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1.   Do you envisage that the Forestry Commission could play a greater role 
than it does at present in reducing greenhouse gas emissions or in alleviating 
or responding to the effects of climate change?  If so, what suggestions would 
you make?

Yes. I believe that more could be done to capture carbon by restoring the 
thousands of hectares of lowland raised bog owned by FCS. Peat stores a lot 
of carbon and an active peat bog acts as a store of this carbon, locking it up 
for a very long time. In the 1970s FCS bought and planted a lot of lowland 
raised bogs as was the policy at the time.  Now these lowland raised bogs are 
being assessed for their condition and most are found to be capable of full 
restoration or partial restoration to active peat bogs.  This is despite 30 odd 
years of conifers growing on them.  FCS is in a great position to achieve this 
work whereas bogs owned by private individuals have not seen the sort of 
restoration works that Scottish Natural Heritage had hoped, even with grant 
incentives.   There are thousands of hectares of publicly-owned peat bogs that 
could be restored and FCS has the know-how to do this work effectively and 
efficiently.  There are many reasons why restoring the FCS lowland raised 
bogs would be great for Scotland, but the carbon store argument is one of the 
strongest at the moment. 

The other response that FCS could make would be to shift the new planting 
species away from commercial conifers and more towards native woodlands.  
Native woodlands out perform the non-native conifers when you look at 
carbon lock-up over the long term. However, the commercial conifers lock up 
more carbon in the short term. Again, there are many reasons why it would be 
beneficial to have more native woodlands planted but the long-term carbon 
lock up is a strong argument. 

By having Forest Research the FCS are in a strong position to lead on 
forestry and climate change issues, for example researching tree species 
choices to allow our landscapes to adapt successfully to climate change.  A 
strong FCS is important, I believe, to allow us to face the challenges 
presented by climate change. 

2.   Do you consider that either of the Government's consultation proposals 
(on entering into joint ventures and on leasing cutting rights) would enhance 
the Forestry Commission's role in dealing with greenhouse gas emissions and 
climate change?

I believe the proposal to enter into joint ventures will enhance FCS's role in 
dealing with greenhouse gas emissions and climate change.  I do not believe 
that the proposal to lease cutting rights would do this.  The main reason I do 
not believe this is because of the lack of a plan to demonstrate what the 



released money would be used for.  How can you believe in something that 
you don't know the details of?  This is the most frustrating part of this whole 
proposal - the lack of any information about what the government would do 
with the expected £200 million from the FCS estate.  FCS staff have been 
informed by the Director of FCS that Michael Russell has not given any 
assurance that the money would come back to the forestry sector, however in 
the press the Minister is quoted several times stating that this money "might" 
and "could" be used for more tree planting.  It is my understanding that there 
is no plan of how to use this money, that involves forestry for climate change 
measures or otherwise, and therefore the consultation on the leasing of the 
FCS estate has come before proper evaluation and planning by the 
government of their proposal - cart before horse. 

3.   Do you envisage any implications for nature conservation, biodiversity or 
recreational interests from the two proposals and, if so, what are they?
 
I consider that the more FCS are involved in energy developments on their 
estate the better for conservation and recreation.  I would see there being a 
positive effect and some cracking extras coming from such developments that 
would not come otherwise.  FCS have demonstrated such benefits when 
working on numerous smaller-scale projects / developments on their estate 
and they would make sure that the benefit to the public was maximised. 
 
I consider that if the leasing proposal is to go ahead there will absolutely be a 
detrimental effect on conservation and recreation.  FCS is funded partly by the 
income from timber sales.  To lose at least 25% of the most productive forest 
areas is to lose a huge chunk of funding for FCS work such as working with 
local communities, building recreational facilities and managing land for 
conservation.   To argue that there will be no effect is ridiculous, and anyone 
who knows how FCS works knows that work on delivering the social and 
biodiversity elements of the Scottish Forestry Strategy would suffer.   In 
addition to these significant funding issues there would undoubtedly be 
impacts in the forests leased out to the private sector.  Again, anyone who 
works in the industry knows that the public forests are managed with a 
different set of objectives, by people with different motivations and in a 
different manner than the private forests.  Yes the private sector would have 
to manage to the UKWAS standards but if this was all FCS did too then we 
would not see the wide range of benefits that we do today in the public 
forests.  FCS do extras that the private sector will not because it does not 
make them money.  FCS does things not because it makes money but 
because it makes local people feel involved or it provides habitat for wildlife or 
it improves a community's health etc.  The staff in FCS are proud of the care 
and attention that the forests and their visitors, the wildlife and the heritage 
receives.  In my experience, the private sector are hardly ever in their woods 
and there is usually no local staff available to talk to people or turn up to 
community meetings.   However, they do grow excellent timber - and that is 
because they don't put resources into anything else.  If this is all we want our 
forests to deliver then we need to re-write the Scottish Forestry Strategy. 
 



4.   Do you believe there are any implications for rural employment from the 
two proposals and, if so, what are they?
 
I am nervous about the implications for employment but I am not in a position 
to have much information about this issue. 
 
5.  Do you have any other views on these two proposals from the 
Government?
 
I object to the way the consultation has been carried out.  It has been very 
quiet, the proposals have, in my view, been hidden in the Climate Change 
(Scotland) Bill and the consultation period has been too short.  And with no 
proposal of how to spend the £200 million from leasing it has been a useless 
exercise.  I am suspicious that the leasing proposal has not been thought 
through properly and that the Minister has been advised by people who have 
been wanting to privatise FCS for years.  To dress it up under Climate 
Change - an incredibly important issue - is insulting and offensive.  I am very 
worried about Climate Change and am involved in the carbon-neutral 
movement, if I thought the leasing proposal was any use I would support it.  It 
is not, it is a bad idea that will only release short term cash at a long term cost 
and this is stupid.  It would be the open door to privatise the rest of FCS and 
this would be a bad move for Scotland. 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to this consultation. 

Emma Stewart 
27 January 2009 


