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The Bill includes a number of suggestions for how forestry and in particular 
Forestry Commission Scotland can contribute more to the fight against climate 
change. I am supportive of all but one of them. The point that I am very 
concerned about is the proposal to lease out a very large section of the 
National Forest Estate to a private company. 
 
I think this suggestion poses a serious risk to the Scottish forest industry, 
important conservation work, recreational opportunities and the existence of 
the Forestry Commission. 
 
The Forestry Commission is a vital player in maintaining a healthy forest 
industry in Scotland. The dire economical situation at this very moment 
highlights the differences between the FC and the private sector. The forest 
and wood processing industry is very hard affected by the crash in house 
building with resulting sharp declines in the value of timber. During times like 
these the private sector naturally limits the amount of timber that they put to 
the market – why sell now when you might as well wait a couple of years and 
make 30% more money for the same wood. The FC, however, is committed to 
put certain volumes to the market regardless of the price. By doing this the FC 
plays a vital role in ensuring that forest contractors, timber hauliers and 
sawmills can keep working through very difficult times. 
 
Many forest professions are specialist work and are not easy to recruit again if 
the people are forced to leave the sector during a recession. Forest workers 
are often people living in rural areas with limited alternative job opportunities 
locally. They could well be forced to move if there is no work to be found. 
 
In short, I see the FC as a vital player in limiting the impacts of bad times on 
the forest industry as a whole and to hundreds of jobs in some of the most 
fragile communities across rural Scotland. 
 
In addition to the above I believe that the proposals carry a real risk for 
damaging the good conservation and recreation work that the FC carries out 
all over its estate. Under a lease different condition will, no doubt, be imposed 
on the private sector company. But there is only so much that can be 
expected of a purely commercial private partner. For example, it is one thing 
to preserve things like access rights – which are guaranteed in Scotland 
anyway - but it is something completely different to actively encourage people 
into the forest as the FC is doing. Another example is that it is one thing to 
adhere to the legal minimum requirements for protection of certain plants and 
animals but something completely different to actively work to improve the 
conditions for threatened species as the FC is doing. 
 



Another risk I see is that this could be the thin end of the wedge for a 
wholesale dismantling of the FC. The initial proposal suggests leasing out 
something around 25% of the National Forest Estate. This is obviously bad 
enough but the legislation will probably not carry any limit so once introduced 
it will be very tempting for future Scottish Governments to take another slice of 
the cake when they are desperate to raise more money. 
 
I believe that the additional money that could be raised by this proposal is 
overestimated and absolutely insignificant when compared to the benefits of 
the current system. 
 
Finally, a short comment regarding other options for how Scottish forestry 
could contribute more to the fight against climate change. Changing the 
current unworkable and unattractive grant scheme for private forest planting 
could give a very significant boost to the afforestation around the country. 
Alternatively, changes could be made to the tax breaks available for planting 
new forests. I am aware that taxation is a Westminster issue – but if carried 
through the impact across the UK would only be all the greater because of 
this. I think there is a significant interest in Scotland to plant more forest but 
the economical incentives for private landowners are currently not attractive 
enough. 
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