Living Labs:  

• have the potential to address issues regarding a lack of standardised 
information and consistent data collection within agricultural innovation – 
Living Labs could be used to enable consistent data collection and sharing 

• ‘bridge the gap’ between research and practice, through real-world testing of 
innovation and practices, to address challenges  

• create a platform for stakeholder collaboration and co-development by 
engaging a range of organisations and individuals, such as farmers, local 
authorities, land managers, and those from rural communities 

• help other practitioners to see the policy outcomes they should deliver 
against 

• could help to overcome scalability challenges 

“Living Labs represent a powerful opportunity to bridge the gap 
between research and practice by testing innovations in real-world 
farming conditions while generating measurable data on production, 
resilience, and sustainability.” 

The International Barley Hub 
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“The linking of research, practice and policy through on-farm 
demonstration is central to the success of realising the potential of 
agricultural transition.” 

Sustainable Farm Network 

“The Living Labs approach appears to be a reasonable way to 
address the challenge of upscaling from local/site-based trials to 
deliver larger, landscape or catchment-scale impacts.”  

SEPA 

Enhancing the Living Lab approach  

The vast majority of respondents (75%) (all respondent types) who answered this 
question suggested that whilst the Living Labs approach is appropriate, there were 
enhancements and/or adaptations which could be made to improve the approach.  

Theme 1: Co-development and inclusion should be at the core of the Living 
Labs approach 

Some respondents, across all respondent types, noted in their response that in 
implementing the Living Labs approach, it would be crucial to ensure that 
meaningful co-development and inclusion were built into the approach from the 
outset and that this should be a continuous process. For example, from setting 
priorities, to designing trials and evaluating results.  

Further, respondents emphasised that the Living Labs approach should be 
‘genuinely collaborative’ and include a wide range of stakeholders. Diversity and 
inclusion were considered vitally important in this regard to ensure the Living Labs 
approach:  

• involved a variety of perspectives and draws on a broad knowledge base 

• was viewed as a credible approach and has a strong sense of ownership 

• has real-world relevance through co-design of solutions to address real-world 
challenges 

Respondents highlighted the types of stakeholder they thought could be involved in 
the Living Labs approach. This included, for example, communities and community 
organisations, local authorities and education providers, land managers and 
farmers, as well as policy makers. Specifically, respondents referred to the 
importance of including farmers, individuals/organisations from under-represented 
groups and diverse geographic representation in the Living Labs approach.  

Some respondents, across all organisation sub-groups, suggested that a ‘farmer-
led’ or ‘farmer-driven’ structure could be considered for the Living Labs approach. 
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A small number of respondents (Research Institutes and Centres of Expertise, and 
other stakeholders) raised a related point that whilst collaboration would be 
essential, there could also be a ‘single point’ of leadership to ensure clarity and 
accountability on the purpose of the Living Labs and to ensure delivery against 
objectives and outcomes. 

“Food safety issues that affect multiple systems and stakeholders 
might benefit from this type of approach (for example tracing 
pathogens from farm to fork). In order to apply Living Labs to this 
area, it would be necessary to promote engagement with farmers 
and food producers and processors, and involve community food 
organisations, local authorities and education providers; ensuring 
diverse geographic representation, including urban, rural, and island 
contexts.”  

Food Standards Scotland 

“Living Labs should be designed to reflect regional and sectoral 
diversity, ensuring participation from smaller farms, crofters, 
community groups, and local enterprises as well as larger 
organisations. Dedicated facilitation and resources for inclusion will 
help broaden engagement and enhance the credibility and real-
world relevance of outcomes.” 

SEFARI Directors Executive Committee 

Theme 2: Scaling and adoption of innovative practices and solutions 

Some respondents, in particular Research Institutes and Centres of Expertise and 
other public bodies, noted that there may be challenges in scaling innovation and 
ensuring widespread adoption of practices/solutions generated through the Living 
Labs approach.  

These respondents noted that Living Labs and other pilot projects/trials often 
produce ‘promising results’. They added that these innovations do not always 
transition into widespread adoption and systematic change and it was vital the 
Living Labs approach had appropriate mechanisms to support this to happen.   

Respondents suggested that having a diverse range of Living Labs, with some 
operating on small projects with shorter timescales and others operating at a larger 
scale and over a longer timescale, could help to address the range of challenges 
and also help ensure that innovations were adopted more widely. 

Further, respondents emphasised that knowledge sharing activities would be 
essential and could help ensure efforts are maximised and could help increase 
adoption of innovations. It was considered important that knowledge and learning 
was shared between Living Labs, as well as the sharing of data and best practices 
more widely across the sector to promote the implementation of solutions and 
successful innovation.  
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A small number of respondents suggested that the adoption and benefits of new 
practices developed from Living Labs projects, could be used as a metric to 
measure the success of the approach, rather than solely measuring the number of 
projects completed. 

“Overall, the Living Labs should be designed to embrace the scale 
and purpose of the SRP. As such, Living Labs should range from 
those operating at small scale over short periods, to those operating 
at larger scale and longer, possibly open-ended, timescales. The 
latter would facilitate assessment of more systemic challenges, 
underlying causes and changing attitudes and behaviours of people 
over time.”  

NatureScot 

“There also needs to be a commitment to share learning widely, not 
just within research networks but across the sector, so that good 
practice can be scaled up.”  

National Sheep Association  

“We see the Living Labs model as particularly strong in its ability to 
connect science, policy, the supply chain, and practitioners in real-
world farming contexts. To maximise its effectiveness, it will be 
important to ensure that Living Labs remain embedded in 
commercial farm settings, supported by robust data collection and 
evaluation frameworks, and linked across the UK to promote shared 
learning and scalable impact” 

Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board  

Theme 3: Existing structures and bodies could be utilised within the Living 
Labs approach 

Some respondents, namely Research Institutes and Centres of Expertise and other 
public bodies, highlighted that there were existing structures and bodies which 
undertake Living Lab work (such as demonstration farms) which could be part of 
the Living Labs approach. They said it would be critically important to work closely 
with existing structures and bodies to help avoid duplication of efforts and maximise 
research impacts. 

Some of these respondents provided examples of existing structures which could 
be part of the Living Labs approach, or bodies who could work in close partnership 
with the Living Labs. A small number of respondents referred to the work from 
SRUC on Landscape Enterprise Networks (LENs) which provides a potential end-
to-end service with clear routes for farmers to be funded to trial, demonstrate and 
scale interventions, including feedback loops. 
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Additionally, respondents highlighted the existence of ‘research farms’ or 
‘demonstration farms’ that carried out similar activities/projects to test and 
showcase practices for wider adoption. Examples mentioned in responses 
included:  

• Sustainable Farms Network – community of 36 demonstration farms across 
the UK which work across agricultural sectors to address environmental, 
social and economic sustainability  

• Scotland’s Monitor Farm Programme – a farmer-led Living Lab which has 
been running for more than 20 years, and which utilises a bottom-up, 
collaborative approach to work with research and advisory partners to test 
and refine solutions in real commercial environments 

• Diageo Scotch Regenerative Agriculture Programme – a three-year initiative 
that explores ways to reduce carbon emissions from growing wheat and 
barley. This initiative has worked with around 20 farms and technical partners 
such as Scottish Agronomy and SAC Consulting to test and implement 
practices and develop solutions  

Theme 4: Further clarification was needed on what is meant by the term 
‘Living Labs approach’ and on the scope of the approach  

Some respondents (Research Institutes and Centres of Expertise, other public 
bodies and other scientific organisations) called for further information and clarity 
from the Scottish Government on the proposals for the Living Labs approach.  

Definition 

These respondents noted that it would be important that terminology such as ‘Living 
Labs’ was widely understood by stakeholders, and that there was a shared 
understanding of what was meant. Respondents suggested that the term Living 
Labs would need to be more clearly defined to ensure it does not unintentionally 
deter farmers and other stakeholders from being involved. Some felt there could be 
flexibility in the definition of Living Labs to allow for more areas to be encapsulated 
over time and to enable wide reach and engagement with stakeholders. A small 
number of respondents suggested that a more ‘farmer-led’ term could be used.  

Scope 

Respondents mentioned that Living Labs can vary considerably in terms of how 
they operate, their scope and levels of stakeholder engagement. There were 
varying opinions on the scope of the Living Labs approach. Some suggested that 
these could be focused specifically on one area – with a clear definition of the 
scope, objectives and outcomes to be explored. They noted that this could help to 
ensure stakeholders have a clear understanding of the work of the Living Labs and 
how they can engage with them. Others felt a broader, more flexible approach 
could help to increase levels of engagement from industry stakeholders as well as 
broaden the projects and innovations explored.  
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A small number of respondents suggested Living Labs they would like to see 
established, or particular areas of focus – this spanned: 

• landscape 

• coastal and marine (for example, aquaculture) 

• agroforestry 

• soils 

Governance 

Respondents who expressed the need for flexibility in governance arrangements for 
the Living Labs approach stated that co-management and shared decision-making 
could improve trust and ownership of outcomes. 

“The Living Labs approach is a valuable component for generating 
insight and impact. However, there are significant challenges and 
limits to the Living Lab approach that might limit its ability to develop 
rigorous scientific results, and so limit the applicability of lessons 
learned to be applied more generally…We would encourage a broad 
view of what is understood as a Living Lab, possibly including 
multiple locations – up to and including national schemes”  

Biomathematics and Statistics Scotland 

“This depends upon definitions – and work is required to socialise 
this term. The Living Labs as presented at the ENRA Science Policy 
Conference were limited in scope (that is, to agricultural practice and 
innovation). A Living Lab model – depending on interpretation – can 
also be extremely useful for action research and demonstration 
/knowledge-sharing in areas such as biodiversity restoration, nature 
networks, planning for biodiversity net gain, and urban and rural 
nature-based solutions for climate adaptation.” 

Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh 

“There may be very different approaches on how to set up and use a 
“Living Lab” depending on the research questions being addressed 
and the new SRP provides an interesting opportunity to explore this 
approach to enhance impact of the research.” 

Hannah Dairy Research Foundation 

Theme 5: Time, resource and financial burden of participation  

Some respondents, in particular Research Institutes and Centres of Expertise,  
noted in their responses that Living Labs can be time, resource and financially 
intensive on those who are involved. They noted that industry stakeholders – such 
as farmers and land managers – may feel that engagement with the Living Labs 
could create a time, resource and/or financial burden for them. They further noted 
that this could deter or discourage engagement with the Living Labs and constrain 
collaboration and co-development. 
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Respondents suggested that there would need to be adequate support for 
facilitation and financial reimbursement for these individuals/organisations, where 
necessary.  

“A network of Living Labs will, in addition to skilled facilitation and 
governance, require the engagement and goodwill of both busy land 
managers and the busy stewards of existing networks. A value 
proposition beyond basic time remuneration (in itself a costly offer) 
is critical to securing this”  

Sustainable Farm Networks 

“It is vital that Living Lab collaborators, including environmental 
NGOs, farmers and community groups, are able to access 
appropriate funding to support their participation in projects.”  

Scottish Wildlife Trust 
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14. Question 12 
 

Theme: Routes – Decision Support, Living Labs and innovation  

Question 12: Is the innovation approach well designed? How can it be 
improved? 

Introduction 

The majority of all consultation respondents (44, 63%) answered question 12.  

The vast majority of respondents said the innovation approach 

could be improved 

The vast majority of respondents identified ways in which the proposed innovation 
approach could be improved or further strengthened in order to make it more 
inclusive, dynamic, and impactful.  

Theme 1: Stakeholder input and market steering must be sufficiently 
embedded as part of the innovation approach 

Respondents reiterated the critical importance of fostering genuine stakeholder 
input, partnership working and collaboration as part of the innovation approach. 
These respondents frequently said that all relevant stakeholders (including 
practitioners, end-users, and industry and commercial stakeholders) should be 
meaningfully included from the start to: 

• foster co-development and co-design opportunities from initiation and 
throughout the lifecycle of innovation projects – to ensure the process 
remains grounded in real-world needs and delivers practical solutions, and to 
share experiences and learning (for example, peer learning, knowledge 
exchange opportunities, and encouraging open innovation)  

• foster more interdisciplinary collaboration, including dedicated resources and 
space and time to allow this to happen 

• enable more cross-sectoral innovation and linkages, including drawing on 
approaches to innovation in other sectors 

• encourage more cross-border collaboration beyond Scotland  

Suggestions included for example, the need for structured advisory, training, and 
co-development opportunities, peer-to-peer learning and mentoring, advisory 
panels, on-farm workshops, as well as dedicated resources and capacity building 
support.  

  



64 

Strengthening capacity-building mechanisms was considered vitally important. For 
example, fellowships and secondments that embed researchers within commercial/ 
policy settings and bring industry staff into research environments. Respondents 
also emphasised further investment in skills, training and advisory support as many 
of the intended adopters (for example, land managers, farmers, SMEs, and 
communities) may lack the skills, confidence, or resources to make use of new 
technologies. 

“Farmers should be involved in setting research priorities, shaping 
project design, and evaluating outcomes - not just as participants, 
but as equal partners. This could include establishing farmer 
advisory panels for each major innovation project, holding regular 
on-farm workshops to test and adapt new ideas, and ensuring 
feedback loops so that farmer experience directly informs project 
adjustments…Co-design should reflect this by including a range of 
voices - small family farms, new entrants, and those in remote areas 
- not just the not just the most visible or well-connected businesses. 

National Sheep Association 

“Innovation must be delivered through partnerships with existing 
industry and commercial expertise. In the absence of such expertise 
it is essential that support is provided to researchers and institutes in 
receipt of funding to enable them to develop commercialisation 
plans. It is unreasonable to expect researchers to become 
developers and innovators without giving the space and support to 
do so.” 

Individual respondent 

“Our network, including our newly expanded advisory panel, should 
be a useful resource to create the cross-disciplinary engagement 
that is needed for uptake of innovations. We would, as above, stress 
the need for dedicated resources to connect across sectors and 
stakeholder interests, and time to develop the relationships that 
enable co-design and co-delivery.” 

ClimateXChange 
 

It was suggested that the innovation approach could be improved by providing 
increased opportunities and support for ‘grassroots and community-led innovation’ 
to ensure the innovation approach was firmly ‘rooted in lived experience.’ 

“Supporting peer-to-peer learning and mentoring (as demonstrated 
by Community Woodlands Association’s recent work establishing 
group to group and peer to peer mentoring schemes). Creating 
innovation pathways that include community groups as originators, 
not just end-users. Communities with agency will contribute more 
significantly to work.” 

Community Woodlands Association 
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Theme 2: Innovation must be understood in the broadest sense 

Respondents said that innovation was often viewed in the context of technological 
advances and breakthroughs but emphasised that the innovation approach ‘must 
go beyond technology’. Respondents said that innovation should be more broadly 
defined within the research strategy and should recognise social and advisory 
innovation as ‘equally important’ alongside technological advances.  

Respondents called for the innovation approach to be more explicit that innovation 
encompasses not only technological advances but also social, organisational, and 
advisory innovations such as: 

• behavioural, organisational, and community-led change and solutions 

• new methods and techniques, rather than just new technology 

• new products, processes, business models, and system design  

• new ways of working, new advisory models, and social innovations that 
enable behaviour change 

“Recognising the full spectrum of innovation will ensure that ENRA 
supports outcomes that are not only commercially viable but socially 
embedded and environmentally sustainable.” 

SRUC 

Theme 3: Ensuring closer alignment with the wider ‘innovation ecosystem’  

Respondents highlighted that the final strategy should ensure the innovation 
approach does not duplicate existing mechanisms, and that efforts are taken to 
develop stronger formal links and partnership opportunities across the wider 
innovation ecosystem. Respondents said this was important at a Scotland and UK 
level, for example, with enterprise agencies, innovation centres, Innovate UK, and 
investors.  

Closer alignment with the wider innovation ecosystem was considered vitally 
important to: 

• support innovation, scaleup and market penetration – taking ideas through to 
adoption 

• achieve best value 

• ensure alignment with other forms of funding for innovation and unlock and 
leverage public and private sector investment 

• facilitate the crossover of technologies from one sector to another 

• maximise impact 

Further, it was suggested that the strategy outlined ‘no single point of leadership, 
leaving scope for duplication and lack of coordination.’ Respondents said a clear 
governance structure may be needed (such as an Innovation Leadership Group) to 
coordinate efforts across Living Labs, MRPs, enterprise agencies, and industry.  
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To avoid duplication of effort it was suggested that there would be a need to 
‘provide something currently missing from the innovation landscape in Scotland.’ 

“Care needs to be taken not to duplicate existing mechanisms 
(Regional Development Agencies, Innovate UK, UK Agri-Tech etc.). 
An oversight board with links to technology transfer practitioners, 
investment partners, innovation centres, enterprise agencies and 
industry stakeholders should be formed to drive this funding scheme 
forward to achieve maximum impact.” 

Moredun Research Institute  

“Strengthening links between the ENRA innovation mechanisms and 
Scotland’s wider innovation ecosystem (for example, enterprise 
agencies, investors, SNIB and regional growth initiatives) would 
support scaling of research outputs and accelerate adoption. 
Opportunities such as cross-sector secondments, shared training, or 
innovation fellowships could help connect researchers and 
practitioners more directly, enhancing delivery and uptake.” 

SEFARI Directors Executive Committee 

“Food innovation hubs developed by UKRI have been popular but all 
are in Southern England. Wales has something similar, but Scotland 
is missing this from the funding ecosystem and could really benefit 
small/medium enterprises in Scotland.” 

Rowett Institute 

Theme 4: Ensuring clear pathways from innovation to scale 

Respondents said it would be critical that the innovation approach ensured stronger 
mechanisms to move research from ‘theory to practice’ and clearer pathways and 
routes from ‘innovation to scale’ ‘or ‘broad sectoral adoption’. They said this would 
avoid a risk that innovation remains fragmented or localised and delivers an 
increased emphasis on the scaling up of successful work ‘already happening on the 
ground.’ These respondents emphasised the importance of bridging the gap 
between promising ideas and pilot/demonstration projects tested in real-world 
contexts, and real-world practical solutions and impact (delivering real system 
change). 

Providing increased opportunities to support early testing in real-world settings and 
creating clear routes to scale successful innovations was also emphasised as vitally 
important. As discussed in the previous chapter, support was expressed for the role 
of Living Labs within the research strategy and were seen as a way to ensure wider 
and faster adoption.  
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There were calls to further develop the ‘commercialisation pathway’ – these 
responses noted the important role of developing stronger links across the wider 
innovation ecosystem but equally mentioned the need for:  

• ‘specific financial levers’ (such as seed and match funding, post-pilot finance, 
innovation grants, venture investment, procurement pilots, targeted 
incentives) or ‘dedicated funding and policy initiatives’ 

• long-term funding aligned with innovation cycles (that is, move beyond fixed 
short funding cycles), including more flexible, responsive research funds and 
mechanisms to enable both planned and opportunistic innovations to thrive, 
recognising that innovation-derived impacts may only emerge over a decade 
or longer 

• ensuring sufficient flexibility in financial assistance – for example, capital 
expenditure to purchase items of equipment, materials, expertise, backroom 
costs, testing and analysis 

• ensuring there no unintended barriers to access and collaboration on other 
funding sources (for example, aligning funding opportunities with Scottish 
Funding Council funded innovation centres) 

• streamlining funding processes – making application and reporting 
procedures simpler and faster to attract more innovators, especially smaller 
organisations 

• innovation-friendly procurement schemes 

• industry-led programmes 

Respondents said such mechanisms and levers were required to support the full 
pipeline from pilot to widespread adoption and to accelerate uptake and market 
entry.  

Responses which called for clearer pathways from innovation to scale were also 
framed in the context of allowing ‘space for failure’ and ‘iterative feedback loops’ 
and learning. This would allow for adjustment as part of the innovation process or 
refinement of technologies and practices ensuring lessons inform next-phase 
research. 

“While pilot- and demonstration-focused activity is critical, the 
strategy would benefit from explicit mechanisms that support the 
transition of successful innovations into widespread adoption 
(including funding for scale-up, capacity building and supply-chain 
engagement).” 

Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board 
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“We have a concern that the ARI approach may lead to a scatter-
gun, diluted innovation portfolio unless efforts are made to deliver 
cohesive, cross-cutting innovation. The current design lacks 
sufficient emphasis on policy-driven/relevant exploratory, higher-risk 
research that are the cornerstones for longer-term Innovation 
breakthroughs.” 

James Hutton Institute 

“The utilisation of Living Labs to demonstrate approaches at scale 
should enable faster adoption. It is not clear how these are to be 
funded and there is the risk that this will reduce the overall research 
funding.  It would be beneficial to include the enterprise community 
in the thinking of how to maximise benefit and scale outputs to 
commercial level.” 

Scottish Water 
 

In finalising the innovation approach it was considered important that robust metrics 
for success were defined. Ideas for metrics included the number of innovations 
adopted at scale, levels of private investment leveraged, or demonstrable 
reductions in emissions and inputs. Respondents also said that planned exit or 
scale-out pathways were important ‘so resources are focused’, to assess whether 
‘innovation is delivering the desired impact’, and to maintain accountability. 

Further, there was also acknowledgement within responses of the potential for 
conflict between ‘commercialisation of innovations and the provision of open data 
from publicly funded research’ which would need to be explored further. 

The majority of respondents identified positive aspects of the 

innovation approach 

A majority of consultation responses felt there were positive aspects of the 
proposed innovation approach. This was reflected in those responses which said 
things like ‘the innovation approach is well conceived in principle’, ‘it provides a 
strong foundation’, ‘it’s promising’, or ‘the focus on innovation is welcome’, as well 
as in those consultation responses which simply said ‘yes’ the innovation approach 
is well designed. 

Theme 1: Reasons for expressing support for the innovation approach 

The main reasons for expressing this viewpoint included that these respondents 
said that the proposed innovation approach:  

• has sought to learn from previous experience of commercialisation of 
research  

• recognises innovation (in addition to impact) as core or central to delivering 
the five Missions and strengthening Scotland’s economic competitiveness 

• aims to deliver and expand innovation pathways, reduce barriers to uptake of 
innovations and support their adoption and commercialisation  
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• provides a structured opportunity to accelerate translation of research into 
practice or into practical solutions with real-world applications 

• encourages new ideas and technologies to address environmental and 
agricultural challenges – provides a mechanism for piloting new ideas and 
testing novel solutions under real-world condition 

• would ensure a strong partnership focus and promote collaboration – they 
further emphasised that external partnerships would be key to ensuring 
successful innovation can scale 

A small number of respondents felt the innovation approach was 

unclear 

A (very) small number of respondents (organisation respondents such as Research 
Institutes and Centres of Expertise, other scientific organisations), also noted in 
their response that the design of the innovation approach was unclear. These 
respondents would welcome more details on how it would work in practice. 
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15. Question 4 

Theme: Overall strategy 

Question 4: Do you have any other comments or suggestions on any part of 
the strategy? 

Introduction 

Given the broad scope of question 4, the range of comments and suggestions 
provided by respondents was wide ranging. The majority (47, 67%) of all 
consultation respondents provided comment. The remainder (23, 33%) either said 
‘No’ or ‘No comment’ or left this specific question unanswered.  

How respondents have answered this question 

Many respondents took the opportunity to raise points at question 4 that they had 
either mentioned at questions 1 to 3 and/or at questions 5 to 12. To minimise 
duplication, the EKOS team has reviewed the responses and used their judgement 
to determine the best place for the narrative to sit in the main consultation analyis 
report. The remainder of this section covers those points which are not highlighted 
in detail elsewhere in this report. 

Theme 1: Sectoral-related comments and suggestions 

This theme provides some examples of sectoral-related points raised by multiple 
respondents. 

Agriculture and land use 

Points raised under this sub-theme includes, for example: 

• soil health – soil quality, lime grants, and the National Soils Archive were 
repeatedly highlighted as foundational priorities and continued engagement 
with dedicated data and evidence platforms like the Scotland soils website 
was also suggested. The crucial role of soil in terms of resilience, climate 
mitigation and adaptation was considered under-represented in the strategy 

• organic agriculture and agroecological farming – there were calls for more 
research investment in organic systems, which were perceived to have been 
underfunded compared to conventional farming 

• it was suggested that the land reform strand was too focused on community 
ownership, ‘which is only a small part of the land reform agenda’ 

Climate, environment and ecosystems 

Points raised under this sub-theme includes, for example: 

• carbon focus – the strategy could have a stronger emphasis on blue carbon, 
green carbon, and carbon capture and storage 

https://soils.environment.gov.scot/
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• marine health – it would be important to ensure sufficient focus on nutrient 
loading, deoxygenation, and ocean acidification in Scottish waters  

• landscape-scale planning – there were calls for ecosystem approaches, 
catchment-based land use, and integration with the Land Use Strategy and 
Nature Networks 

• the current framing of circular economy research could go beyond a focus on 
waste reduction, resource efficiency and behavioural changes to include 
upstream design decisions such as food product and portfolio design choices 
that determine what ingredients are demanded and therefore grown 

• biodiversity and fungi – there was recognition of fungi and mushrooms as 
under-researched but vital for sustainable food systems and ecosystem 
resilience 

Food systems and industry linkages 

Points raised under this sub-theme includes, for example: 

• whisky and malting barley – a concern was raised that crop decisions must 
consider downstream industry impacts 

• seafood and aquaculture – there were calls for recognition of seafood and 
aquaculture as part of Scotland’s food system and natural capital 

• alternative proteins – mushrooms, vertical farming, and lab-grown proteins 
were all mentioned in responses 

• it was suggested that there could be stronger cross-government collaboration 
to explore links between environment, food, and health 

• it was noted that meat consumption did not feature in the list of ARIs though 
was considered a ‘hot topic’ for food systems 

Culture and heritage 

Points raised under this sub-theme includes, for example: 

• Scots language and storytelling – these were suggested as tools for 
ecological engagement 

• historic environment – there were calls to integrate cultural heritage, 
traditional building materials, and landscape character, access and learning 
into the strategy 

• it was suggested the strategy could more strongly recognise that nature and 
culture are inherently interlinked in how we approach the environment and 
the use of natural resources 

• the strategy could do more to take rural heritage issues and opportunities into 
account, while helping to deliver wider policy objectives for climate 
adaptation, nature restoration, economic growth, housing and wellbeing 
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Theme 2: Policy and governance 

Respondents raised various points from a policy and governance perspective, 
including for example: 

• public communications – there was considered scope to be better at scientific 
communication and engagement with ‘non-expert audiences to foster 
understanding, awareness and dialogue’ 

• the strategy could take into account the unique ‘structures and remit’ of each 
of the Centres of Expertise – it was considered important that the strategy 
and the operational decisions which will follow from it ‘take account of the 
distinct nature of these and the different structures across the Centres which, 
in turn, reflect their different remits and the requirements of different policy 
areas’ 

• each policy area, or each Challenge area, requires its own impact ‘hub’ to 
support the necessary level of engagement, which, if it is to be effective, has 
to have a sufficiently tightly defined policy focus 

Theme 3: Impact 

Wider comments and suggestions relating to impact includes: 

• a perceived lack of recognition of academic impact – while the strategy 
highlights the role of stakeholder and policy engagement a concern raised 
was that it currently ‘undervalues the role of scientific outputs’, even though 
academic impact is both substantial and global – ‘the suggestion that 
academia is somehow separate from the ‘real world is misleading and risks 
alienating the research base’ 

• the need for a balanced impact framework that values both academic and 
applied contributions 

• Scotland’s world-leading scientists should be supported to deliver research 
with international reach and impact, particularly where outcomes generate 
reciprocal benefits for Scotland’s agricultural sector 
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Appendix A: Responses and analysis 
A total of 70 responses were received to the consultation, including four responses 
received after the closing date (in agreement with RESAS). These responses were 
put through a data review and cleaning process to check for any duplicate 
responses or campaign responses.  

The data review and cleaning process identified no instances of duplication. As a 
result, no responses were removed.  

This means that a total of 70 validated responses have been included in the final 
analysis. 

No campaign responses were identified. There were a very small number of 
responses with partial similar wording. This likely reflects organisations promoting 
the consultation within their community and through their networks, sharing their 
suggested responses and key messages, and/or posing questions to help others 
consider and respond to the consultation. 

All responses to the public consultation were moderated by RESAS to ensure they 
were genuine responses to the consultation and specific information was redacted 
to ensure responses could not identify any individuals. This process included 
screening for offensive or discriminatory language which might require redaction 
prior to publication, or if there was a response which was completely irrelevant to 
the consultation. No responses have been excluded from the consultation analysis 
for either of these reasons.  

EKOS then exported consultation responses from Citizen Space into Microsoft 
Excel for data management and cleaning. Where responses were submitted in 
another format, Scottish Government officials moderated these prior to uploading 
the documents to Citizen Space. 

In Excel, EKOS conducted an initial readthrough and review of responses to each 
question – this gave a nuanced understanding of the different perspectives 
presented in the responses. Following this initial readthrough and review, EKOS 
formulated various themes and coded each response into one or more themes.  

The analysis gave equal weight to all responses, regardless of whether they were 
submitted by individuals or organisations. The analysis has sought to identify the 
most common themes and issues. It does not report on every single or specific 
point raised.  

The consultation paper structure allowed respondents to answer questions 
independently, in recognition that respondents may answer some questions without 
expressing views on others. There was some repetition of views expressed across 
the question set. Judgement was applied to determine the most appropriate 
placement for each theme within the report. 
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Appendix B: Organisation respondents 
 

• Agriculture and Horticulture Development Board 

• Ariqva 

• Biomathematics and Statistics Scotland 

• Bioregioning Tayside 

• British Association for Shooting and Conservation 

• British Association of Landscape Industries 

• British Veterinary Association 

• Built Environment Forum Scotland (BEFS) 

• Cairngorms National Park Authority 

• ClimateXChange 

• Community Land Outer Hebrides and Community Land Scotland 

• Community Woodlands Association 

• Crofting Commission 

• Cygnet 

• Diageo 

• Ellen MacArthur Foundation 

• Fisheries Management Scotland 

• Food and Drink Federation Scotland 

• Food Standards Scotland 

• GrowGreen Scotland 

• Hannah Dairy Research Foundation 

• Historic Environment Scotland 

• Hydro Nation Chair, Scotland's International Environment Centre 

• James Hutton Institute 

• Lantra Scotland 

• Merman Conservation Expeditions Ltd 

• Moredun Research Institute 

• National Sheep Association 

• National Trust for Scotland 

• NatureScot 

• NFU Scotland 

• Nourish Scotland 

• Quality Meat Scotland 

• Rhyze Mushrooms Coop CIC 

• Riverwoods 

• Rowett Institute 

• Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh 

• RSPB Centre for Conservation Science 

• Scotch Whisky Association 

• Scottish Agronomy Ltd 

• Scottish Animal Welfare Commission 

• Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) 

• Scottish Land Commission 

• Scottish Organic Stakeholders Group 

• Scottish Water 

• Scottish Wildlife Trust 
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• Seafood Scotland 

• SEFARI Directors Executive Committee 

• Society for the Environment (SocEnv) 

• Soil Association Scotland 

• SRUC 

• Stapledon Memorial Trust 

• Sustainable Farm Networks, Harper Adams University, School of Sustainable Food 
& Farming 

• The EPIC Centre of Expertise on Animal Disease Outbreaks 

• The Ethical Dairy 

• The International Barley Hub, based at The James Hutton Institute 

• The Maltsters Association of Great Britain (MAGB) 

• The UK Agri-Tech Centre 

• Veterinary Medicines Directorate 
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Appendix C: Satisfaction with the 

consultation 
Table C1: How satisfied were you with this consultation? (n=55) 

Response options Number Percentage 

Satisfied 40 73% 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 12 22% 

Dissatisfied 3 5% 

   

Table C2: How would you rate your satisfaction with using this platform (Citizen Space) to 
respond to this consultation? (n=57) 

Response options Number Percentage 

Satisfied 51 89% 

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 3 5% 

Dissatisfied 3 5% 

 

Table C3: Where did you hear about this consultation?A (n=55) 

Response options Number Percentage 

Scottish Government website 17 31% 

Social media/email of an organisation you follow 15 27% 

Browsing the consultation hub 6 11% 

Consultation newsletter 4 7% 

Social media/email of a friend/family member 3 5% 

Scottish Government X (Twitter) 1 2% 

News website 1 2% 

OtherB 17 31% 

A Multiple response question where respondents could select more than one option and 
all that applied. Percentages may total more than 100% as a result. 
B Other responses include: via James Hutton Institute, from Steering Group Members; 
from colleagues; and word of mouth.  
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