
RURAL AFFAIRS AND ENVIRONMENT COMMITTEE 
CLIMATE CHANGE (SCOTLAND) BILL 

SUBMISSION FROM S MACKIE 
 

View on Climate Change Bill. Question 11 Forestry. 
 

I support the overall objectives of the bill but I am astonished and gravely 
concerned over the proposal to lease part of the forest estate. I set out below 
my reasons for my opposition to this part of the bill. 
 
Summary 
 
I believe that allowing Scottish Ministers and Forestry Commissioners to offer 
leases and cutting rights over part of the national forest estate is naïve and ill 
conceived. This part of the bill will result in the destabilisation of FCS, 
sawmills and wood processing units and represents poor value for money for 
the tax-paying public. 
 
On November 4 all in the FCS were shell shocked when the bill was published 
and the implications of the section on cutting rights and leases became 
apparent. What is also worrying is the short timescale allowed to put through 
the legislation. There was no prior consultation or communication with FC 
staff, who could, at that stage, have pointed out the flaws in the proposals. We 
are now undertaking to do this retrospectively. 
 
Re assurances have been given that not one square inch of public land will be 
sold. This is untrue as three sizeable blocks of FC woodland have been sold 
in the Tweed Valley since the turn of the year. This is described as 
repositioning, and there may be some merit in disposal of outlying blocks at 
the real market value but that is a minor concern compared to the leasing 
option. 
 
To lease 25 % of the forest estate for 75 years amounts to a sale of land as 
far as anyone over the age of 10 is concerned. The problems that I can 
foresee with this plan are as follows: 
 
Accessibility 
 
Rights of access are guaranteed under the SOAC legislation and the FC 
endeavour to minimise restrictions to access whilst forest operations are 
undertaken. A less accommodating landowner could use operational and 
health and safety issues to exclude the public from large areas of forest for 
long periods of time. 
 
Sustainability 
 
A commitment to ensure that any leased land would be managed under the 
UKWAS standard has been made. However it is unlikely that stewardship of 
the leased area would be improved by the change. The Commission often 



exceed standards demanded by UK WAS. The standard is also most effective 
when adopted over a large-scale forest area for example management of 
forest corridors for red squirrel conservation. 
 
Commitments to timber markets. 
 
Many of today’s timber markets were created and developed after 
commitment by the FC to guarantee a supply of timber. The private sector 
seldom makes the same commitments preferring to market their timber when 
prices are at a premium. The area proposed for leasing amounts to around 
35% of the commission’s production and thus timber markets could be 
jeopardised by the leasing option. At the present time the private sector have 
virtually stopped sale of timber and all markets are being kept going with FC 
timber. 
 
Value for money 
 
Let’s assume that the 100 thousand ha of woodland for lease is made up as 
follows: - 
 
25 thousand ha of fallow ground 
25 thousand ha of 15 year old crops 
25 thousand ha of 30 year old crops 
25 thousand ha of 45 year old crops 
 
The timber value alone of the 45-year-old crop could conservatively be 
expressed as follows. 45-year-old sitka spruce could yield 400 m3 pre ha 
at a standing price of £15 per m3. 
 
Therefore timber value alone on one quarter of the leased area would be 
25000 x 400 xiS = £150 million. 
 
This probably equates to the value the Government would receive from the 
lease in current market conditions. That means that the lessor would get the 
15 and 30 year old crops free. In addition he would be eligible for grant aid to 
replant the fallow ground and the newly felled ground. This does not 
demonstrate responsible management of public money. 
 
Consequences for FC staff. 
 
The minister has dismissed all concerns regarding job security by offering the 
‘triple guarantee’ of no compulsory redundancies, transfer to an alternative FC 
post or transfer to the leasing company under the TUPE regulations. Transfer 
of staff within FC would be very expensive, as would be the selection process. 
If voluntary redundancies were offered to staff nearing retirement age this 
would also be costly. Meanwhile only the current administration has any 
confidence whatsoever in job (and pension) protection through TUPE. 
 



Staff in the short term, would be employed by the leasing company, but the 
terms and conditions of employment would be quickly diluted and eroded. Job 
losses would follow thereafter. 
 
Devaluing of the forest estate. 
 
The Forestry Commission value is far in excess of the sum of its parts. Its 
worth for recreation (public health), landscape, bio-diversity and heritage is 
immense. It is well managed by the FC for the people of Scotland. This 
stewardship has endured since 1919 this proposal if adopted would 
undermine the future of FCS. The head office in Edinburgh has GB wide 
responsibilities. Leasing out a large area of the estate simply increases the 
unit cost of managing the balance of the portfolio. 
 
Use of cash raised. 
 
The Scottish Government has refused to give a mandate that money raised 
from the proposed lease will be used for forestry purposes. 
 
Achievement of Objectives? 
 
Whilst everyone must be concerned with the effects of climate change the 
uproar over the leasing option has diverted attention away from the laudable 
objectives of the rest of the legislation. Carbon capture is a complex issue and 
differing opinions exist within land based groups on the merit of increased tree 
planting. There is insufficient detail in the bill to make an informed decision. It 
is irresponsible to push through this legislation for a quick cash return. 
 
Conclusions and recommendations 
 
I accept that the climate change issue must be addressed and if our current 
Government required the FCS to raise money to assist in this aspiration we 
must do so. In my opinion the leasing option is a non-runner and therefore we 
must continue and if necessary accelerate the repositioning of the estate. 
However this must not include selling to raise cash quickly if the price of 
stocked land is depressed. 
 
Sale of land may result in a requirement for fewer staff. Natural wastage and a 
reduction in recruitment could achieve this. 
 
Opportunities with the renewable energy sector must be maximised and 
opportunities for partnerships sought out and vigorously pursued. 
 
Stewart Mache 
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