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Response to the consultation on Scotland’s Forestry Strategy 2019-2029 – A 
Consultation Draft, September 2018 
 

Response to the consultation on Scotland’s Forestry 
Strategy 2019-2029 – A Consultation Draft  
 
Date: 29 November 2018 
 
 

Q1. Do you agree with our long-term vision for forestry in Scotland? Please explain 
your answer.  

 
The long-term vision as stated, is part of what is needed, but does not 
recognise the need to overcome historical and current barriers to achieving that 
vision. The commentary recognises that the resource is ‘hugely expanded’ but 
fails to acknowledge the widespread and legitimate concerns about equality of 
access to forest ownership and the benefits that flow from forest management; 
and the very serious failures of policy and practice to date, in ensuring the 
environmental component of this vision. it also fails to acknowledge the current 
polarisation between ‘industrial’ and ‘ecological’ forestry, and the need to 
address land use conflicts and integration of objectives. 
 
A more complete vision would be:  
 
Scotland will have more forests and woodlands, which will be more diverse in 
respect of ownership, silviculture, management, tree species and economy; 
they will support more jobs, more biodiversity and more local economies, and 
they will involve more communities, more integrated land use and more of 
Scotland’s people in a diverse landscape of connected habitats.   
 
We support the focus on sustainable forest management, but this is required by 
international law in any case. The words ‘sustainable’ and ‘modern’ are 
prominent, but we would have expected to see a focus on resilient forestry, and 
an analysis of the challenges to that resilience. Resilience and adaptation are 
needed to address the challenges of climate change, tree health, competing 
land uses, societal change and expectation, and current inequity of access to 
forest property rights.  
 
Without an analysis of the mistakes of the past and the current concerns about 
environmental and social impact, the vision lacks visionary quality.  
 
Addressing the components on which the vision is based:   

• It is not clear what is implied by the ‘long term commitment to sustainable modern 
forestry’. ‘Modern’ forestry is not defined but could implicitly be understood as 
highly mechanised monoculture managed primarily for financial benefit of the 
few. It is not a term used in current policy discourse. In contrast, much recent 
research has highlighted the need for diversity of species and structure, and the 
potential for greater economic, social and ecological sustainability resulting from a 
move away from large scale single-age monocultures managed under clearfell and 
restock systems.  
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• In referring to this ‘modern forestry’ as a key land-use in Scotland there is no 
mention of competing and complementary land uses.  

• We support the sustained programme of woodland expansion and agree with the 
emphasis on ‘woodland’ and ‘expansion’ which must include ecological restoration 
as well as afforestation.  

• We agree with the need for ‘addressing key challenges and harnessing 
opportunities’ but had expected that a new strategy would be based on analysis of 
those key challenges and opportunities. Despite the considerable debate and 
evidence available, this is almost entirely absent from the draft strategy. Such 
challenges include polarization of views on forestry, inequitable forest ownership, 
very high financial returns to investors subsidised by public money, lack of advisory 
support to non-conventional forest owners. 

• We support ‘Promoting multi-purpose forestry’ but again draw attention to 
current diversity and polarization of views on what that looks like and how it might 
be achieved. Furthermore, multi-use forests (or forests of different uses) need to 
form part of a landscape-scale approach which takes into account habitat 
connectivity, and the restoration of ecological support. 

• We support ‘A commitment to the principle of the right tree, in the right place for 
the right purpose’ but the strategy needs to recognise that there is no consensus 
on what ‘right’ means in this context. 

• We support ‘Integrating forestry with other land-uses and businesses’ and indeed 
this is already required under the Land Use Strategy. We would have expected to 
see a much clearer indication of how the Forestry Strategy relates to and 
integrates with the Land Use Strategy. We support the basis of integrated land use 
and spatial planning and would like to see commitment to this oriented through 
the Land Use Strategy (which in turn refers to the SFS).  

 
 
The draft strategy lacks a focus on the means to achieve this (we do not refer 
to action plans, but a broad scoping of how the vision could be achieved, 
acknowledging that there is a range of stakeholder views and loyalties). It does 
not acknowledge the existing and potential conflicts and concerns resulting 
from different stakeholders’ aspirations for Scotland’s forest and wider land 
use, which present both a challenge and a need for carefully considered 
governance tools and delivery mechanisms.  
 

Q2. Does the strategy identify the right objectives for forestry in Scotland over the 
next 10 years? Please explain your answer.  

The three objectives are presented as equivalent but are in fact a dependent 
hierarchy. Economic sustainability depends on social sustainability which in 
turn depends on ecological sustainability.  
 
Throughout the draft new strategy, and despites claims to the contrary, there is 
a subtle shift to foregrounding the economic benefits of forestry. The role of 
forestry in the economy is of course essential but the basis presented is 
superficial and does not recognise different types of economic impact at 
different scales, and the need to restore and maintain the supporting 
ecosystem in order to derive those benefits. The draft strategy appears to 
prioritise industrial forestry; the shift of language to ‘wood fibre’ seems to imply 
a ‘spruce plan’ rather than a forest strategy; and focuses on planting timber 
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rather than growing woodlands. 
 
The UK Forest Market Report 2018, launched on 21 November 2018, reports 
that many UK forest owners are benefiting from returns of 13.9% per annum 
and the price of standing timber has risen by 30% in the last year. Yet the 
policy focus continues to be provision of incentives and financial rewards for 
commercial forestry. This is clear evidence of forestry benefiting the wealthiest 
in the country. There is an urgent need to reconsider the use of public finance 
to reward the wealthiest and find alternatives which reward sustainable and 
socially equitable forestry.   
 

Q3. Do you agree with our assessment of the major issues likely to have the 
greatest impact on the achievement of our objectives? Please explain your 
answer.  

The draft strategy is weak on analysis and provides little evidence on which to 
base the assessment of issues. While lack of space has been offered as a 
justification, there is little reason to propose a new forestry strategy unless the 
value and effectiveness of the previous (excellent) strategy is considered. 
Reference to the abundant evidence that has been commissioned, and 
provided independently, is essential for a creditable and innovative strategy.  
 
Evidence that would benefit Strategy analysis and context include; forest 
ownership patterns, species adaptation, species choice, forestry advisory 
systems, community engagement, small and local forestry business, land 
reform and community experiences of land acquisition. There are many more 
topics that merit evidential research.  
 
In Table 1., where Issues and Objectives are ranked against each other, some 
of these rankings are anomalous. Deer have a ‘low’ relationship with people; as 
does innovation with people, where it would appear intuitive that both 
relationships are high. Wood fibre supply has a low relationship with the 
environment where we would expect the relationship to be high.    
 
Vision and objectives should be informed by a situation analysis, to take stock 
of past developments/progress and use this to inform the future; to identify 
strategic constraints and strategic opportunities. Including: 

• Audit: what has / has not been achieved since the 2006 SFS.  

• Recognition of conflict and competing land uses.  

• Acknowledgement of concerns and tensions – their origins and the need to work with 
stakeholders. e.g. increasing polarisation between ‘commercial’ and ‘native’.  

• Relative dependence: economic depends on social depends on ecological. SFM is not a 
‘three-legged stool’ – another ‘dated concept’ - but a hierarchy.  

• Including many of the following – and the evidence to underpin an analysis.  

 
Considering each of the issues in turn:  
 
4.1 Wood fibre supply and demand  
What is the support for the statement “Scotland has … a highly efficient timber-
processing sector”? Efficiency when measured as profit per cubic metre is 
relying only on a limited measure of efficiency. Other criteria including jobs, 
added value and social benefit are not part of this picture. This section, and its 
focus on demand for wood fibre, again indicates a shift to a narrower set of 
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objectives for forestry than are offered by the small business sector, community 
enterprise, and other components of the economy.  
 
Recent evidence (e.g. the case studies produced for the FPG conference in 
Birnam, Nov 2016) show the considerable ability of small and medium 
enterprises to innovate and use Scottish wood products. Particularly building 
and architectural innovation is limited by perceptions of Scottish timber, a 
constraint which should be a key focus of the strategy.  
 
4.2 Rural land-use, productivity and integration 
We welcome the focus on the Land Use Strategy in this section but would 
expect it to set the context for the whole Forestry Strategy, not just one 
subsection.   
 
4.3 Economic development: national, regional and local   
We believe that more focus should be applied to small scale, local economic 
development.  There has been an increase in small scale, forest activity in 
Scotland and were this to be further encouraged, with more locally processed 
timber, and if more productive plantations were in community ownership, then 
the economic and social benefits that would accrue locally, regionally and 
nationally could outweigh those under the current economic paradigm.  
 
Changing markets are not analysed, nor the need to support development of 
markets: 

• Future demand. e.g. huge cellulose market.  

• Support for local demand for Scottish building timber.  

   
4.6 Climate change  
We welcome the recognition shown by the Government of forestry’s role in 
climate change mitigation, however we need to be confident of the scale and 
magnitude of this contribution. There is little analysis of how forestry can 
contribute, and what influences that, e.g. role of forestry in a carbon-neutral 
2050. There are a number of unknowns at play. The release of GHGs from 
woodland creation – site prep and nursery practices; and the role of haulage 
and downstream processing in the carbon balance.  
 
The most recent Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) report1 
has identified tree planting as the major feasible way of reducing carbon in the 
atmosphere and Scotland’s contribution will rely on more than industrial 
plantation – for example through landscape scale ecological restoration of 
woodland and pushing the current treeline uphill closer to its natural altitude. 
Grazing pressure (mainly deer and sheep) would need to be reduced both to 
encourage treeline growth, and to maximise the long-term carbon sink. 
 
4.7 Tree pests and diseases  
To make our forests more resilient we need more diversity in our forests, in 
management (silviculture) and in species. The bulk of forests in Scotland are 
monoculture, Sitka spruce with a shut gate, clear fell management regime. In 
order to build resilience in our forests, and foresters, we need more mixed 
forests managed in a more interventionist manner. We also need to maintain 

 
1 See: https://www.ipcc.ch/  

https://www.ipcc.ch/
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biosecurity in respect of horticultural products and to properly resource our 
research institutions and scientists.  
 
4.8 Wild deer  
This title is a misnomer. The deer on the National Forest Estate may be termed 
wild, because they are not subject to management, such as open hill 
supplementary feeding, as happens on sporting estates. We should not be 
using this term, rather just refer to deer. Deer can be considered the single 
biggest threat to forestry, and to diverse and resilient forestry. The problem is 
covered only very superficially in this strategy and does not recognise the 
embedded social issues and tensions.  
 
Ownership: the draft mentions an aim for diverse ownership but provides no 
analysis of current situation. The only published work on this concludes that 
Scotland has the most unequal ownership in Europe (Wightman 2012). Having 
mentioned this aim there is no further mention of diverse owners other than 
community ownership. Community ownership is the outcome of a combination 
of community action and government policy and has been shown to be more 
strongly correlated with funding availability (largely through the Scottish Land 
Fund in its various incarnations) than with policy.  
 
The potential change in diversity of ownership and community empowerment 
resulting from the relatively new Community Empowerment Act 2015 should 
also be acknowledged.  
 
Scale: neither small nor landscape level is addressed 
• Small woodlands (and diverse ownership) 

• Farm woodland – and value to farmers as shelter 

 
Biodiversity – much less in this draft than in SFS 2006 
• No distinction made between forest types in terms of contribution to biodiversity / 

environment 

• Invasive (native or non-native) 

• Potential for landscape scale ecological restoration of the kind that is widely acclaimed 
internationally (e.g. Carrifran, by the Borders Forest Trust; Dundreggan Estate by Trees for 
Life) 

• Current and future reintroductions e.g. beavers 

 
Engagement  
• Nothing on wider Scottish public involvement with trees, woods and forests. 

• Very little on forest-based education (Forest School etc.) 

 
Innovation – no attention to small scale enterprise and innovation  
• Development of technology and social structures to support small scale woodland 

management  

• Including social innovation  

• Collaborative medium scale forestry e.g. farm-based economic cooperation 

 

Q4. Do the ten priorities identified in table 2 capture the areas where action is most 
needed to deliver our objectives and vision? Please explain your answer.  
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The ten priorities in Table 2. contain some useful aspirations and admirable 
sentiments, however they do not match with the objectives or vision, and they 
appear somewhat arbitrary and are not contextualised.  
 
Presenting the Priorities in tabular form with the three ‘silos’ of sustainability as 
columns with rankings ascribed is unhelpful and potentially divisive. We 
suggest that the priorities should be discussed in context and could be laid out 
within the text, potentially as numbered paragraphs.  

1. Promote and develop the concept of sustainable forest management as it applies to 
Scotland.  

 
This priority is difficult. Difficult to explain, difficult to measure and difficult to 
convey, and it feels as if it should be part of the underlying structure of the 
strategy. The corollary of this priority is that we do not have sustainable 
forestry in Scotland, which is true, and as such there should be better 
contextualisation. Furthermore, we note that it is not so much the concept of 
sustainable forestry as the practice which needs to be developed.  
 
2. Sustainably expand the area of all types of woodlands and forests across Scotland and 

ensure harvested sites are replanted appropriately.  
 
Priorities 2 & 3 say much the same thing in different ways. More forests equate to 
more fibre and we would suggest that priority 3 is redundant. 

    
3. Ensure wood fibre availability from Scotland’s forests is predictable and increases over 

time.  
 
As above, this Priority echoes the aspiration in Priority 2. Wood fibre availability being 
predictable has always depended on the price of timber, the higher the price the 
more available the fibre resource becomes.  

 
4. Protect forests and woodlands from damage caused by new or existing pests and 

diseases, promote the sustainable management of wild deer and build resilience to 
support adaptation to climate change.  
 
This is a valid priority but because of the scale of each of these threats to forests, it 
would merit splitting into two or three priorities. One that deals with pests and 
diseases, one that deals solely with deer, and one that deals with resilience and 
climate change. The reference to ‘wild’ deer is odd and the meaning not clear; whilst 
the phrase may refer to those that are not winter fed by estates, all deer need to be 
sustainably managed leading to the control of their very serious negative impact on 
forest and ecological regeneration, and diversification of existing forests  

  
5. Increase community ownership and management of forests and woodlands 

 
This is also a valid priority but is somewhat restricted and should read – ‘Increase the 
diversity of ownership and management of forests’ – community is implied in the 
increasing diversity and the draft strategy has not succeeded in identifying other 
components of diverse ownership.  

 
6. Increase efficiency, productivity and the value generated from forest products and 

services and help develop forestry’s role in creating a low-carbon economy, by 
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supporting technological innovation, improving the capacity and skills of those 
working in the sector, and developing existing and new markets 
 
This is a bit of a hodge podge of aspirations, and also, unlike the other priorities, it 
offers means of implementation in the text (following the active ‘by’ word). Why is 
‘by’ not explicit in the other priorities? Would it not be less cumbersome and more 
meaningful and consistent to say – Increase technological innovation, capacity and 
skills in the forest sector?  

 
7. Increase the natural capital value of Scotland’s woodlands and forests by improving 

the condition of native woodlands and forests and increasing the positive impacts of 
forest and woodland management on biodiversity, air, water, soils, flood 
management, landscapes and the historic environment, mitigating the risks of 
negative impacts. 
 
As with SFM, Natural Capital is a tricky concept and difficult to define. We would 
suggest that unless there is a State of the Nation Natural capital Index that is 
universally agreed, and with Natural capital baseline values from now, 2018, this 
would be better rephrased purely in terms of biodiversity, landscapes, historic and 
environmental quality, most of which are already measured and monitored.  

 
8. Increase the use of Scotland’s forests and woodlands to improve health and well-

being, help people better understand forestry, and support wider Scottish 
Government activity to help children become confident and resilient members of 
Scottish society. 
 
We agree whole heartedly with the content and sentiment of this Priority. It does 
however have an oddly selective sentiment in relation to children. Why just children 
and not youth, young people and old people?  Why not include mental health?  

 
9. Enhance forestry’s contribution to sustaining viable rural communities and increase 

the positive impact of forest and woodland management on other businesses, 
especially in agriculture and tourism. 
 
Agreed 

 
10. Increase the positive contribution that urban forestry makes in Scotland’s towns and 

cities.   
 
Agreed 
 

Q5. Can you provide any examples of delivery mechanisms that have previously 
been effective in delivering similar objectives and priorities? 

The current Woodland Creation scheme is unwieldy, complex and not as 
simple and straightforward as previous planting and management schemes 
administered by FCS. Despite the MacKinnon Report it still presents barriers to 
entry, especially for small scale schemes and farmers. A simpler woodland 
management and creation scheme, with equity of funding between 
management and creation, administered by foresters for forestry, could 
potentially result in more woodland into management and more woodland 
creation. A scheme modelled on the previous WGS and SFGS could be 
effective in achieving the strategic objectives. Geographic Challenge Funds, 
with enhanced financial incentives, such as was applied in Grampian and 
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currently in Central Scotland appear to achieve positive results in respect of 
woodland creation.   
 
The Forest Infrastructure and Harvesting and Processing grants, currently 
operating, are well intentioned, to bring small woodlands into production by 
creating improved access and allow the purchase of specialist equipment, 
however the funds within these schemes appear limited and the application 
process overly complex.  
 
Funding of forestry and forestry related advisory services, including advisory 
services to farmers and landowners, as was delivered by FWAG. This could 
potentially bring more neglected woodlands into management, increase the 
scale of woodland creation and lead to more collaborative working with greater 
community engagement. 
 
We are disappointed in general that the strategy lacks any indication of delivery 
mechanisms and hope that the implementation will be informed by the addition 
of delivery mechanisms to the next iteration of the Strategy. Approaches to 
implementation are also strategic and need to go through due democratic 
consultation process.  
 
While we understand that there is a wish to keep the strategy ‘high level’ it risks 
losing any meaning by keeping goals broad brush and generic. It should 
indicate the need for attention to silvicultural systems (what is good forestry 
practice); financial incentives, advisory systems, business support, and 
community / societal engagement. 
 
The SFS should include:  
 

• Stakeholder engagement, with a national Stakeholder Panel to develop and monitor 
implementation (including RFF) 

• Collaborative action  

• Conflict management  

• Diverse ownership (including but not only, community ownership) 

• Collaboration among owners 

• Appropriate silviculture (including but not only, clearfell and restock) 

• Incentives and fiscal structures 

• Advisory systems appropriate to (new / diverse) owners 

• Certification / standards / regulatory framework 

• Research, where the ‘how’ is not well known  

• Monitoring  

• Support to small scale local businesses 

   

Q6. For any delivery mechanism examples given in answer to question 5, please 
explain why they worked well? 

1. The SFGS and WGS were relatively simple, were administered and provided funds for 
woodland management and woodland creation. 

2. The Challenge Funds administered in Grampian and Central Scotland gave enhanced 
financial incentives to participants and were especially attractive to farmers.  

Q7. Do you think the proposed progress indicators are the right ones? Please 
explain your answer 
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1. It lacks definitions of terms, and indicators, which would enable achievement of the vision 
and objectives to be monitored 

2. Little detailed data on which to base these.  
3. 46% of native woodlands in good condition is a rare item of data but presented as an 

achievement instead of the dismal record it is.  
4. Where there is a lack of evidence (rather than just a failure of the strategy to acknowledge 

it) the strategy should highlight the research needed to help prioritise and implement 

 
In supporting the Land Rights and Responsibilities Statement that “There 
should be a more diverse pattern of land ownership and tenure the Scottish 
Government will need better information on current (forest) ownership. 
 
We believe that surveillance, monitoring, research and the provision of 
technical advice should receive more attention, with an emphasis on the use of 
technological innovation – GPS and drones, for data collection.  
 
 

Q8. Do you have any suggestions for other indicators we could use to measure 
progress (especially ones which draw on existing data)? 

1. The economic contribution of small and micro forestry business 
2. Localness and equity of economic benefits 
3. Habitat and species diversity supported 

Q9. For any indicators suggested in answer to question Q8, please explain why you 
think they would be appropriate. 

1. This data relates directly to the contribution of forestry to remote and fragile. 
rural communities and can be easily gathered- as per the most recent study by 
the Forest Policy Group. 

2. This indicator would require new data but would allow policy makers to gauge 
the scale of how much forestry generated finance ‘stuck’ in local communities 
in heavily forested areas.  

3. This indicator could be included in the UKFS assessment process and would 
give a snapshot of how much of the Scotland’s forests area functions in respect 
of biodiversity.  

Q10. Would you add or change anything in the Equality Impact Assessment (which 
includes our assessment of the potential impact of the strategy on inequalities 
caused by socioeconomic disadvantage – Fairer Scotland Duty)? 

The Equality Impact assessment is reasonable as far as it goes.  However, as 
with the rest of the Strategy, there is a gap between aspiration and delivery. 
Most notably the lack of any meaningful statement in the Strategy and/or the 
Equality Assessment, to address overwhelming male dominance in the forestry 
workforce.  
 
One of the Key Issues identified in the Draft Strategy is Developing future 
foresters and upskilling the existing workforce. The UK forestry workforce 
profile detailed in the Equality Assessment refers to a 2011 study which 
reported that the forest workforce is 93% male, and 7% female. In Engineering 
in 2017 some 11% of Engineers in the UK were recorded as women, 
https://www.wes.org.uk/content/wesstatistics This reflects badly on forestry. 
The 2011 study clearly indicates that females are marginal in forestry and this 
may be because they are not attracted to forestry as a career. Reasons may 
include; forestry is an unwelcoming and/or hostile environment, 2. there is a 

https://www.wes.org.uk/content/wesstatistics
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lack of information and lack of effort in recruiting women, or 3. A combination of 
1 &2.    
 

Q11. Would you add or change anything in the Business and Regulatory Impact 
Assessment 

Yes.  
 
It would have been useful for the Business and Regulatory Assessment to have 
included wider representation from democratic institutions such as Local 
Authorities and Community Councils.  
 
The consultees included in the Public consultation were consulted through a 
Reference Group, including one group from the ‘Third Sector’, two research 
groups and a quango. No access groups such as the Ramblers, no Rights of 
Way and no Sustrans. Public Consultation differed from the Business 
Engagement Group, who were engaged with during the development of the 
draft strategy, via structured discussions and a Reference Group. This 
weighting towards detailed consultation with narrowly defined industrial land 
use sectors is disappointing.  
 
The Business Engagement Group included – large scale timber, farming and 
sporting interests. Nobody from Scotland’s biggest rural business, tourism. 
Nobody representing Scotland’s biggest employers – small business, and no 
effort to do other than invite the usual suspects. 
 

Q12. What are your views on the evidence set out in the Environmental Report that 
has been used to inform the assessment process? 

The evidence used to inform the assessment process appears current, relevant 
and comprehensive. 
 
There are, however, significant omissions and a number of conflicting and 
confused assumptions. Some of the shortcomings in the assessment are 
explained in Section 6.2, Technical Issues Encountered, and are attributed to a 
lack of continuity in data sets, with changing criteria and baselines. We feel this 
could be overcome.  
 
For the future monitoring of the environmental impacts of the strategy, we 
would urge the Scottish Government to consider assembling a guidance group, 
such as a Forestry Strategy Evidence Committee, to oversee baselines and 
evidence gathering.   
 
The environmental assessment would have greater relevance if there was 
more context and analysis of the environmental impacts of forestry, current, 
recent and historic.    
 
For instance, the assumption that the bulk of existing and new forests are and 
will be managed ‘sustainably’…Where appropriate, adherence to the 
requirements of the UKFS and existing environmental regulation and mitigation 
is taken into account as ‘assumed mitigation’ and factored into the assessment 
of the significance of effects.   
 
There does not appear to be evidence presented within the ER to ‘benchmark’ 
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what the actual impacts of UKFS and UKWAS are in relation to the 
environmental goodness, or otherwise, of forests in Scotland. Without some 
sort of baseline assessment of the efficacy of UKFS in relation to the 
environment it is unclear whether existing environmental regulation and 
mitigation are sufficient to assume mitigation. The jury is still out on whether the 
large-scale conifer plantations being established now are markedly different in 
their environmental impacts to those established in the 1970’s and 80’s.  
 
Deer are one of the top causes of environmental degradation, tree plantation 
failure and native woodland decline in Scotland and merit more attention in 
respect of detailed analysis and more evidence on their economic, biodiversity 
and social costs. 
 

Q13. Should any additional evidence sources be used in the Environmental Report? 
Please provide details. 

As detailed above, there is a need for a wider range of better researched 
evidence and it would add considerably to the efficacy, assessment and 
credibility of environmental impact monitoring if the Scottish Government 
initiated such research.  
 
The evidence sources in relation to native woodland creation, and native 
woodlands brought into management are difficult to interrogate. We would urge 
the Scottish Government to clearly separate out native woodland creation, to 
differentiate it from the existing Broadleaved Woodland category, and to clearly 
record native woodland management under WIG and Sustainable Woodland 
Management options.  
 
New research work with respect to woodland creation by deep ploughing in the 
uplands would be welcome and an associated evaluation of the climate change 
impacts associated with ploughing and ditching on a variety of soils.  
 
There is no mention of the environmental impacts of the use of plastics in the 
forest industry – plastic in tree tubes, plastic in vole guards, plastic in nursery 
plant bags and nursery plastic containers. This is a topical and relevant 
environmental issue for forestry – few if any carbon calculations take plastics 
into account when calculating the GHG balance of woodland creation.  
 
There is little a reference to the quantification of the GHG impacts of forest 
transport and haulage, this could be linked to an emissions calculator and 
included in the environmental evidence.  
 

Q14. What are your views on the predicted environmental effects as set out in the 
Environmental Report? 

The predicted environmental effects of the strategy are in the main, high level, 
general and vague. And so difficult to comment on. The use of indicator tables 
in section 6.3 is not useful, we suggest that the cross referencing of 
environmental impacts to priorities should be presented in a different format.  
 
The caveat at the bottom of each of the 10 priorities in Section 6.3 Assessment 
of Potential Environmental Impacts, under Uncertainties/Assumptions states 
that… The high-level nature of the Strategy means that the detailed actions 
associated with the implementation of this priority are not specified. As has 
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been stated in this and many other responses, without detailed actions it is 
difficult to make a credible judgement on what the predicted environmental 
impacts of each of the Priorities will be. 
 
Many environmental effects are difficult to fathom. In Priority 5, increasing 
community ownership will have a positive impact on Population and Human 
Health, but zero impact on any other attribute! In Priority 6 Increasing 
efficiency…supporting technical innovation, etc., will have positive impacts on 
all attributes save landscape and the environment?  
 
Air quality, which is directly impacted by diesel particulate emissions, is 
ascribed a Minor Positive ranking in Priority 3, Ensure Wood Fibre 
availability…. Which has no impacts on biodiversity, water or soil? Contrasting 
with Priority 8 Increase the use of Scotland’s Forests for Health and Well Being, 
with mixed impacts on Soil and Biodiversity. Mountain biking and forest 
recreation have a greater impact in forests on soil biodiversity and air quality 
than forest machinery, clearfelling and timber haulage?  
 
This anomaly is compounded in the suggestion in Section 7 Proposed 
Mitigation/ Enhancement Measures, Table 9., Potential Mixed Impact on SEA 
Objectives – (priorities 8 & 9), that Biodiversity and Soil may need additional 
safeguards from tourists by having suitable visitor/recreation plans. No 
reference to the impacts that Priorities 6 & 2 would have on Biodiversity, Soil, 
Air, Water, landscape and the Historic Environment.  
 
In deer management in Priority 4, Using an ecosystems approach in managing 
deer can have benefits for both estate managers and the wider population, as 
well as for the environment at large. Is this an endorsement of Rewilding or 
advocating the introduction of large predators?  
 
For well-defined actions and outputs, such as woodland creation, it may be 
easier to predict some of the consequences. There is reference to forestry 
practice in respect of establishment techniques, however the assumption is that 
since everyone will be using SFM all will be well. And that any loss on organic 
soils will be trivial…  
 
Soil can be detrimentally affected by inappropriate ground preparation 
techniques such as use of heavy machinery and deep-level cultivation can 
change the soil structure, causing erosion and run-off.  Forestry operations 
that drain carbon-rich soils can result in a series of small increases (or a 
cumulative moderate increase) in the amount of organic matter lost from 
soil, which in turn can reduce its value as a carbon store (climatic factors).   
However, since the principles of SFM will be employed in the implementation of 
this priority the effects are expected to be of major positive magnitude in terms 
of increasing nutrients and fertility.  
 
This understates the environmental effects of the current establishment 
techniques being employed by management companies in the uplands.  

Q15. Do you agree with the conclusions and recommendations set out in the 
Environmental Report? 
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Not entirely.  
 
The conclusions are general and rely on SFM being understood and followed 
by forestry practitioners, which is a moot point. Further, UKFS and regulation 
are adopted as mitigation ‘backstops. As with SFM, the success of this 
assumption is largely untested and without an evidential basis.  
 
Table 8. summarising the Cumulative effects of the Forestry Strategy Priorities, 
much as the tables   
 
The potential mixed impacts are difficult to understand – as in the example 
above regarding soils and biodiversity, and with respect to air quality, where 
reference is made to dust from timber stacks but the impacts of diesel 
emissions from timber haulage is omitted. Further, the mixed impacts do not 
appear to be directed at those priorities which will have the greatest impact on 
soils, water and biodiversity – namely those priorities that involve woodland 
creation resulting in large-scale afforestation, and the supply of wood fibre, with 
consequent large-scale clear felling. 
 
Water is absent from the mixed impact assessment, as is population and 
human health, and it may be best to drop this section altogether.     

Q16. Please provide any other further comments you have on the Environmental 
Report 

The Environmental Report would benefit from including baselines for the SEA 
Objectives, which in turn would set a benchmark for the Strategy.  

Q17. Do you have any other comments you would like to make about the draft 
strategy for forestry in Scotland? 

We have concerns that (unusually for a strategy) actions and targets are largely 
absent and that these are expected in future Monitoring and Reporting Plans, 
which will not be subject to the same level of consultation as the strategy.  
 
We share the widespread concerns about the lack of democratic process 
envisaged in developing implementation and action plans from this strategy. 
Because it is so ‘high level’ there is little to engage with, and much scope for 
interpretation.  
 
We see it as essential that the Implementation, Monitoring and Reporting Plans 
are subject to scrutiny by stakeholders, and that this stakeholder process 
should be informed by an evidence review on all the topics contained in the 
strategy. 
 

  
 
 


