LINK Economics Group meeting 23rd May, 2018.  
DRAFT Note of meeting.

Present:
Matthew Crighton, FoES
Dennis Mollison, HWDT
Alexa Morrison, RSPB
Bruce Wilson, SWT
Phoebe Cochrane, LINK
Daphne Vlastari, LINK
Ewan MacGregor, Zero Waste Scotland

Apologies: James Curran, Jen Anderson, Calum Duncan, Jenni Hume, Beryl Leatherland, David Downie

Minutes and matters arising
The Panel on Environmental Charging and Other Measures had been announced.  Clarified that in the short-term the panel will probably be looking at plastic straws and other single use plastics.  Zero Waste Scotland is likely to be carrying out most of the work for the panel.  Noted that the economist on the panel, Liam Delaney, has an interest is the links between employment and wellbeing.  

Ellen MacArthur Foundation.  Phoebe has had no response from a general enquiry.  Ewan will provide a contact.

There was a debate on the Scottish National Investment Bank (SNIB) in parliament and the recommendations of Terry Higgins were accepted.  LINK and FoES submitted briefings.  Only two people mentioned Just Transition – Gillian Martin and Claudia Beamish, who also mentioned the need to align with SDGs.  Others talked about it as a means of filling gaps in existing capital and patient capital.  The SNIB needs an over-arching criteria or purpose to support the transition to a low carbon and more circular economy.  
Will need to do further advocacy.  Not urgent as consultation expected in the Autumn.

SNH has announced progress against 2020 targets.  Funding target is being missed – make connection with SNIB role.  Bear in mind in engagement with ECCLR on biodiversity funding.  Report from House of Commons Audit committee showed that investment in renewables has halved.  SNIB could contribute to this gap.

CE for a Fairer Footprint
Phoebe updated the meeting on work to date, noting that background reports are being developed (CE and LINK and CE: key players and policies) and that a third report on targets and metrics will also be prepared as part of the scoping stage.  The report CE and LINK outlines the areas of interface between interests of LINK members / Groups and the CE and will form the basis of choosing the foci for the project.  The report CE: Key players and policies gives an overview of the landscape of CE actors at the Scottish, UK and international level.  The additional report on targets and metrics will look at existing relevant targets acting as levers and the development of new metrics.  

The meeting was asked for feedback on the criteria outlined in the paper CE and LINK against which the various areas of work will be assessed in terms of their suitability as a focus for the project.  It was noted that the first criteria, ‘scale of the issue’ will need to be unpacked as it has more than one dimension.  

The inclusion of decommissioning in the list of potential areas was discussed.  At a previous meeting it had been noted that there is potentially some disagreement between LINK members about decommissioning in terms of the benefits of leaving some underwater structures to act as artificial reefs versus removing all structures.  However, in a subsequent meeting the scale of the decommissioning issue became clear which is why it is still included as an option for focus.  It was noted that the OSPAR regulations are coming up for review.  

Matthew noted that it would be useful for members of the Group to read the EMF report Toolkit for Policy Makers mentioned in the CE: key players and policies paper.

Ewan MacGregor from ZWS was asked about the prospects of a CE Bill being forthcoming.  He noted that ZWS have been encouraged by the First Minister mentioning the CE in several speeches.  Noted that there has been no evidence of preparations in Government for a bill, but that there has been a change in head of the Zero Waste team and we should wait and see what happens. Zero Waste Scotland have done thinking in preparation for such a bill.  On the other hand, with the current heightened awareness and drive, particularly around plastics, there may be less of a case for a bill.

The meeting discussed the comment that CE literature tends not to discuss macro-economics (although there are reports on the impact of a more CE on employment and the economy[endnoteRef:1]) and noted that a more CE has the potential to result in a fall in GVA, due to the reduction in quantity of goods produced, and is less easy to promote on this basis.  The meeting noted that in previous work the Economics Group has looked at indicators and the need for additional indicators to GVA/GDP and is familiar with the debate around the limitations of GVA. [1:  http://www.wrap.org.uk/content/employment-and-circular-economy; http://www.wrap.org.uk/sites/files/wrap/Economic%20growth%20potential%20of_more%20circular%20economies.pdf;  ] 


Ewan spoke about the Deposit Return Scheme (DRS) and the complexities of designing it.  Noted that it is appealing because it is a positive incentive, rather than a tax or penalty.  Different time frames and are making it difficult to design a UK wide scheme – Scotland has a commitment and needs to move ahead, whilst DEFA do not appear to be ready to co-design.  DRS is primarily about litter reduction and will benefit some aspects of recycling, providing a clean, pre-sorted stream of recyclate.  The scheme is very expensive to set up and will impact about 1/5 of the Scottish workforce in some way and all consumers.  Due to its wide-reaching impact, it has required a detailed BRIA (Business and Regulatory Impact Assessment).  The CBA (cost benefit analysis) element of this has been difficult due to the need to quantify the benefits of reduced litter and marine pollution. Ideally the DRS will cover as many containers as possible, but it is unlikely to include staples/ essentials such as milk due the price rise that will ensue (despite the fact that this rise is recovered on return of the container).

Discussed how efficient the current product by product approach - micro-beads, cotton buds, straws …… is in addressing waste / resource use.  Although something cross-cutting would potentially be more efficient, it would be more complicated.  Acknowledged that current activity has been largely driven by media and focused on where affects are most visible.  However, the surge of interest has been very positive and we should continue to make the most of the potential offered by consumer awareness and acceptance.    

Alexa asked clarification on whether section 82 of the 2009 Climate Change Act could be used to legislate for a reduction in peat content of compost.  Ewan said he would ask a colleague about this.

The paper on the function of the project advisory group was discussed.  It was agreed that we could benefit from expertise on policy and noted that Jenni had mentioned an international contact she has who may be enticed if there is a bill.  Daphne suggested contacting EEB.  Discussed that, once the focus of the project is agreed, we will need expertise from that area especially from the business side.  Noted that it would be more practical to have individuals to call upon on an ad hoc basis, although there might also be the need to bring people together in a group. 

Just Transition
Matthew referred to his paper from the Just Transition Partnership: Proposals for the Just Transition Commission, shortly to be presented to Keith Brown, and asked if the meeting would support it.  Those present agreed to this.
    
Matthew also gave an update on the proposals for a Scottish Energy Company which have been drawn up by Ernst and Young.  FoES feel that proposals should be more ambitious, enabling the Company to have a greater role in supporting decarbonisation.

National Performance Framework
Daphne updated the meeting as per her email to the Group (14th May).  She explained that the Local Government and Communities committee had taken the lead on the scrutiny of the SG Outcomes review with other Committees carrying out their own sessions.  LINK provided evidence to the LGC and ECCLR and members picked up on points made with questions on SEG, biodiversity indicators, CE metrics.  The LGC report was high level noting that there had been inadequate time for scrutiny and SG had not done enough on indicators.  Noted that, although the review was officially restricted to Outcomes, most of the discussion was about the Purpose and indicators.  We are expecting the Chamber debate next week after which the revised NPF will be put to parliament for approval.

Daphne noted that in subsequent meetings mention has been made of making more use of the NPF in budget scrutiny.  Action for us to be prepared for this.

Date of next meeting
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