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8th August 2009 

Linda Smith      FOREST 
Assistant Clerk to the      Sheraton House 
Public Petitions Committee    Castle Park 
TG.01       Cambridge 
The Scottish Parliament     CB3 0AX 
Edinburgh EH99 1SP     T 01223 370156 

 

Dear Ms Smith, 

Consideration of Petition PE1246 

Thank you for your letter of 6th May requesting a response to the points raised in the petition. 

FOREST (Freedom Organisation for the Right to Enjoy Smoking Tobacco) represents adults who 
choose to smoke tobacco and non-smoking adults who are tolerant of other people smoking. 

We are aware that some of our supporters suffer from a range of mental health issues 
including depression. However we do not have a specific remit to represent people with 
mental health issues and for this reason we chose not to contribute to the consultation 
(“Achieving smoke-free mental health services in Scotland”).. 

With this in mind we also feel it would be inappropriate to comment in detail on this petition. 
Nevertheless we are sympathetic to some of the issues issues raised by the petitioner. In 
particular:  

1. We agree that the consultation document “Achieving Smoke-free Mental Health Services in 
Scotland: a consultation” was neither fair nor accurate. 

The very title of the document suggests a clear, predetermined outcome. In our view, the 
document was weighted heavily against those who might not agree with this outcome. We 
therefore share the petitioner’s concern that the document treats smoke-free mental health 
services as a matter of “when not if”. 

For example, although the response form give respondents the option of retaining the status 
quo (ie leaving in place the current exemption from the smoking ban), there appears to be an 
assumption that most if not all respondents will agree with the idea of “smoke-free mental 
health services in Scotland”. 
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In short, neither the tone nor the tenor of the consultation document suggests or offers a level 
playing field for those opposed to comprehensive smoke-free mental health services. 

2. We agree with the petitioner that the consultation document contains “factual 
inaccuracies”. The petitioner is right, for example, to question some of the “key facts” in the 
document, notably the claim that “After the [smoking] ban was introduced there was … a 17 
per cent reduction in heart attack admissions”. 

Likewise we take issue with the statement that “Exposure to SHS causes considerable [our 
italics] ill health and premature death”.  

In our view statements that are scientifically tendentious have no place in a government-
approved consultation document that is clearly designed to influence people’s attitude 
towards future regulations and/or legislation. 

3. We share the petitioner’s concern at the lack of references in the consultation document. 
Although this issue has now been addressed, the original omission of this important 
information demonstrates a casual arrogance on the part of those who wish to introduce 
comprehensive smoke-free policies in Scotland. This is incompatible with serious decision-
making, especially when it can lead to policies that have a huge, and often negative, impact on 
many people’s lives. 

4. Regarding relevant action, Forest has no plans at present to become directly involved in 
mental health issues. We continue, however, to campaign on behalf of Scotland’s 1.3 million 
smokers on a variety of issues, including smoking in public (and private) spaces and the effects 
of secondhand smoke, the extent of which continue to be disputed in many quarters.  

For more information see our website – www.forestonline.org. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Simon Clark 
Director, FOREST 

 


