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I am responding to this call for evidence in my capacity as Director General of 
the Wood Panel Industries Federation. The WPIF represents all UK 
manufacturers of wood-based panels, who have been consulted in the 
formulation of this response. 
 
The Federation’s members employ approximately 6,000 people in the UK, 
directly and indirectly, and have an annual turnover in excess of £650m.  The 
industry occupies eight UK manufacturing sites (three in Scotland) and is the 
second largest processor of UK-sourced wood, annually consuming some 
4.5m tonnes.  Approximately 65% of the UK industry’s wood requirements are 
sourced from Scotland. 
 
General 
The wood panel industry is deeply concerned by some of the forestry 
provisions included in the Scottish Climate Change Bill.  We do appreciate the 
Scottish Government’s over-arching aim of raising capital for extending forest 
cover in Scotland.  Whilst we support the objective to expand Scotland’s forest 
cover in support of climate change objectives, the lack of detail in the 
Government’s consultation document leads us to question, a), whether the 
objectives will be met and, b), whether actions taken will actually threaten the 
continued operation of our members, who are reliant upon resource coming 
from the productive forest areas being discussed. 
 
We believe that unless serious and prompt attention is given to increasing the 
level of new commercial planting then the imbalance between supply and 
demand highlighted by the Clegg study1 will be realized and the consequence 
of this would be to threaten the continued existence of our members. 
 
We cannot support proposals that threaten coniferous wood supply.  Whilst 
not agreeing with all Forestry Commission policies, we recognise that over the 
long term they have introduced a degree of stability into the market, and by 
maintaining supply throughout the economic cycle have enabled processing 
industries to have the confidence to invest and grow. 
 
Under the proposals, the only commitment voiced is to honour existing supply 
contracts, which means that there is no certainty beyond these and evidence 
to date would point to a private investment group being less than willing to 
enter into long-term supply arrangements. 
 
Some of the proposals contained in the Scottish Government’s consultation 
are to be tentatively welcomed, such as the joint ventures on Forestry 
Commission land with renewable energy providers, through technologies such 
as wind and hydro electric.  Using sparsely populated land, with low 



recreational usage, for wind turbines seems a sensible approach.  However, 
more detail is needed before we can fully support such measures. 
 
The areas that the WPIF has most concerns about are the long-term leases 
and cutting rights.  We are particularly concerned by the prospect of a single 
entity lessee being in control of up to 25% of FC Scotland land – and a higher 
proportion of its productive forests.  This could have disastrous ramifications 
for the wood supply and market throughout the UK, bearing in mind how 
important FC Scotland is as a consistent and large-scale supplier.  We cannot 
support these proposals without details on the “safeguards” alluded to in the 
consultation that might protect wood supply as well as recreational access 
and the other important services currently provided by the Forestry 
Commission. 
 
We are aware that the more safeguards and conditions applied to this leasing 
arrangement, the less profitable it is likely to be for the Scottish Government.  
However, the costs that might result from market failure in rural industries 
must be taken into consideration, especially in the present economic climate. 
 
In a period of great uncertainty for businesses, we question the wisdom of 
engaging in far-reaching proposals at this time, for if these proposals proceed, 
they will merely add to the growing uncertainty about the future and further 
undermine confidence for investors. 
 
Question 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, the Forestry Commission could play a greater role by: a) planting more 
trees; b) allowing wind farms and hydro schemes on their land; c) utilising as 
much of the brash as is possible as fuel without impacting on drainage and 
soil quality; d) improving access to less economic areas; f) promoting the 
development of manufactured wood products as they extend the carbon life, 
whereas burning is only carbon neutral. 
 
Question 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? 
On balance, the WPIF supports the use of joint ventures for clean renewable 
energy programmes or micro-generation on the estate, subject to certain 
safeguards and standards being implemented; i.e. timber extraction and 
replanting being maintained in productive areas, revenues raised being 
circulated back into increasing commercial planting and maintaining access 
for recreational and community use. 
 
Before we fully endorse joint ventures, we would like to see some detail on 
how these joint ventures would work in practice and what kind of “renewable 
energy programmes” would be accepted.  We would also need to know 



whether felling would be affected by such programmes or the terms of the 
joint venture. 
 
It is impossible to support the proposals for leasing and cutting rights as they 
stand.  In the absence of detail, they appear to jeopardise the future supply of 
wood to the wood processing industries.  Although FC Scotland has confirmed 
that existing contracts would be honoured under any new leases, this does 
not give the necessary confidence for the long term and the Scottish 
Government must ensure that safeguards are put in place for maintaining a 
sufficient supply of wood – i.e. that contracts with existing users will be 
entered into in the future, based on a fair market price that is not driven by the 
purchasing power of a subsidised energy sector. 
 
The consultation proposes certain safeguards for protecting the interests of 
“existing stakeholders”.  Although it is not an exhaustive list, industry is not 
explicitly included.  Whilst we do not deny the importance of protecting 
services for recreational users and community groups, as well the jobs of FC 
staff, the relationship between the Forestry Commission and the wood 
processing industries is extremely important.  Not only does it provide a 
considerable proportion of the wood panel industry’s raw material, it has 
supported this industry and other wood industries through periods of 
depressed prices by maintaining supply when it was cut by the private sector.  
Stability of supply throughout the economic cycle is essential for our industry 
and to this end the Forestry Commission has helped our industry by giving 
supply confidence, which has facilitated considerable investment.  In our view, 
a private lessee would not wish to commit to maintaining such stability. 
 
The wood industries have estimated that the 25% of FC Scotland land 
proposed for leasing would equate to around 40% of its productive forests, if 
land is selected according to the Repositioning Programme’s scoring.  This is 
extremely worrying for the wood processing industries, especially if the lease 
were to be granted to an investment company with interests in wood energy 
which might wish to deny purchasing opportunities to competitors.  We would 
welcome explicit proposals for safeguards for wood supply, though we are 
sceptical that a commercially attractive model can be developed that 
maintained the public interest responsibilities currently provided by the 
Forestry Commission. 
 
Qu. 4: Do you believe there are any implications for rural employment 
from the two proposals and, if so, what are they? 
We reject the assertion that leasing would create more jobs in the forest 
industries sector.  Biomass-fuelled electricity and non-combustion forms of 
generation require considerably fewer workers than traditional wood 
processing industries.  If too much of the UK’s wood supply is diverted to the 
biomass sector, there will inevitably be job losses in industries such as the 
wood panel industry that rely on domestic wood production.  These job losses 
are likely to be greater than the jobs created in the energy sector. 
 
 



Qu. 5:  Do you have any other views on these two proposals from the 
Government? 
On the subject of a not-for-profit trust, the wood panel industry recognises that 
it could provide a degree of flexibility that the Forestry Commission does not 
currently enjoy.  However, there is a risk that, for all the upheaval, it could be 
a case of substituting one bureaucracy for another and that as a consequence 
any potential benefit would be lost.  There is insufficient detail to be supportive 
or otherwise of the proposal.  The representation and constitution of the trust 
is all-important, particularly if wood processing interests are to be fully 
represented. We would also welcome some explanation of the “open 
membership” of the trust proposed, as well as what kind of constitution is 
envisaged. 
 
We would prefer that the Forestry Commission maintained a controlling 
interest. 
 
Capital raised from any of the schemes proposed here should be recycled 
back into forestry for planting purposes.  Not only would this be a clear and 
efficient way to mitigate climate change but it would contribute to the Scottish 
Forestry Strategy’s ambitious goal of increasing Scotland’s woodland cover to 
25%. 
 
Although it is recognised that raising a large amount of capital could 
significantly aid new planting, it must be asked why current planting targets 
(10,000 ha of new planting per annum) are not being met.  The Government 
should consider whether the existing grant system is the most effective 
mechanism for incentivising this process.  We would urge a private sector 
solution to planting, which could achieve greater levels of planting with greater 
efficiency.  In view of the long-term demands for timber from all sectors, we 
would support a planting rate of 15,000ha per annum, with an allocation of 
9,000 ha to commercial forestry. 
 
Conclusion 
There is broad industry consensus that the proposals for cutting rights and 
long-term leases could be highly detrimental to the health of these industries, 
not to mention rural employment and the Forestry Commission’s public 
service remit.  There is a widely held belief that the current proposals are 
under-selling the forest estate.  Beyond the simple land value, there are highly 
valuable benefits, in terms of potential production, recreation and alternative 
use.  Therefore, in response to the details provided so far, the WPIF cannot 
support granting powers to the Minister over leasing Forestry Commission 
land and granting cutting rights. The following key concerns must be 
addressed: 
 

• Security of supply, including and beyond existing contracts; 
• Reinvestment: monies raised must be earmarked for planting 

(particularly commercial planting); 
• Jobs: replacement of existing wood processing industries by the 

renewable energy sector will cause greater unemployment; 



• Market competitiveness needs to be maintained across all wood-using 
sectors. 

 
The WPIF hopes that the Scottish Parliament will pay serious attention to the 
concerns raised in this response and that the Scottish Government will 
conduct a meaningful dialogue with the wood panel industry and other 
affected industries.  We look forward to discussing these issues in depth with 
the Minister at our scheduled meeting on 12th February. 
 
Alastair Kerr 
Director General, Wood Panel Industries Federation 
28 January 2009 


