LINK INNS Group Meeting
15 January 10.00 – 11.00

Attendees: Paul Walton (RSPB Scotland), Annie Robinson (CIEEM), Bruce Wilson (SWT), David Smith (Buglife), Rob Stubbs (SWBG), Juliet Caldwell (LINK)

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1EktklyGgVM9Vjkyf0Nl157UH7RD21jWrc4x2PntDIaI/edit?usp=sharing

INNS Plan Consultation: timing
15th Jan is also the ostensive deadline for the National INNS Action Plan consultation.
Deborah and I met with Stuart MacQuarrie and David MacLennan and discussed INNS today. I think most if not all LINK partners sought an extension to this rather unfair deadline. The message has penetrated through to NatureScot – they are following instruction from ScotGov (Lisa McCann) on this but expect delays in our responses and assure me that we can take longer – I am guessing a week, perhaps more – without compromising how our responses are analysed and considered. The RSPB response will be late largely because of work outlined below.
CIEEM – have had input from Scotland Policy Group members. General consensus is there is nothing wrong with it overall – some bits need strengthened. Not much radical change from the status quo. Coordination effort of INNS control risk analysis on prioritisation, biosecurity. How much we go ‘this isn’t good enough’ and needs an overhaul or whether it is an improvement on what we have had before.
RSPB and CIEEM both submitting late responses. The way the issues are framed it quite helpful. It leaves open some huge questions. Is sitka within scope of the plan. NS said sitka – site condition monitoring might have minor impact. 

INNS in the NE Bill
Bruce – keep it more on the scientific merits of it.
Stage 2 is now complete: the final Stage 3 debate is likely to happen late Jan or early Feb. LINK INNS report – comparing it with that would be helpful. 
Bruce emailed over the SWT response – LINK can use this. 
Buglife – initial response was this is better than expected. When you start to look at it – just replicating what has been done in the past. Going in the right way but how do we get there. Lack of a plan – no setting out any intention to do it. Resourcing is an issue – they need allocation on resource to make this happen. Concern about replication – need to act now. Can’t just keep doing the same things that we have been doing. Looked through the accompanying document and question why they don’t fully reflect the horizon scanning from 2023. No freshwater or marine species mentioned. A step forward regardless. Buglife didn’t get a response from Stan when asking for an extension. Buglife can feed in to the LINK document as well. 
CIEEM – associated documents had prevention priority species and management species but they were from 2016 – is that the latest. Buglife thought there were new lists on 2023. https://www.gov.scot/binaries/content/documents/govscot/publications/research-and-analysis/2023/10/provision-horizon-scanning-analysis-pathways-spread-invasive-species-scotland/documents/provision-horizon-scanning-analysis-pathways-spread-invasive-species-scotland/provision-horizon-scanning-analysis-pathways-spread-invasive-species-scotland/govscot%3Adocument/provision-horizon-scanning-analysis-pathways-spread-invasive-species-scotland.pdf
SWBG – Rob is new to the board. Hadn’t had any involvement in the INNS space previously. Trying to get up to speed on INNS. The group feels they should have involvement.
Juliet to pull detail from LINK INNS report in to the response + use text from member responses. You need to bring these to integrate them in to the plan – list in LINK report.
SBS and INNS – if there were any SMART targets came from that. 
It feels like the action plan needs its own delivery plan.
Headline – this feels incomplete even though it is going in the right direction. Doesn’t have time to incorporate the ESS call for evidence on INNS. ESS have written to Cab Sec on this. The deadline is a self imposed one – before election and SBS deadline.
 
Our three LINK amendments are: 
1. Land access for controlling highly mobile INNS 
1. Managing Sitka Rain
1. Better regulation of the release of non-native gamebirds
 
None of these has passed yet but they all received very helpful airings by MSPs in debate and in Committee. 
 
On each, the Cab Sec responded: On gamebirds, needing more information (which NatureScot have been tasked to gather); on Sitka and access, acknowledging problems and seeking discussion and agreement for progress before Stage 3. On access the need for wider consultation with landowners and stakeholders is seen by officials as key. 
 
In response to that, to build on the momentum, RSPB Scotland has developed the attached proposed amendment.
 
This would give a degree of statutory footing to the national INNS Action Plan for Scotland and, via that, commit future administrations to develop plans for better regulation of gamebird releases and managing invasive conifers, and also to progress the consultations with landowners and other stakeholders needed to develop more effective mobile INNS control and thus hopefully allow the change to be implemented via some future Bill (we think that is all very feasible in principle). 
SWT and CIEEM are supportive of this. 
Gamebirds and highly mobile species aren’t super relevant to Buglife. Supportive of sitka etc. 
SWT spoke to Eleanor Harris and Andrew Heald – they are saying ‘it isn’t a problem’. We need a policy-based approach that will use either the grants system or tax measures. 
Paul is going to email Beatrice Wishart about INNS amendments – will copy in SWT and Buglife. CIEEM needs to get this approved by policy manager – will get back to Paul. 

Timings Again
We shared the attached briefing last week with Scottish Government via Special Adviser Leanne Dobson, and we know it has gone to the Cabinet Secretary and relevant officials – we are yet to hear their response. We also shared with Beatrice Wishart following a meeting last Friday, who is supportive in principle. We will be sharing more widely with MSPs in advance of Stage 3.
 
We heard during a brief chat with Leanne today that officials have a concern about timing of the national INNS Plan – that giving statutory underpinning as suggested would mean they miss their current deadline (which appears to be self-imposed) for it to be all done and signed-off by March. 
 
This amendment would indeed cause that timing to slip a bit - but would not take the Plan back to start from scratch, and that delay would, in this instance, actually be a good thing. On the current trajectory, the Plan will not be able to fully reflect the outcomes of either the NE Bill or the ESS Call for Evidence on INNS – both of which are critical factors for an effective national plan. A delay would allow incorporation.
 
I am picking up a sense that those unelected officials feel that gamebirds and Sitka Rain should be out-of-scope for the national INNS Plan. This seems to me absurd: these are, under the UN definition, definitely INNS species and they are highly significant in Scotland.
 
We have some more info on gamebirds and HPAI (Bird Flu) revealed by FoI requests to Defra, who hold the GB records. There appear to have been more outbreaks in gamebirds than commonly understood. I will collate that and share asap.
 

