[bookmark: ANNEXB]Annex K - Illustrative examples of the Future Farming Investment Scheme (FFIS) application assessment process

The illustrative examples below are provided to help explain how the FFIS assessment process operated in practice. They are anonymised and generic. Their purpose is to improve understanding of the published rules and how they were applied consistently.

Illustrative example 1 – tenant status assessment

Annex M of the FFIS guidance defined a tenant as a business that rents more land under a secure form of tenancy than it owns. Secure tenancy types included: 
· Limited Duration Tenancy
· Modern Limited Duration Tenancy
· Short Limited Duration Tenancy
· Secure Tenancy

Land rented on a seasonal basis did not count toward this calculation.

In this example, the land declared as rented was recorded as being held on a seasonal basis only. No land was identified as being rented under a qualifying secure tenancy. In line with the published guidance, seasonal land was excluded from the tenant calculation.

On that basis, the application did not meet the scheme definition of a tenant and the application and was not taken forward for funding.

Illustrative example 2 – previous grant funding declaration

In this example, the applicant responded “No” to the application question asking whether the business had received funding through the Sustainable Agriculture Capital Grant Scheme (SACGS) and or the Crofting Agricultural Grant Scheme (CAGS) within the previous five years.

As part of the standard verification process, the response provided in the application was checked against Rural Payment and Inspections Division (RPID) records. These records showed that the business had received grant support through one of the schemes within the relevant five-year period. 

As the information provided in the application did not align with the RPID records, the application did not meet the verification requirements and was not taken forward for funding.

This outcome reflected the requirement for applications to be assessed using verified information and published rules and did not imply any deliberate intent on the part of the applicant.

Illustrative example 3 – new entrant and priority group status

In this example, an applicant responded “Yes” to the following question on their FFIS application form:

· the agricultural business had been trading for five years or less on 15 May 2025. 

For the purposes of the FFIS assessment and verification, the date on which a business commenced trading was taken from business start information recorded on RPID systems. 

In this case, RPID records show that the business was first registered and approved prior to 15 May 2020. On that basis, the business had been trading for more than five years by the qualifying date. As a result, the response provided to the trading duration question could not be confirmed against verified records and the application was unable to progress further in the assessment process.

Illustrative example 4 – requesting a higher level of grant

Under the FFIS rules, the maximum level of grant available to a business was determined by the area of eligible agricultural land (excluding common grazing shares) declared on their Single Application Form (SAF).  Applicants were required to select the land area band on the application form that corresponded to their verified SAF declaration.

In this example, the application selected a land area band that would allow access to a higher grant level. Verification checks against their SAF confirmed that the eligible agricultural land declared fell below the threshold for that band. As a result, the application did not meet the eligibility criteria for the higher grant level selected and could not progress further in the assessment process.

Illustrative example 5 – quality of information on planned capital investments

The published scheme guidance required applicants to set out what on farm or croft capital investment they planned to use the funding for. Information provided in FFIS applications formed the basis of the grant offer and became a legally binding element of the grant contract between the applicant and the Scottish Government.

To be capable of assessment, applications were therefore required to include sufficient detail on proposed capital investments to enable verification of planned investment and if successful contract formation. This included clear descriptions of the capital investment, appropriate measurements or quantities, and associated cost and grant values being applied for.

Guidance clarification published on 7 August 2025 set out the minimum information required for certain capital items and explained that applications lacking this information could not progress, with applicants given the option during the application window to withdraw and reapply with complete information.

In this example, applications described proposed investments using generic terms such as “hedge”, “fencing”, or “equipment” without specifying length, quantity, or type. Without this information, it was not possible to create a robust contract or verify delivery.

In other cases, applications indicated that investments would deliver specific outcomes, such as the use of electronic identification technology, where this was not supported by the nature of the capital item applied for.

Applications that did not provide clear, specific, and verifiable information could not be progressed, while those that did were able to move forward through assessment.

Illustrative example 6 – capital investment merit

In this example, an application proposed standard items of agricultural equipment to support routine livestock management (for example a cattle clipper or sheep shearing machine). While the items were eligible, they demonstrated more limited alignment with the scheme objectives when assessed against other proposals.

By contrast, higher scoring applications typically proposed investments that delivered measurable improvements in efficiency, environmental performance, or climate outcomes. Within a competitive assessment framework, applications demonstrating stronger alignment with the scheme objectives ranked higher.

