Minute of WORKSHOP ON FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES FOR IMPROVING HABITATS FOR PRODUCTION OF SALMON AND TROUT 

Date: 26/1/09

Location: Offices of Wester Ross Fisheries Trust

Duration: 10:30 – 15:30
Participants:

John Robertson (Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group) – presenter (JR)
Peter Cunningham (WRFT Biologist) - presenter (PC)
Tom Forrest (TM)
Roger Macdonald (RM)
Peter Voy (PV)
Kenny Nelson (KN)
Fergus Mackenzie(FM)
Dave Barclay (DB)
Graeme Wilson (GW)
Ray Dingwall (RD)
Alistair Macdonald (AM)
Barry Blake (BB)
Workshop Purpose: to explore the options and mechanisms for obtaining funding under the Scottish Rural Development Programme (SDRP)

1.  OVERVIEW OF HABITAT RELATED ISSUES IN WESTER ROSS (PC)

1.1 PC emphasised the relationship between fish growth rates and the available nutrients and food supply within freshwater systems.  It was suggested that catchments had been more fertile in the past with richer soils and better nutrient recycling.  There is a strong case for artificial nutrient enhancement to remedy the impacts of unfavourable land management practices in modern times. This kind of approach must be combined with other interventions to combat erosion and to otherwise stabilise vulnerable riparian areas.  

1.2 PV questioned whether artificial nutrient enhancement might favour sedentary Brown Trout production but not benefit Sea Trout. PC felt this was unlikely.

1.3 RD drew attention to the potential consequences of large inputs of, for example, phosphates. Would this encourage the growth of Pearl Mussels to the detriment of Salmon production? PC stressed that large inputs of fertilisers were undesirable and would, for example, lead to excessive algal development. Little and often was the way forward. The small quantity of phosphates added during tree planting is a good example of careful application. Pearl Mussels are, in fact, indicators of good salmon rivers, and are unlikely to adversely effect salmon production if they increase as a result of nutrient enrichment. 

1.4 PV suggested that some of the more costly approaches to watercourse management could perhaps be replaced by simpler and cheaper approaches such as application of fertilisers and use of simple stone revetments to protect banks.  PC warned that solutions would always be dependent on the exact circumstances of any given site.  Nevertheless, it was interesting that the positive impact of a one-off trial application of phosphates on Beinn Eighe 50 years ago is still visible today. 

2.  FUNDING OPPORTUNITIES UNDER THE SRDP (JR)

2.1 £1.6 billion is available through to 2013.

2.2 In order to succeed, applications must centre on Regional Rural Priorities (RRP), and must deliver benefits for the people of Scotland rather than just a few landowners. The approaches must be results-oriented with clear and achievable deliverables.  Collaborative approaches are highly favoured as are objectives that are coherent with the Biodiversity Action Plan for the region concerned. 

2.3 There are 37 “packages” of which several (perhaps 5) might be relevant to the interests of WRFT.  Of these the package relating to water and soils should offer a wide range of opportunities under the RRPs for Wester Ross. 

2.4 JR briefly outlined a wide range of options under the Soil and Water Management Programme encompassing riparian buffer strip creation/maintenance to the eradication of invasive alien species.  Options related to the creation of new woodlands and the maintenance or enhancement of ancient woodlands also offered opportunities to WRFT stakeholders. The list of options is exhaustive and best viewed via the SRDP website http://www.scotland.gov.uk/topics/rural/srdp
2.5 DB asked whether the favour to be shown to collaborative ventures might permit the linkage of landowners with universities to facilitate the collection of data and the monitoring of project progress towards the specified output.  JR responded that this required checking during the application process.       

2.6 JR outlined the process for application:

· Agreement on a proposal by collaborators

· Registration and receipt of a holding number

· Employment of an adviser to assist in preparation of a statement of intent 

· Submission of statement of intent 

· On receipt of the “amber light”, review and submission of full application

2.7 There was some confusion over the need for collaboration, and the apparent need for each applicant (e.g. an estate) to put in a separate application. A single holding number would be issued for each applicant, so how would collaborative bids essential to, e.g. river catchments, be dealt with? JR suggested that the WRFT might apply as the agent for several applicants for a wide-ranging project across catchments. It was not clear whether this would prejudice other applications from stakeholders for non-fisheries objectives.

2.8 GW  (Graeme Wilson) asked if it was essential  to employ an adviser, or whether this role could be fulfilled by, e.g. the WRFT? The cost of an application is around £1000, but £600 of this is refundable win or lose the bid. JR confirmed that an adviser was optional. 

3. EXPLORING THE SRDP WEBSITE & APPLICATION PROCESS
3.1 Using a link to the SRDP web site projected, JM explained Regional Rural Priorities options. Two ‘Rural Priorities’ for the Northern Highlands that provide a wide range of opportunities for grant support for fisheries habitat projects are ‘Soils and Water’ and ‘Biodiversity’. Reminder: the three levels of hierarchy are: (1) ‘Priority’, under which there are a range of (2) ‘Packages’, each of which presents a series of (3) ‘Options’ for applying for grant support. Each option outlines eligibility criteria and the amount of grant support that may be provided.
3.2 Under each Priority a range of Packages is available. A hypothical example considered what Packages might offer grant support for a project the aim of which was to fence off the riparian area along a spawning steam. Using the SRDP website link, we explored the Package ‘native woodland & and associated habitats and species’ and found a range of Options including ‘woodland creation’, ‘sustainable management of woodlands’ under which details of eligibility and funding were presented.
3.3 We explored a second hypothetical example to remove rhododendron from a riparian area. Using the SRDP website we found our way back to the Package ‘native woodlands & associated habitats’, and this time explore the Option ‘control of invasive non-native species’. Where manual eradication is required, the SRDP will grant aid £3500 / ha. 

3.4 The SRDP scheme provides opportunities for grant funding a wide range of other work including training, business management support, marketing etc. 

3.5 Applications can be made by individual estates or their agents, or by community groups. A Business Reference Number (BRN) is required and can be obtained from the local SGRIPID office by telephone call [Inverness office: 01463 234 141]. 

3.6 Participants discussed a range of related issues. The workshop finished at 3:30 pm and participants thanked John Roberston (FWAG) for his contribution to the workshop. 

3.7 PS Wester Ross Fisheries Trust can obtain a BRN and is therefore eligible to submit an application for SRDP support for habitat projects. Alternatively, WRFT could contribute to the preparation of SRDP applications by FWAG, Scottish Native Woods or other agents. This is something that requires further consideration.

[end]

