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Introduction 
 
The STUC is Scotland’s trade union centre.  Its purpose is to co-
ordinate, develop and articulate the views and policies of the trade 
union movement in Scotland; reflecting the aspirations of trade 
unionists as workers and citizens.  
 
The STUC represents over 590,000 working people and their 
families throughout Scotland.  It speaks for trade union members in 
and out of work, in the community and in the workplace.  Our 
affiliated organisations have interests in all sectors of the economy 
and our representative structures are constructed to take account 
of the specific views of women members, young members, 
Black/minority ethnic members, LGBT members, and members 
with a disability, as well as retired and unemployed workers. 
 
The STUC welcomes the Scottish Government’s recognition of the 
positive contribution that trade unions make in protecting workers 
rights through collective bargaining arrangements.  That said, we 
believe the proposal to abolish the Scottish Agricultural Wages 
Board (SAWB) contained in the consultation document is 
contradictory to the Government’s stated policy position, ignores 
the recommendations of the Working Together Review, will 
undermine the work of the Fair Work Convention, and is in breach 
of the Memorandum of Understanding between the STUC and the 
Scottish Government. 
 
In her address to our Congress in April, only a month before the 
publication of this consultation document, the First Minister clearly 
recognised and valued the role of the trade union movement in 
Scotland and the importance of collective bargaining, when she 
said: 
 
 



“This SNP Government will always champion and stand up for the 
positive role unions can play. We value highly the role of collective 
bargaining in ensuring decent pay and working conditions – 
something that is especially important in low wage sectors”. 
 
As the SAWB is one such mechanism through which unions and 
employers collectively bargain on the pay and working conditions 
of workers in a low wage sector, its abolition would run contrary to 
the view expressed by the First Minister.  
 
The arguments for retaining the SAWB are as strong now as they 
were when it was last reviewed. 
 
In 2009, Richard Lochead MSP, Cabinet Secretary for Rural Affairs 
and the Environment, when announcing the Government’s 
decision to retain the SAWB recognised its important role in 
protecting the most vulnerable when he said: 
 
“The market is, therefore, clearly playing a decisive role in setting 
wage levels for the vast majority of workers, however, some can 
be vulnerable to low pay and poor conditions, particularly migrant 
workers. The Board can provide a safety net for such workers”. 
 
In considering a Public Petition by Unite  at the Scottish 
Parliament’s Petitions Committee meeting on 13 May 2008, Angela 
Constance MSP, now Cabinet Secretary for Education and 
Lifelong Learning, and at that time a member of the Committee, 
said: 
 
“I have never been a lover of the quango state and never will be, 
but the Board does not sound as if it is a quango. It sounds like a 
more meaningful partnership arrangement. Expenditure on it, at 
£130,000 per year, is not vast”.  
 
The STUC believes that nothing has changed in relation to the 
agricultural sector since the last review which would demand the 
abolition of the SAWB or a change in its status.  There remains the 
potential for low pay and poor terms and conditions across the 
sector. 
 
It is somewhat confusing that this consultation includes both an 
option to abolish the SAWB or to change its status to an advisory 
body. 



These options are clearly in conflict with the Scottish Government’s 
wider work on promoting fair work and collective bargaining as a 
key driver of economic success. The purpose of this consultation 
is, therefore, highly questionable.  
 
As consistency with Government policy demands that the SAWB 
be retained, the consultation would have had some meaning had it 
explored how the SAWB could be improved and bargaining 
arrangements extended. This would have allowed consideration of 
the opportunity to develop an approach to collective bargaining in 
a sector diverse in terms of geography, business size, nature of 
business and workforce and where the structure of the industry 
prevents collective agreements being negotiated at a local level, 
which could be a model to be applied in other sectors with such 
characteristic. This would support the Government’s Fair Work 
agenda and the work of the Fair Work Convention, which has 
within the remit established for it by the Government, the role of 
providing the Government with independent advice on the 
‘potential to extend collective and sectoral bargaining in Scotland’. 
The Working Together Review placed great emphasis on the 
importance of improving industry structures and collective 
bargaining in creating a more successful country, with 
opportunities for all of Scotland to flourish, through increasing 
sustainable economic growth. An enhanced SAWB could provide a 
foundation for rebuilding sectoral bargaining in Scottish 
workplaces, reversing the downward trend in such arrangements 
that have existed since the late 1970s. 
 
To remove this support for workers in the agricultural sector is not 
only in contradiction to current Scottish Government policy on 
industrial relations, but also at odds with the approach being taken 
by the Welsh Assembly Government, which  introduced legislation 
to retain sectoral bargaining for Welsh agricultural workers 
following the unilateral decision of the United Kingdom 
Government to abolish the Agricultural Wages Board for England 
and Wales and, in the process, successfully resisting a Supreme 
Court challenge by the UK Government over the Assembly’s 
legislative competency in this matter. It would be unfortunate if the 
Scottish Government sided with the UK Government on abolition of 
sectoral bargaining in the agriculture sector.  Having arrangements 
in place in Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland provides a 
stronger argument for the restoration of collective bargaining 
arrangements covering agricultural workers in England. 



In her concluding remarks in the debate on the Working Together 
Review, Angela Constance then Cabinet Secretary for Training, 
Youth and Women’s Employment, recognised the importance of 
developing an industrial relations model that sets Scotland apart 
when encapsulating the aims of the Fair Work Convention as being 
to: 
 
“exert greater Scottish influence over the minimum wage; to 
champion good industrial relations, including payment of the living 
wage as the expectation, not the exception; to be a powerful 
advocate of the partnership approach that characterises industrial 
relations in Scotland at their best; and to highlight the fact that 
business productivity goes hand in hand with proper pay, with 
decent pay and with fair and equal pay”.  
 
The STUC rejects the arguments of the employers lobby which are 
not only unhelpful, but inaccurate.  The abolition of the SAWB is in 
no way justified by the existence of National Minimum Wage and 
Working Time regulations. These are minimum standards. It 
should be the ambition of employers and unions in this and in other 
sectors, as it is the ambition of the Scottish Government and the 
STUC, to see negotiations between unions and employers 
establish basic pay at least at the level of the Living Wage and 
Working Time arrangements that improve upon those established 
by the regulations.   
 
Like the Scottish Government, the STUC recognises the 
importance of the Working Together Review and looks forward to 
the publication of the Government’s response to the Review’s 
recommendations. We anticipate a positive response and believe 
that the opportunity exists for the remit of the SAWB to be 
extended to enable it to address the recommendations of the 
Review. In commenting on the options presented in the paper, we 
begin, therefore, by addressing the only viable option, the retention 
of the SAWB, and offer some illustrative examples of how the 
SAWB could help implement the Review’s recommendations.   
Options 
 
The Scottish Agricultural Wages Board (SAWB) should continue, 
as it does now, to set minimum rates of pay and certain other 
conditions for agricultural workers in Scotland and, if so, how this 
might be done. 
 



The STUC believes this is the only option that would be consistent 
with Scottish Government policy and would prevent the erosion of 
wage rates and the wider employment protections in the 
agricultural sector.  The table of the beneficial terms and conditions 
afforded to workers covered by the SAWB on pages 6 and 7 of the 
consultation document illustrate quite explicitly the importance of 
collective bargaining in a low wage industry where seasonal 
employment is so prevalent. 
 
According to figures recently released by the Department for 
Business Innovation and Skills on trade union membership, it is 
clear that, due to the nature of the sector, it is difficult for trade 
unions to organise collectively and negotiate bilateral agreements 
with individual farming employers. This was recognised by the 
Scottish Government in 2009, at the time of the last review of the 
SAWB, and was a key argument in favour of the retention of the 
Board. 
 
The positive contribution to the Scottish economy, as a result of a 
collective agreement covering approximately 25,000 agricultural 
workers, of whom around half are full-time and the others part-time 
or seasonal workers, should not be underestimated. The Scottish 
Government recognised in 2009, when announcing plans to retain 
the Board that, although 80% (20000) of these workers are paid at 
rates above those set by the SAWB, the Board still had a role to 
play in protecting the livelihoods of those who, for whatever 
reason, are on the minimum terms and conditions. 
 
For the remaining 5,000 workers who enjoy the basic protections 
offered by the SAWB, many of whom will be transient or migrant 
workers, the provisions within the annual Agricultural Wages 
(Scotland) Orders outlining agreed changes to rates of pay and 
terms and conditions ensure the most vulnerable will not be 
exploited by employers.   
 
In addition to ensuring young workers are not exploited by 
abolishing pay differentials, the SAWB also agrees a pay premium 
(currently 34%) for workers undertaking a Modern Apprenticeship 
at Level 2, enhanced hourly rates for those carrying out an 
appropriate qualification (£1.08), defined rates of overtime pay, 
additional entitlement to holidays, 3 days bereavement leave, 
enhanced sick pay arrangements, agreed rates of pay for standby 



working, caps for deductions allowed in respect of rent for tied 
housing and maintenance allowances for working dogs. 
 
These minimum standards are obviously welcome, but should not 
and do not prevent employers and trade unions reaching local 
agreements that seek to improve on those set by the SAWB. 
 
Existing arrangements to ensure that Orders made by the SAWB 
are implemented should also be seen as an example of good 
practice in enforcing labour standards, a lead that the HSE, Local 
Environmental Health Officers and the HMRC’s NMW enforcement 
units should follow.  
 
Some employers get away with breaching the statutory rights of 
their workers as a result of workers being unaware of their rights, 
hesitancy to take action against an employer or, following the 
introduction of fees for accessing employment tribunals, not being 
able to afford to seek redress.  
 
Specifically in relation to low value wage claims where wages due 
may be less than the tribunal fee, this is likely to be the case.  The 
role of the enforcement unit as explained in the consultation allows 
for the Wages Enforcement Team to seek civil redress for affected 
workers, as well as considering potential criminal prosecution of 
employers who fail to meet their legal obligations. 
 
In the absence of the existing statutory framework, it is likely that 
the industry would witness employment terms and conditions being 
driven down, enhanced benefits being withdrawn, industrial 
relations problems and instability in the agricultural labour market 
as due to unnecessary competition amongst employers in the 
sector and the loss of skilled labour to other low wage sectors with 
less harsh working conditions. 
 
We see no justification for any reduction in the current purpose and 
role of the SAWB. It should remain an NDPB, genuinely tripartite in 
nature, in order to promote fair employment and collective 
bargaining in the sector. Indeed, there is a strong case for the 
powers of the SAWB to be broadened in scope to cover ancillary 
employers and trades and to make Orders, not just in relation to 
pay and holiday entitlement, but also wider terms and conditions, 
such as health and safety training, accommodation and additional 



allowances and for it to be charged with implementing pertinent 
recommendations from the Working Together Review. 
 
As mentioned above, the other options for reform presented in the 
paper are clearly at variance with the Scottish Government’s policy 
position and are in conflict the remit of the Fair Work Convention. 
They would mean, in effect, the removal of sector wide collective 
bargaining which would drive down wages in the sector and in 
those ancillary businesses that use the SAWB Orders to 
benchmark for the pay rates of their own workforces. 
 
In considering the future of the SAWB, the STUC feels that no 
consideration has been given to how the board’s existing functions 
sit with the recommendation of the Working Together Review or 
how these functions could be extended to reflect the 
recommendations of the Review.  The following are some 
examples of the how the recommendations of Working Together 
Review could be taken forward by an enhanced SAWB. 
 
Developing Capacity and Capability in Industrial Relations 
 
The SAWB could be given additional powers to develop strategies 
to meet the individual recommendations within this theme 
particularly around promotion of equality representatives. While the 
recommendation refers only to public sector workplaces, we 
believe a reformed Board could investigate how trade union 
equality reps could address issues associated with this sector that 
has high levels of migrant labour with potential for exploitation. 
 
A very recent example of such exploitation that was brought to our 
attention is attached as Appendix 1, a case that we understand 
that has now been passed through ACAS to the Gang Master 
Licensing Authority. This unedited e-mail is from an 18 year old 
Polish migrant worker employed by a fruit grower in Angus and 
highlights the difficulties he and two members of his family faced 
while being employed by P J Stirling Farmers and their associated 
fruit factory Abbey Fruit. 
 
These workers’ experiences appear to be at odds with the picture 
portrayed by the employer on their websites and we believe that 
consideration should be given to how the Board could develop 
appropriate trade union representative structures that facilitate 
access to agricultural workers to deal with not just issues of 



equality, but also health and safety, the environment and lifelong 
learning. 
 
This would help to reduce accidents in the agricultural sector, 
challenge inequality and raise the skills level of those working in 
the sector. 
 
Supporting Fair Employment 
 
Within this theme, the SAWB could consider how effective 
workplace representation could be developed in conjunction with 
Unite. The STUC and Unite recognise the challenges the structure 
of the agriculture sector poses in providing effective worker 
representation, but that should not deter employee and employer 
representatives working together to ensure workers in this sector 
enjoy the same level of employment protection and skills 
development as those in other industries. 
 
Given the nature of the sector, the STUC would suggest that the 
SAWB in the future could revisit the concept of Roving Safety 
Representatives (RSRs), but extend this to include union equality, 
environmental and learning representatives. 
 
The original report into the RSR project in 2006 can be found on 
the HSE website.  However, the single recommendation coming 
out of the report carried out for the HSE by an independent 
agricultural consultant was never taken forward: 
 
“The further development of RSR schemes in agriculture and 
related businesses such as horticulture, forestry, hunting, field 
sports and fishing should be considered by the AIAC members as 
part of the approach to promoting or revitalising good health and 
safety management practice in the industry”. (Dr Richard Knowles, 
ADAS Consulting) 
 
We consider the finding from this report could be the foundation for 
the SAWB to deliver workplace representation based on improved 
social dialogue and become an example of good practice to be 
shared with other industrial sectors. 
 
 
 



The STUC also believes that increased work around skills 
development and accessing lifelong learning would help the sector 
meet some of the challenges set by the Wood Commission on 
Developing Scotland’s Young Workforce. 
 
Again, we believe that the First Minister recognised the importance 
of trade union learning, when she addressed our Congress when 
she said: 
 
“The Scottish Government has always recognised the value of 
Scottish Union Learning – in fact, we currently support it with more 
than £1.4m of funding. 
 
As European funding for Scottish Union Learning has now 
stopped, I can confirm today that the Scottish Government will 
make up the shortfall - increasing our investment to almost £2.3m 
in 2015/16, to ensure the programme continues to create learning 
opportunities across the country. 
  
Union Learning is just one of the ways in which the Scottish 
Government and the STUC work together to promote a fairer and 
more prosperous society”. 
 
Learning agreements are being implemented in workplaces 
throughout Scotland, where collective bargaining structures exist, 
and this is another area where sectoral bargaining could provide 
high quality learning opportunities and skills development to allow 
workers trapped in low wage jobs to move into more secure 
employment. 
 
An Evidence-based Approach to Constructive Industrial Relations 
 
The STUC sees the SAWB with increased responsibilities as the 
mechanism for trade unions and employers to develop innovative 
approaches to industrial relations in the sector.   
 
We are clear that the existence of the SAWB in its current form has 
been instrumental in delivering improved terms and conditions 
through collective bargaining for many decades.  However, the 
industry has changed, as has the demography of the workforce, 
and there is an increased reliance on migrant workers to provide 
seasonal labour previously carried out by indigenous workers.  
This in turn results in these workers being reliant on their 



employers for temporary accommodation needs and the 
precarious nature of their work can lead to homelessness, when 
employers dismiss workers on a whim as outlined in the appendix. 
 
Language barriers and cultural barriers often mean that migrant 
workers are not in a position to understand health and safety 
notices or the emphasis placed on health and safety in the United 
Kingdom compared to their homelands. This causes the STUC 
considerable concern as employers could exploit this position, 
placing migrant workers at risk by failing to manage their duty of 
care to migrant workers in the same way as they would for others.  
 
There is considerable evidence available on the effectiveness of 
trade union representatives in delivering fairer, safer, healthier and 
more highly skilled workforces through union health and safety, 
learning, equality and green representatives. 
 
We strongly believe that a refreshed collective bargaining model 
should be developed for the SAWB to better reflect the needs of 
the sector and to take into consideration the wider fair work 
agenda promoted by the Government. 
 
The SAWB should be retained as an advisory body only, giving the 
Scottish Government the discretion to fix minimum wage rates and 
other conditions based on advice given by the SAWB 
 
The STUC believes that this option would ultimately lead to the 
demise of the SAWB, as we can see no real purpose in replacing 
an effective mechanism for setting wages and wider terms and 
conditions collectively with the kind of body being suggested. 
 
The sectoral approach to bargaining taken by the SAWB 
addresses prevailing circumstances in the industry, which the 
negotiating body has responsibility for taking into account, when it 
is reasonable to make higher pay awards or negotiate 
improvements in other terms and conditions or, conversely, when a 
sector is facing a challenging business environment, the collective 
negotiating machinery could take this into account when agreeing 
changes in wages or terms and conditions and agree appropriate 
changes to reflect the challenges being faced. 
 
 



The STUC is strongly of the view that employers and trade unions 
are best placed to determine wages, terms and conditions and the 
track record of the SAWB demonstrates this fact, a fact that was 
supported by the Working Together Review. 
 
We believe an improved SAWB could be a model that could be 
implemented in other industrial sectors, where low pay and poor 
terms and conditions are endemic such as contract cleaning, areas 
of the food processing and the private sector care. 
 
Removing the statutory nature of the SAWB with negotiated 
settlements being binding on both parties would only lead to 
minimum wage rates set by Government potentially being ignored 
by employers and more work for enforcement teams. We do not 
believe such change could be effective without bodies being set on 
a statutory footing with adequate enforcement resources to ensure 
compliance. 
 
Non statutory bodies can only work effectively when open and 
transparent dialogue is demonstrated and will often be counter-
productive to good industrial relations, when employers fail to 
appreciate the concerns of their workforce on matters of 
importance to them and their security of employment. 
 
Remove all existing arrangements for agricultural workers leaving 
their pay and conditions to be determined under general 
employment law. 
 
The STUC does not share the view of employer bodies that the 
introduction of the National Minimum Wage and Working Time 
Regulations have rendered the role and function of the SAWB 
obsolete. While both are designed to prevent exploitation of 
workers, who in most cases have no voice, the NMW falls very 
much short of what individuals require to enjoy a basic standard of 
living. Similarly, while nobody would argue against the Working 
Time Regulations and their purpose of ensuring workers enjoy 
their legal entitlement to paid holidays and annual leave, in 
common with the NMW this legislation is being undermined by lack 
of enforcement.  
 
 
 



We are in no doubt that the reason NFU Scotland and Scottish 
Estates are in support of this option is to allow their members to 
drive down wages and terms and conditions and to leave workers 
previously protected by the SAWB’s collective arrangements open 
to exploitation and more precarious employment practices.  
 
However, the STUC is far from sure that the active opposition to 
the SAWB displayed by trade organisations, such as NFU 
Scotland, is widely held by individual employers. As the response 
to this consultation from Unite suggests, 75% of farming employers 
in England have no interest in carrying out individual bargaining on 
terms and conditions, having relied heavily on the collective 
bargaining mechanism of their AWB for setting clear and 
straightforward rates of pay, terms and conditions. 
 
Clearly, in England farming employers recognise the benefits of 
having their industrial relations and negotiations carried out in this 
way, as it removes many of the tensions that are likely to arise 
when small employers carry out individual negotiations. 
 
As Unite also stated in its submission, the effects of abolition of the 
Wages Board has driven down wages for those previously covered 
by the collective agreement.  
 
The results of a survey of its rural membership, over a third of 
whom had been covered by the AWB, showed a general 
deterioration in pay and other terms and conditions including: 
 

 56% who had not had a pay rise since abolition; 

 the median pay rise was 2% - lower than whole economy 
median; 

 82% had their pay rise imposed by their employer; and 

 members reported changes to their terms and conditions 
generally, including beyond and outwith transfer situations: 
“no sick pay, working 40 hours instead of 39 before overtime, 
and working more hours for no more money. 

 
The fact that workers are reporting losing out on pay rises, having 
lower than average increases imposed, as well as terms and 
conditions being eroded, indicates to us that the abolition of 
collective bargaining in the Scottish agricultural sector will drive 
down wages and other worker protections.  



This, in turn, will provide opportunities for further exploitation of an 
increasingly migrant workforce, as indigenous workers seek 
alternative employment outside the sector, in order to earn a 
decent living. 
 
The STUC believes that the abolition of the AWB in England and 
Wales was an ideological move and the fact that 75% of employers 
recognised the benefits of collective bargaining supports this view. 
The abolition of the AWB in England and Wales was driven by the 
United Kingdom Government’s “Red Tape Challenge”, an exercise 
that relied on myths and unsubstantiated evidence being used to 
support public policy decisions attacking workers’ rights.  
 
As outlined earlier, the Welsh Assembly introduced legislation to 
form its own Wages Board, but not without interference from the 
United Kingdom Government through a costly and unsuccessful 
challenge in the Supreme Court. 
 
The Farming Regulation Task Force set up by DEFRA, and the 
body who subsequently recommended scrapping the Agricultural 
Wages Board, included members from agricultural backgrounds, 
retail interests, the bakery industry, a consultant to the food 
industry and the NFU. 
 
The Task Force was described as independent, yet did not include 
any employee representatives and it could be argued most, if not 
all, potentially had conflicts of interests in participating in a group 
that was seeking to review supposed regulatory “burdens”. 
 
We would question why a consultant to the food industry, a director 
of a supermarket chain and the company secretary of a large 
bakery, each of whom individually or through their company has an 
interest in ensuring farmers’ overheads are reduced, yet no-one 
representing workers’ rights was invited to participate. 
 
Therefore, in our view, as a result of the lack of impartiality of the 
Farming Regulation Task Force that no cognisance be given by 
the Scottish Government for their reason for taking the decision 
they took. 
 
 
 
 



Conclusion  
 
The STUC believes that the Scottish Government is wrong to 
consider abolishment of the SAWB, or reducing its powers in any 
shape or form, as this is clearly at odds with its own laudable 
objective of promoting fair work, trade unions and collective 
bargaining.  Furthermore, we believe that any decision to abolish 
the SAWB may be based on flawed evidence gathered by a 
Commission that did not appear to represent the views of 
agricultural workers in England. 
 
It certainly did not reflect the views of Welsh agricultural workers 
and we welcome the position taken by the Welsh Assembly to 
ensure that wages, terms and conditions of workers in the 
agricultural sector continue to be set by employers and trade 
unions negotiating industry wide agreements.  
 
The evidence shows that abolition of the Agricultural Wages Board 
has had a detrimental impact on wages in the sector and some 
employers appear to be driving down wages towards the National 
Minimum Wage by not paying the cost of living wages previously 
set by the Board. 
 
It is important that, if Scotland is to be seen as a country where fair 
work is regarded as an important driver of economic success, the 
Government should not tolerate any dilution of collective and 
sectoral bargaining in the way that has happened in the sector in 
England. 
 
The STUC shares the view of the Scottish Government that all 
employment powers should be devolved to Scotland, including 
health and safety and equality legislation. 
 
To abolish the SAWB, or reduce its role to that of an advisory 
body, would seriously undermine the Scottish Government’s 
commitment to that aim and question what kind of industrial 
relations culture we would have should powers be devolved. We 
would argue that the fact the Scottish Government is consulting on 
the future of the SAWB at the same time as the Fair Work 
Convention is establishing its future work plan is extremely 
unhelpful and at odds with the work being led by the Cabinet 
Secretary for Fair Work, Skills and Training. 
 



Therefore, we conclude that, at the very least, the SAWB should 
remain as it is at the moment, a statutory body with the purpose of 
collectively bargaining the terms and conditions of workers covered 
by the Board. 
 
Indeed, we believe that the remit and powers of the SAWB should 
be extended and that, as set out above, the Board could become 
an example of modern and constructive industrial relations in 
Scotland and a model that could and should be used in other 
sectors. 
 
 
 
STUC 
July 2015 



Appendix 1 
 
Dear Sirs. 
 
My name is Jacob Frydecki and I am a 18 years old sesonal 
worker at the P J STIRLING LLP which is a soft fruit farm located 
in Newbigging Farm, Arbroath, Angus, DD11 4RQ. My nationality 
is Polish and Poland is the member of EU which gives me the right 
to work in your country according to EU law. I have been to 
Scotland with my friend Oliwier Rybski (aged 20) and my uncle 
Andrew Frydecki (aged 63). We came here to work as fruit pickers 
and members of Concordia 2015 programme. Concordia Youth 
Service Volunteers Ltd. has its local representative in Poland and 
its head office adress in the UK is: North Street 19, Portslade, 
BN41 1DH. They are our recruiters, but the contract of 
employment we have signed up with the farm we have been 
working and not directly with Concordia.  
 
We came here 12th June, 2015 in the evening and we were given 
a caravan as a place to live. The next day we signed up the 
working contract and on 15th June at 5.30 a.m. we went starting 
our job with hope to do everything as best as possible. The first 
problem was with so called norm e.g. demand of quantity picked 
strawberries which is not stable and fluctuates between 100 - 120 
kg daily during 6 hours of payable work time. (Actually we were 
present in the field 8 - 10 hours daily but they pay us for 6 - 8 
hours.) This norm is impossible to attain for 70% of employed at 
this farm, because it is very hard to do it in such a short time .The 
disciplinary procedure is very serious and when you work slow in 
their opinion you receive written warnings you must sign up. During 
the first two weeks we were working as best as we could. We were 
never late, never were guilty any misconduct, and have good 
relationship with our supervisor and team leader. Day by day our 
quantity of picked strawberries were growing and growing, and we 
had real faith and hope to improve the results.  
 
To our surprise, the 8th day of this work competitive adventure one 
of managers whose name is Gary Bruce came on the farm and 
told my uncle that this job is not for him, although my uncle picked 
the same crop as me and Oliwier did.  
 
 



The next day we all had to sign up the first warning and my uncle 
was moved to fruit factory, where he was told to work, and during 
the first three days he passed successfully the exam in the task of 
speedy cutting stems and weeds off given to him strawberries. On 
the last day of this exam the main supervisor in that factory told 
him that his daily result was excellent . My uncle was very happy 
because of doing good job and asked her to join me and Oliwier 
because we all wanted to work together. The supervisor promissed 
to ask Gary Bruce for permission. Meantime me and Oliwier still 
have been working at the farm trying to improve our results. We 
started talking with supervisors and other labourers that all are 
Bulgarians and Romanians, and they told us about the horrible 
pressure on them from the part of employer. But they did not want 
to fight for their rights because they were afraid they lost their job. 
Some of them were fired lastly and had to live the camp after any 
of Gary Bruce decision. 30th of June, on Tuesday in the morning 
when I started working I felt saw cute headache that I couldn't work 
at all. I said this to my supervisor and he told me to go to the 
caravan.  
 
The next day we had day off but my condition worsed. Nobody told 
me what to do when I was sick. On Thuesday my friend Oliwier got 
sick too. Some other Bulgarians who felt very ill were working still 
despite their condition. On Friday me and Oliwier found Arbroath 
Healt Center and after initial check-up we were given documents 
for employer and the term for visit at the medical specialist. On 
Saturday morning my uncle brought the medical papers to our 
supervisor and the same day he was fired from factory. It was that 
after three hours of giving them sickness papers the manager 
visited us at our caravan, and ordered us to leave Scotland (!) as 
quickly as possible. We hardly negociated the term of Tuesday. On 
Monday me and Oliwier went for promised appointment with 
medical specialist and the doctor gave us a written Statement of 
Fitness for Work where it is noted that I am temporarily not able to 
work for two weeks and my friend until 11 of July. Yesterday on 
Wednesday at 8 o'clock in the morning two managers: Gary Bruce 
and June Reid visited us and ordered to leave the camp until 
Thursday morning. We called to Concordia and all they could do 
was to prolong the term until today evening. Now, we, seriously 
sick people are at present without any roof over our heads and 
withothe job we lost because the employer doesn't approved the 
decision of the doctor.  



Yesterday our friend was in Dundee and a woman gave him a 
leaflet with adresses to you. So please, If you think that our rights 
as workers from EU have been broken and you could help us in 
anyway, by any advice or any other support, please do it as quickly 
as possible. 
 
Please note that the employer gave us very short time to leave our 
placement and we do not know what to do today. Therefore we will 
be very grateful for any bit of info or anothere way which would 
help us to solve our problem. 
 
 Yours faithfully,  
 
 
 Jacob Frydecki 
 
 

 


