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[bookmark: _Hlk196232181]EXCEPTIONAL MEETING OF THE BOARD OF NATURESCOT 
[bookmark: _Hlk158819829]MS TEAMS
CONFIRMED MINUTES – 17 APRIL 2025
[bookmark: _Hlk158819852]MEMBERS PRESENT
Colin Galbraith		Chair 
Jill Robbie			Deputy Chair
Margaret Davidson		Member
Ian Gambles			Member
Jaboury Ghazoul		Member
James Harrison		Member
Peter Higgins			Member
David Johnstone		Member
Board Apprentice
Colin MacPhail		Member
Wayne Powell	Member
Heather Reid	Member

IN ATTENDANCE
Nick Halfhide			Interim Chief Executive 
Eileen Stuart			Director of Nature and Climate Change
Stuart MacQuarrie		Deputy Director of Nature and Climate 
Claudia Rowse			Deputy Director of Green Economy
Jason Ormiston 		Head of External Affairs
Sandy Middleton		Chief of Staff
Sara Lewis			Governance Support Manager (minutes)
Pete Rawcliffe			Head of People and Places
Laura Campbell		Landscape and Greenspace Manager

APOLOGIES
Nikki Yoxall			Member 
Robbie Kernahan		Director of Green Economy
Jane Macdonald 		Director of Business Services & Transformation



[bookmark: _Hlk195803339]CONSULTATION, SCENARIOS AND GEOGRAPHIC OPTIONS FROM NATURESCOT’S ROLE AS REPORTER FOR PROPOSED NATIONAL PARK IN GALLOWAY

[bookmark: _Hlk195803406]AGENDA ITEM 1:  CONFIDENTIALITY, WELCOME AND APOLOGIES, CHAIR OPENING REMARKS AND DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST

1. [bookmark: _Hlk196205518]The Chair opened the meeting by welcoming everyone to this exceptional meeting of the Board of NatureScot. The meeting had been called to consider the analysis of evidence from the recent public consultation on a proposed National Park in Galloway, the possible options to give to Scottish Government based on NatureScot’s role as Reporter, and geographic options in terms of possible site boundaries. 

2. This is the first of two meetings to consider and discuss progress so far, and to progress thinking towards agreeing a collective view of the Board on advice to be submitted to Ministers. 

3. Apologies were noted from Nikki Yoxall, Robbie Kernahan and Jane Macdonald. 

4. A declaration of interest was made by Heather Reid, who reminded members of her current Ministerial appointment as a member of the Loch Lomond and the Trossachs National Park Authority, and as elected Chair and Convenor of the same. Heather informed that following discussion with the Chair of the Board, and Chief Executive of NatureScot it was agreed that there is no conflict of interest. It was recognised that Heather’s experience and knowledge would be beneficial to the discussion and that she was cognisant of the need for confidentiality and collective responsibility. 

5. As a point of transparency, the Chief of Staff provided information on the voting procedure should it be required. It was confirmed that voting would take place if there was no consensus on a decision on advice to Ministers for or against a National Park in Galloway, or if a vote was requested specifically. Voting would be via an electronic ballot. Members were also reminded that although this and the next exceptional meeting are being held in closed session, it was possible that confirmed minutes may be shared outside NatureScot in due course – and with this in mind, the ballot would be secret. Should any amendment be proposed, a seconder would be required.

6. The Board Apprentice asked for clarity on his position, should a vote be required at the next meeting. The Chief of Staff took an action to confirm, after this meeting. 

Post meeting note: Chief of Staff confirmed that the Board Standing Orders states a maximum of twelve members on the Board, the Board Apprentice is additional to this, and his role is to shadow the Board as an apprentice. As such, he would not be entitled to vote in any ballot and cannot be counted in relation to quorum requirements.

[bookmark: _Hlk195803538]AGENDA ITEM 2:  INTRODUCTION AND SCENE SETTING 

7. The Chief Executive highlighted the scale and nature of work undertaken by colleagues on this, often under considerable time pressure. He offered thanks to colleagues on behalf of the Senior Leadership Team.

[bookmark: _Hlk195803675]AGENDA ITEM 3: CONSULTATION ANALYSIS AND OUTCOMES

8. Pete Rawcliffe gave an overview of progress with NatureScot’s work as Reporter, and a summary of the results of the public consultation as provided in the meeting paper ‘Recommendations Paper for the Board’ . This included the following timescales:

· SLT and Board discussions taking place on 10 April and at this meeting.
· Exceptional Board meeting to take place on 28 April to consider full draft of advice.
· Deadline for submission of advice to Scottish Government (SG) is 05 May.

9. Members agreed the need for complete clarity on the separation of NatureScot’s roles in the process of Reporter, and Nature Conservation Advisor to SG. For clarity, it was noted that the Reporter role is to run an independent, inclusive, participatory and equality-focused public consultation, and to report back to SG on emerging conclusions. NatureScot’s nature advisor role to SG is to advise on the nature benefits, or disbenefits of any new National Park, in terms of areas such as land use, timber and food production. It is possible that each role could offer different advice.

10. The Board asked for clarity on the reference to ‘national’ responses to the consultation in the meeting paper. It was confirmed that some national bodies had local memberships – for example the National Union of Farmers (Scotland), and that these had been recorded as national responses during the consultation. Members were informed that an independent review of the consultation had taken place by Prosper which had confirmed that national standards had been adhered to, they also confirmed the cost-effectiveness of using NatureScot as Reporter. 

[bookmark: _Hlk195803748]AGENDA ITEM 4: SCENARIOS FOR OUR ADVICE TO SCOTTISH GOVERNEMENT IN OUR ROLE AS REPORTER

11. The Chair provided guidance that the aim of this agenda item was to decide if the Board were content to put the options given in the paper to Ministers, and/or any other preferred options. It was confirmed that the view of the Board should be based on the consultation outcomes as presented. 

12. Discussion took place over various aspects of the scenarios.

13. Pete Rawcliffe explained that clarity regarding the government’s opinion on the National Park proposals will not become clear until the draft designation order stage if that is the agreed direction. The process cannot move forwards past giving the Reporter advice to Ministers at this point. 

14. Members agreed that they were broadly content with the options outlined in the paper to underpin their decision-making process when agreeing NatureScot’s advice to Ministers. 

AGENDA ITEM 5: CHOICE OF GEOGRAPHIC OPTION
15. Maps were considered showing two different options for boundaries of the proposed National Park. Members were informed that the boundaries were created in response to the conditions in the National Parks (Scotland) Act 2000, as well as in response to public and stakeholder views. During discussion on the boundaries, the following key points were made:

· Consultation responses showed that those in support of a National Park tended to favour the larger area, with those not in support said that if there must be a National Park they would favour the smaller area. 
· If the larger area were selected for a National Park, indications from the Local Authorities are that they would wish to retain much of the power that might be associated with a National Park.  As a result, this option may result in a quite different model of National Park. If the park were to follow the model of other UK parks, there would be opportunities for green finance, nature restoration and other initiatives. 
· Ministers may give their view on boundaries should a draft designation order be agreed.
· Locations of nature conservation sites and public areas of land could be included in the mapping to provide additional context to the advice on boundaries. 
· Inclusion of coastal area is seen to be an important part of the area illustrated in option A.
· There is a clear need to show that this process was not a vote or referendum. It should be focussed on arguments made for or against a National Park, and we should justify our recommendation to ministers in terms of that and not simply on numbers.
· Justification for the larger area illustrated as option B would need to be stronger if it were to be progressed.
· The smaller area has a high level of nature designations already. If it were to be taken forward as a National Park, we would need to be clear what added value a further designation might bring.
· Consideration of Public Service Reform (value for money) and resources required to progress in advice to Ministers. 
· Around half of the smaller boundary area is planted with Sitka spruce and so would provide less benefit to nature overall than the larger area.

16. Members agreed that clearer justification for the advice to Ministers is needed. If the advice is to recommend a National Park, the consultation shows that the smaller boundary area would be more in keeping with existing parks. The larger boundary area has the potential for complication with relation to existing powers, perception and people. It was noted that the paper did not comment on a proposed name for any National Park, however, this will form part of the advice to SG as it was one of the consultation questions.

17. Chair thanked members for their contribution and closed this meeting.

END
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