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1  I agree with the proposed change in legislation to allow FCS to enter into 

joint ventures. Income from such ventures should be ring fenced for 
Forestry and flexibility given to FCS accounting to enable monies to be 
rolled over into subsequent years to even out the income stream. 
 

2 I am against any proposal to lease out areas of the national forest estate 
or allow cutting rights. Changes in legislation to allow this are unnecessary 
as the objective of meeting the planting target of 10,000ha per year could 
be funded through an increase of the repositioning programme (see 4 
below). 
 
Leasing out large area of the forest estate is unlikely to realise the full 
market value of the asset while loosing control of the land and so be able 
to respond to or take advantage of  future changes in land use priorities or 
opportunities. 
 
The leasing out of the 25% most productive areas will reduce FCS income 
by an estimated 35% leaving a funding gap for managing the remainder of 
the national forest estate as the minister has stated that no extra funding 
will be available. 
 
Although this may not have an impact on the delivery of nonfinancial 
benefits in the short term these areas are bound to suffer in the medium to 
long-term, as investment will be greatly reduced. The ministers recent 
restriction on any significant further investment in mountain biking trail 
building by FCS can be seen as a precursor to future policy made 
necessary by reduced budgets. 
 
There is no guarantee that any money raised through leasing or cutting 
rights would be reinvested in forestry and even if  £200m was raised up 
front the forest industry wouldn’t be able to respond to investing that 
amount in one or even two years. This money would then be lost to 
forestry and funding to achieve the new planting objective would fall short 
in subsequent years. 
 
The guarantees made to FCS staff by the minister in letters to the press 
are disingenuous. To say that there will be no compulsory redundancies 
and that any staff not wishing to transfer to a private company ignores the 
reality that if you reduce the size of the estate and the budget of FCS you 
have to reduce staffing costs. Many of the lower grade staff in the FCS are 
non-mobile and refusal to transfer to another area would be considered to 
be resignation. 
 



The safeguards under the TUPE regulations are not as good as they are 
made out to be, once transferred  conditions of service can be changed or 
redundancies made if an economic justification can be made. 
 
The likely concentrating of the areas to be leased will also result in a 
significant social and economic cost to these areas. 
 

3 As stated I am against leasing of the national forest estate and removing 
this from the bill would remove any argument for creating Trusts. 
 

4 As stated above it is my view that the most practical and cost effective way 
of raising the extra funding from the forest estate for new planting until the 
income from joint ventures becomes available is an increase of the 
repositioning programme to £30m a year. This would allow areas 
throughout the country that don’t meet FCS’s core objectives to be sold, 
realising their full value and with out high local impact. 
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