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Respondent form

Respondents wishing to submit evidence should use this respondent form. It is essential that
submissions are properly evidenced and concise, highlighting the key issues as they pertain to the
consultation questions. Peer reviewed science is important, but other forms of evidence will be
considered, including (but not limited to) internal reports, grey literature or photos (georeferenced and
dated). Respondents should refrain from submitting full-scale reports in their entirety but include
relevant conclusions in their written response with references to the full report.

We do not expect that all respondents will submit answers to all questions, and you may wish to
confine your response to a single section. Each answer should be no longer than 500 words, and some
may be very short. Please send any additional evidence as an email attachment.

Please return your completed respondent form to tree@therse.org.uk by 23:59 on Monday, 5
December 2022.

Definitions

There are several different terms used for tree planting. Thus, within the context of this Inquiry and
subsequent report, we will use Commercial Forestry to cover tree planting that is wholly or in part
intended for harvesting (some refer to this as productive forestry), and Woodland to cover tree planting
that is intended to remain as such for the long term. For consistency, we should be grateful if you would
retain this same terminology in your submission.


mailto:tree@therse.org.uk

Personal details:

Are you responding on behalf of:
An individual

Ll An organisation

Full name or organisation’s name:

Luke Gaskell

Email address:

Phone number:

Address:

| consent to my or my organisation’s response being published or referenced:

Yes
] Yes, with no direct attribution (i.e. anonymously)
O No

Please note the RSE will handle and store your personal information in accordance with our
organisational Privacy Policy:
https://rse.org.uk/about-us/our-policies-and-corporate-information/privacy-policy/

Evidence request

We consider that the desired public benefits from tree planting comprise timber production, carbon
sequestration, biodiversity enhancement, recreation, water management and reduction in air pollution,
together with economic and social community benefits.

1. If you consider there to be other benefits, please provide evidence for them. [500 words]
Response:

We seek to establish the extent to which current practices are delivering these benefits, how far they
represent good public value in the short and long term, and what more, if anything, could be done to
improve public benefits in tackling the climate-nature crisis and the economic and social well-being of
resident communities by tree planting, woodland and commercial forest management.

Please see comments below relating to all topics
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In our opinion new woodland creation is definitely having a negative impact on
biodiversity in the south of Scotland.

The biggest loss tends to be of marginal land which often has a wide range of species
across a mosaic of habitats. This type of hill land remains interesting since for
economic and topographic reasons little active management such as liming,
re-seeding and spraying has taken place. There is still quite a lot of this sort of ground
in the Borders, so its conservation is not usually a priority but it is becoming
increasingly fragmented and it is under threat from many directions. Planting on
semi-improved ground which has a much lower biodiversity would in my opinion be
preferable, but it is more in demand for food production.

Two examples of upland marginal land that have recently been afforested are Nether
Horsburgh farm NT3040 in the Tweed valley below Peebles and the slopes above and
to the west of the upper Tweed at Crook Hill and Quilt Hill NT 1026. Both sites have
been surveyed by me in the past and biodiverse and have some fine habitat. An
indication that this trend is accelerating was the recent sale of Lochurd farm,
Peeblesshire at a very high price. The sale particulars focused on its potential for
afforestation and carbon credits and barely mentioned its reputation as a stock farm
with some good hill ground and a SSSI.

Another troubling occurrence is tree planting on the last remaining scraps of
unimproved ground on lower ground farms. These typically relatively small patches
have not been worked for various reasons such as rock outcrops, steep slopes,
difficult access and wetness, but they are often botanically the most interesting part of
the farm. The farmers and land owners often do not realise their importance and think
that tree planting will benefit nature. The current grant structures encourage this.
Examples near us include some ancient small fields on the steep slope of the Eildon
hill NT5633 which had a good hay meadow flora and a very fine neutral grassland with
abundant ant hills on the steep slope above the Gruntly Burn, Yarrowford, NT3040.
Both are now planted with broadleaves.

Another facet of the afforestation of the uplands is that non-native tree species,
particularly Sitka spruce, tend to spread outwards onto un-grazed or lightly grazed
ground. Examples of this invasion of non-native species are again numerous. At
Innerleithen the steep scree and acid heath/grassland of Pirn Craig NT3337 is now
dotted with numerous quite large spruce trees seeding in from the surrounding
commercial forest. The large commercial forest at Menzion NT0921 in the upper
Tweed catchment has some quite significant areas of biodiverse haugh left unplanted
along the Menzion burn. These are now under threat from encroaching trees which is
unsurprising since they are neither grazed nor managed in any way to maintain their
interest. Across the valley the heathland along the ridge at Glenmuck Height and
Weird Law NT0724, which has been left open above the forest, is soon likely to be
taken over by self-sown Sitka spruce. We believe that the owners and managers of
forests should be encouraged or even compelled to maintain in good condition the
parts of their land which they agreed to leave unplanted when applying for grant aid.
For example, stream sides, flushes, deep peat, archaeological sites, tops of hills and
areas of special botanical interest require active management to retain their character.



Otherwise, biodiversity decreases over time as more aggressive species take hold.
We strongly believe that planting grants must require the protection of the important
open habitats within the proposed forested area.

Luke Gaskell
BSBI Recorder Peeblesshire
Farmer and Landowner.

And

Dr. Kathy Velander
BSBI Recorder Peeblesshire
Landowner.



