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Common grazings make up a significant proportion of High Nature Value (HNV) farmland in a number of European countries. Scottish common
grazings mostly fall under a relatively strong regulatory framework and in some respects are a ‘best case’ example. Data from unpublished official
sources and a questionnaire of the clerks of local grazings regulating committees were used to investigate the degree to which common grazings
are or potentially will be disadvantaged by a move to support mechanisms which are area-based, non-historic and wholly decoupled from
production. The preliminary results suggest that common grazings may well be disadvantaged. Continued or enhanced delivery of public goods
on common grazings implies taking their special needs into consideration in the course of the current CAP reform.

Common grazings
Common grazings are lands
where more than one farmer

Changing CAP mechanisms and common grazings
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Common grazings vary
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Agri-environment participation

The overwhelming majority of grazings clerks considered that it was more difficult for common grazings
to access agri-environment schemes — the type of Pillar 2 payments which some commentators claim
are the only way to deliver targeted, value-for-money support. Of the sampled grazings not in
schemes, almost % cited inability to get agreement as the main reason. 39% of clerks agreed with the
proposition that all shareholders should decide on scheme participation and 21% of grazings
distributed agri-environment money to all shareholders, not just the active or participating.

These difficulties are reflected in actual participation — only 25% of grazings are in any agri-
environment scheme (and 53% of those are in non-discretionary schemes now being phased out).

Conclusions

While the current system of SFP and LFA implementation in Scotland is essentially decoupled, long-
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stocking on the actual grazings might be one partial solution. Delivering payments through the

committees would be possible, but would require strengthening of their capacity to deliver.

, Despite apparently combining a high degree of regulation with local autonomy and self-governance,

- grazings committees on crofters common grazings would seem to be inefficient at accessing agri-

~  environment payments due to the conflicting interests of active and inactive shareholders. This

creates at very least extra transaction costs for common graziers and is best solved through clear
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Crofters views are being sought in the next stage of the research on whether the framework within
which the existing grazings committees work should be amended.
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