LINK Governance Group meeting with Bridget Campbell, Head of Environment Directorate SG, 8/6/15.
Attending – Lloyd Austin, Charles Dundas, Jen Anderson.  Bridget Campbell, Keith Connal.
Apologies – Andy Myles
LINK outlined its objectives and operations - via TFs, as forum and at levels of info/discussion/concerted action - funding arrangements, and types of bodies involved.  Indicated the strategic focus of the environmental governance work since publication of ‘Governance Matters’ (provided in advance).  BC followed up with questions for clarification about our TFs (task and finish?), breadth of agenda, and noted LINK’s leanness in terms of core staff team and parallels between its collective work and the approach she is pursuing in Government for the environment.
WRT government structures and the review of environment bodies, BC reported progress:  
A Rural Affairs, Food & Environment Delivery Board had been set up, chaired by Cab Sec/Minister, involving the CEOs of the relevant departments and agencies, with secretariat to be arranged.  This was a mechanism to bring players to the table together and consider strategic alignment, in terms of the roles and contributions of each to the priorities of Government post-referendum - social justice/health inequality, stronger democratic participation, stronger economy.   BC was clear that there has been a hunger for such integration and that the players acknowledge the need, are committed, and will leave a mark.  A parallel arrangement was made in Justice on her watch; BC is ambitious for the process to work effectively for Environment which she feels is wrongly neglected and which she aims to see valued more highly in Government and recognised in relation to debate over climate change, natural capital, the circular economy and more.  She sees strong links between environment and economy. Especially when there are fewer resources (environment has had a 10% cut to its budget) there is a need to use people well; BC wants to see fewer standing teams within her Dcte and greater deployment of staff to areas where needs emerge.
BC seemed to reflect some of our concerns about the need for integration of strategies, and pooling of agendas (and resources), consideration of challenges in the round, collectively. LINK observed that Brian Pack, appointed as a non-exec director, would be seen as an agriculture rep; BC acknowledged this and indicated that there were plans for other non-exec directors (opportunity to make case for an ‘environment’ player?).
The Delivery Board has met (April), is due to meet again in June to consider how all the CEOs are contributing to RPP3.  Agriculture and Climate Adaptation (including the aspects of forestry, peatlands, waste) are involved, and though Climate Change is not part of this Board, there will be dialogue.  However she felt the behaviour change agenda is harder for this Board to tackle. Marine Scotland is not included, yet, though BC has this in her sights; LINK echoed this, given that the marine environment is one which is driving change. Other parts of Government such as Transport, Buildings are not included, and although these could be added, she does not feel it is necessary as there are other overlaps with relevant parts of the Government’s structures (eg., revised Climate Change Delivery Board which sits under a Cabinet sub-committee) and the Board’s size will affect its effectiveness.  Asked about landscape/outdoors/recreation/health BC confirmed that Land Use is ‘in’ and that the health agenda is covered through Susan Davies SNH sitting on the Active Scotland steering group.  
The Delivery Board is interested in suggestions, including ‘sharp’/creative ideas, especially in the context where resources are tight.
A wider Advisory Forum is planned, BC thought this might be running by autumn earliest, where academics, voluntary bodies, and other stakeholders can meet to inform the work and direction of the Delivery Board.  The Forum would be set up initially by invitation (fairly wide, we understood, so as to allow for an element of self-determination as to who ultimately takes part consistently).  LINK suggested that the network would be an appropriate route to identify environment players for the Forum. 
The Cab Sec has asked the Board to consider the appropriate future arrangements for forestry even though timing of the demise of FC is not yet clear.  BC, Keith and Jo O’Hara are thinking this through.  BC asked if the ENGOs have a public expression of what they want to see and LINK outlined interest in 
1. less ad hoc approach to structures and instead something more thought through (examples of the outcome of ad hocery were that FCS’s approach to deer management is environmentally more robust than SNH’s, and FCS is more an exemplar for delivery of biodiversity duty than SNH is able to be)
2. greater attention to ensure there is not conflict between different types of functions which bodies need to perform (advisory, regulatory, executive & support/funding)
3. the baby not being thrown out with the bathwater in the current review
BC felt the right approach would be to revisit the SG’s outcomes using these to identify what needs to be done, and setting these alongside structural options to select the best.  We referred to the NPF Roundtable review of outcomes and of indicators which LINK was informing.  (Copy her the NGO briefing on the NPF review/or up to date summary of LINK’s thinking?)
Environmental justice  
LINK outlined interest in environmental courts, looking forward to the promised options paper, and noting FoES’ report (Litigation over the environment, opportunity for change).  Broadly, the sector wished to see proper public participation in environmental decision making including being able to hold decision makers to account in a culture which was ‘big enough’ to take challenges and to recognise that being challengeable will make for better decisions.   ENGOs see scope for Scotland to take a lead in Europe and had noted Vermont as a particularly good example, initiated with the support of business.
BC was aware of Vermont.  She indicated that George Burgess’s team is working on this area, and was aware that Linda Rosborough (Marine Scotland) had been invited to discussions.  Lloyd observed that there is no appeals process in the current structures for Marine Scotland.
LINK hoped that Government would take an open minded approach in development of proposals and that in keeping with the FM’s agenda for participation, there would be democratic involvement around these.
KC did not know the timetable for development of the options paper, and could not confirm an autumn date, but was aware that discussion and planning is needed eg in relation to rights of appeal.  LINK suggested that rights of appeal could be introduced later in the process to allow us to trial something more contained, sooner, for some years.  
In conclusion
We looked forward to being involved in the Forum. 
We encouraged consultation on the Government’s thinking on future forestry structures, suggesting at the least a Chatham House discussion of the ways in which change could be achieved.  BC noted the request for consultation but made no response or commitment.
We offered to identify an opportunity for BC to address a wider LINK grouping (Congress best?)  
[bookmark: _GoBack]BC thanked us for the discussion.
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