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support for tree planting
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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.



Personal details:

Are you responding on behalf of:
X An individual/s

1 An organisation

Full name or organisation’s name:

Philippa Swann & Dr Malcolm Appleby MBE FRSE

Email address:

Phone number:

Address:

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

L1 Yes, with no direct attribution (i.e. anonymously)

LJ 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.



Carbon sequestration
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2. Scottish Government has set targets for reductions in greenhouse gas emissions of 75% by
2030 and 100% by 2045 and placed commitments for woodland and commercial forestry
expansion in this context. What evidence is there that current practices will ensure that
all newly planted woodland will be a net sink over this period, taking account of both
above- and below-ground carbon? What impact will the time lag for carbon capture of
new plantings and the harvesting of previously planted commercial forestry have on
meeting the targets? [500 words]

Response:

There seems a disjunction between government policy, expert knowledge and what is
happening on the ground when it comes to the role of carbon sequestration and
commercial forestry. What is the justification for tree planting targets and offsetting
when it comes at the expense of Scotland’s natural and historic environment? Our
case study, the woodland creation scheme at Boheadlag, Griffin Forest, is an example
where the forestry industry assigns carbon calculations for an area that already has
historic carbon sequestration benefits and which would continue to do so if left alone.

We have questioned whether the carbon calculations for the Boheadlag woodland
creation scheme have factored in the amount of carbon released into the atmosphere
during tree planting, mounding preparations and future harvesting, and the
unquantifiable cost to biodiversity at this site. We have never received an answer. The
ancient grassland soils of Boheadlag have been locking in carbon for centuries, if not
millennia (as well as providing other ‘natural reserve functions’). The presence of an
assemblage of grassland fungi at Boheadlag including several species of the “globally
rare, vulnerable waxcap (Hygrocybe) species” is proof that such grasslands have
equivalent carbon capture potential to that of forests (moreover the carbon from timber
trees eventually returns to the atmosphere) [plantlife.co.uk and elsewhere].

A paragraph in Dr Paul Smith’'s 2022 book Trees from Root to Leaf [Thames &
Hudson, London] sums this up the science of planting the wrong trees in the wrong
place (the passage marked in bold is our emphasis):

Everyone agrees that we need to plant more trees, but the question of what to
plant and where is much more complicated. Forestry infrastructures, including
seed banks, nurseries and tree-growing skills, are primarily set up for production
forestry. Production forestry involves the use of genetically improved, usually
exotic, species that grow fast and straight. In the northern hemisphere, species
such as Sitka spruce (Picea sitchensis), Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii),
larch (Larix) and various pine (Pinus) species are commonly grown in plantation
forestry... All of these species are fast-growing softwoods suited to
production forestry but not necessarily to carbon capture. If these trees are
planted in the wrong place, for example, in peatlands and some grasslands,
they can actually displace more carbon than they capture because these



natural habitats are more effective carbon sinks than the trees that replace
them. In virtually all cases - because they are non-native species planted as
monoculture - they create sterile landscapes, disrupting native
biodiversity.” [Smith, 2022, p152]

Studies featured in the John Muir Trust’s Journals have shown that:

“Industrial-style commercial planting with large-scale soil disturbance during the
mechanical planting operation, followed by clear-felling, produces a huge loss of
carbon by changing soil dynamics far into the future. [John Muir Trust’s Journal
no 20 Spring 2021]

And

“Worse still, when [Sitka] sited on unsuitable soils, they can release decades of
stored carbon during planting and felling”. Climate Control (pp16-19) John Muir
Trust’s Journal no 73, Autumn 2022,

3. Are the current carbon sequestration requirements specified by the Woodland Carbon
Code and UK Forestry Standard delivering their objectives? [500 words]

Response:

4. Are these requirements consistently applied? [500 words]
Response:

5. Is independent inspection to verify initial and continuing fulfilment of the Code and
Standard satisfactory? [500 words]

Response:

An independent inspection of the Woodland Carbon Code and the UK Forestry
Standard sounds a good thing; we would like such data to be made publicly available
in an accessible format. At what point should inspection take place in a planting
scheme and what would constitute an independent inspectorate?

6. Do you have evidence that offsetting payments are delivering carbon capture and other
benefits in practice? [500 words]

Response:
Biodiversity and environmental benefits

7. Do you have evidence on the role tree species choice and composition have in influencing
biodiversity, timber production, flood management, and other outcomes? Do the species
of trees and the mix of species help, hinder or change the balance of the benefits being
sought? [500 words]

Response:

We have observed an area adjacent to our case study Boheadlag, where Scots pines
have been planted on unsuitable wetland. Griffin Forest management have identified



Scots pines as being of benefit to “red squirrels”, to “add areas of diversity” and
improve biodiversity. These were planted in mid 2022 and we have noticed that these
saplings are faring badly, the consequence of deer browsing and unsuitable soil
conditions. Much as Scots pines are preferable to non-native species such as Sitka
spruce, the dominant conifer in Griffin Forest and elsewhere, it is perhaps a case of
the right tree in the wrong area. Given that grant funding is given to Griffin Forest for

We recognise that the Woodland Forestry Standard is currently under revision, with an updated
' version due to be introduced by the end of 2022/2023. Practice indicates the existing Standard

(published in 2017) should be followed until that time.
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“creating the Forest Plan ... This will include the areas that Tilhill have marked as areas
of Landscape/Biodiversity. They are also eligible for grant funding for replanting and
deer control both of which may assist landscape and biodiversity issues” [ref
correspondence with Scottish Forestry Operations Manager for Perth & Argyll
Conservancy 24 October 2022]. We question whether funded areas of Landscape/
Biodiversity are inspected over time to determine the success rate of such planting
schemes and whether they have achieved any of the claimed benefits - such as
providing new habitat for red squirrels, ‘value for money’ or investing in ‘natural
capital’. Biodiversity is a complex field, and one not easily solved by simplistic species
introductions in unsuitable locations.

One of Tilhill’'s woodland planting aims for Boheadlag was to improve the riparian
corridor. We understand that industry standards for biodiversity and ecological
functions state that tree planting schemes should reflect the surrounding habitat and
where possible incorporate local and native biodiversity. The northern boundary of
Boheadlag’s riparian zone is in close proximity to long-established mixed woodlands
(birch, oak, alder, willow, wild apple, hawthorn, blackthorn, juniper, rowan, elder, hazel,
wych elm etc). Judging by the broadleaf replanting schemes created elsewhere at
Griffin, we see no evidence that the species variety of nearby native woodlands has
been taken into consideration.

We have observed at Boheadlag a carelessness for regenerating Juniper (Juniperus
communis), Britain’s “most threatened native conifer” [ref: Forestry & Land Scotland
Noticeboard, Grandtully Forest]. Juniper is included in the Scottish Biodiversity List,
and is a Priority Species the UK Biodiversity Action Plan. Mitigation measures
proposed that the juniper “should ideally remain in situ and be given buffers to ensure
that they are not shaded by any proposed woodland creation. Alternatively they could
be translocated under the supervision of an ecologist.” In practice, however, wherever
mounding has taken place (for both broadleaf and sitka plantings) there are examples
of mounding in close proximity to juniper, causing damage to root systems and
mycorrhizal networks; shading would become inevitable in the long term.

8. Do you have evidence that planted woodland and commercial forestry impedes the
balance between itself and the biodiversity value of other landscapes, habitats or other
biodiversity interests? [500 words]

Response:

Evidence suggests that insufficient biodiversity evaluation of Boheadlag had taken
place prior to these woodland proposals. Computer generated forestry maps are no



substitute for field work. The suggestion to ‘translocate’ juniper is extraordinary and
shows Tilhill’s irresponsible approach to safeguarding Scotland’s natural heritage.
There are significant juniper groves nearby including adjacent farmland, Forestry &
Land Scotland’s Grandtully Forest, and less than 2km away, the SSSI at Balnaguard
Glen, selected for its juniper woodland. This is a juniper landscape, part of a natural
habitat corridor of which Boheadlag is a part. Naturescot promotes the idea of ‘Nature
networks’ as an approach to conserve habitats and species, something with which
Griffin Forest should be an active participant.

“Butterflies are the tip of the iceberg, a tiny indicator of a catastrophe that the
biologist Prof Dave Goulson has called the ‘insect apocalypse”. We need insects:
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they are pollinators, food for other animals and an essential part of the world’s
functioning.” [Guardian editorial, 30 May 2022]

The butterfly populations at Boheadlag are illustrative of how the woodland creation
scheme at Boheadlag would cause “edge effects” and is an example of “insect
apocalypse”: the gradual reduction of habitat will lead to decline and inevitably
extinction. Of Boloria Selene (the small pearl-bordered fritillary) Thomas & Lewington
state in The Butterflies of Britain and Ireland [2010] “Adults in these relic populations
can be remarkably sedentary, and their slowness in colonising new breeding sites can
be remarkable. Like the Pearl-bordered fritillary in these regions, just 100m of tall
shrubs may represent an insurmountable obstacle to the colonisation of a new clearing
in a wood”.

Reducing the open ground habitat at Boheadlag by half will be a tipping point for its
habitat specialists. Butterfly Conservation’s The State of the UK’s Butterflies 2022 [
https://butterfly-conservation.org/state-of-uk-butterflies-2022 |

published in February 2023 describe long-term trends showing 80% of butterfly
species have decreased in abundance or distribution throughout the UK. While
Scotland is the only UK country in which butterflies show a pattern of overall long
term increases it is the wider countryside species that have increased in abundance,
while the habitat specialists have declined in abundance (-27%) and distribution
(-26%). The information relating to ‘habitat specialists’ is relevant to Boheadlag (and
Griffin Forest and surrounding landscape). Habitat specialists we have observed at
Boheadlag include these butterflies: Small Pearl-bordered Fritillary (Boloria Selene),
Small Heath (Coenonympha pamphilus), Green Hairstreak (Callophrys rubi) and Small
Copper (Lycaena phlaeas). The report summarises: “Most habitat specialist species,
those restricted to particular habitats such as flower-rich grassland, heathland and
woodland clearings, have declined dramatically in the UK.”

Reasons for decline and population variability are many, although “changes in habitat
quality (eg due to changing management)” is cited as one factor. The implication is
that where the sites of habitat specialists are not monitored or protected, these
populations will continue to decline in the wider landscape.

9. Do you have evidence that woodland and commercial forest design and creation practices
support or hinder biodiversity benefits? [500 words]

Response:



The forestry expansion at Boheadlag has been taken out of the context of the whole
forest plan and has insufficiently taken into consideration the value of this key habitat.
Grasslands are recognised as an example of “Key Botanical Assets for Conservation
in Scotland” and have been highlighted as such on NatureScot’s website and
publications, and feature in their recent “Plant Biodiversity Strategy for Scotland". The
Scottish Wildlife Trust estimates that less than 1% of Scotland’s grasslands are
considered “semi-natural and wildlife rich”. [https://www.nature.scot/doc/building

plant-biodiversity-strategy-scotland; https://www.nature.scot/landscapes-and

habitats/habitat-types/farmland-and-croftland/lowland-grassland; NatureScot’s
Publication 2001 - Scotland's Living Landscapes - Grasslands; grasslandsplus.org.uk]
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In their Guidance Notes for Biodiversity Duty NatureScot puts “biodiversity at the
heart of land use planning and decision-making” and highlights actions that will
“combat fragmentation and restore key habitats” and “restore and extend natural
habitats as a means of building reserves of carbon and to help mitigate climate

strategy-and-cop15/biodiversity-duty]

In our case study of Boheadlag, the woodland expansion encroaches on what has
been left as “open ground” and represents serious threats to the ancient grassland
habitat including: “loss of semi-natural habitats to competing land-use demands;
the spread of invasive species outcompeting native species in key habitats; and
increased impacts of plant disease and pollution, such as nitrogen deposition”
[‘Plant Biodiversity Strategy’ led by Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh and NatureScot,
from Key Elements for a Plant Biodiversity Strategy for Scotland, June 2022.
https://www.nature.scot/doc/building-plant-biodiversity-strategy-scotland|]

Public funding of so-called new areas of “Landscape/Biodiversity” [ref: Griffin
Forest Long Term Plan] should not happen at the same time as ancient habitat
already fulfilling biodiversity functions is destroyed, as we have seen at
Boheadlag.

If the tree planting plans proceed at Boheadlag, the spread of invasive species would
very soon overwhelm the buffered areas of environmental and historic importance.

10. To what extent are Environmental Impact Assessments carried out prior to design and
Zplanting? [500 words]

Regarding our case study of Boheadlag we lodged a complaint with Scottish Forestry
for their (1) failure to require Environmental Impact Assessment and their (2) Breach of
statutory duty to further the conservation of biodiversity.

Our complaint with Scottish Forestry argued that there were exceptional circumstances
and environmental sensitivities that should require an EIA, even though the size of the
woodland scheme fell below the threshold required. Our case was dismissed on the
grounds that Tilhill's ‘evaluation of botanical interest at Boheadlag’ and the Historic



environment survey were satisfactory. Scottish Forestry failed to address the many
specific examples we gave of exceptional circumstances and environmental
sensitivities and appeared to make their decision without close and critical analysis of
the evidence presented by Tilhill. There was no mention of Biodiversity duty or
Scotland’s Biodiversity Strategy or carbon sequestration in their response to us.

Our close reading of Tilhill's in-house ‘botanical evaluation’ conducted by the
company’s in-house ecologist, obtained through a Freedom of Information request and
which arrived after we had submitted our complaint, revealed a report that

An Environmental Impact Assessment (ElAs) is intended to identify and mitigate the potential
impacts of a proposed development and is required for planning consent. Within the context of
forestry, EIAs can apply to afforestation, deforestation, forest roads and forestry quarries. More
information on forestry ElAs can be found here: https://forestry.govscot/support-regulations/
environmental-impact-assessment

7
misrepresented the landscape at Boheadlag. Their report was partial, and did not
present a true picture of the biodiversity of this habitat. Reference to ‘Biodiversity’ itself
was conspicuous by its absence. We found it surprising that Scottish Forestry
executives overlooked this in their response to us. Independent evaluation should be a
standard.

Response:

11. Do you have evidence that woodland and commercial forestry management practices
support or hinder biodiversity? [500 words]

We have presented evidence in our previous responses of a case where commercial
forestry practices have hindered biodiversity.
Response:

12. Are the sources of seed and new trees sufficient to meet national tree planting targets?
[500 words]

Response:

13. Do you have evidence that large-scale planting on a regional level leads to negative
impacts on biodiversity? [500 words]

Response:

14. Do you have evidence of any practices, good or bad, that you wish to highlight? [500
words]

Response:
See our earlier responses.
Community benefits:

15. Are there potential improvements that could be made to regulations and/or practice that
could improve the recreational, employment or other community benefits of tree planting
or commercial forestry schemes? [500 words]

Response:



16. Are local communities sufficiently involved in the development of tree planting or
commercial forestry schemes? [500 words]

Response:

We learnt about the Long Term Forest Plan for Griffin Forest and the Woodland
Creation Scheme for Boheadlag only by chance conversation with a neighbour. As far
as we know only immediate ‘neighbours’ were notified of the Griffin plans. There
appeared to be no wider community engagement in contrast to the 2021 Forestry and
Land Scotland public consultation for much smaller forests in our neighbourhood:
Grandtully and Fonab forests. Tilhill is on record wanting “the public” kept out of the
processes of forestry planning. (See https://forestry.gov.scot/sustainable-forestry/
ukfs-scotland - ‘Consultation document on UK Forestry Standards: proposed key
changes’). As soon as we heard of the plans for Boheadlag we wrote directly to the
Operations Manager at Tilhill (July 2022) and received neither acknowledgement nor
response. We subsequently learnt that another neighbour received no reply.
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17. If not, what are the barriers and how might they be overcome; if they are, what works
well? [500 words]

Response:

It seems extraordinary that Tilhill are not required to engage with the wider local
community and hold public consultations on their forest plans in the same way as the
public sector managed Forestry & Land Scotland.

Do you have evidence of tree planting leading to quantifiable economic and social
benefits, short and long term, for communities local to the planting? [500 words]

Response:

18. Do woodland and commercial forestry planting result in any disadvantages to
communities local to the planting? [500 words]

Response:

Our previous responses have outlined the negative effects on biodiversity and special
habitats caused by commercial forestry schemes. In addition to biodiversity, the
woodland scheme at Boheadlag has disturbed a “relatively rare” agrarian landscape,
resulting in mounding over rig and furrow and other field archaeology, disrupting the
coherence of the historic site. Boheadlag’s historic landscape usage and “heritage
assets” outlined in Tilhil’s commissioned Historic Survey confirmed the significance of
this landscape in its local context. Boheadlag has historic landscape significance
separate from its recent forestry neighbours, and has a distinct, local, cultural and
environmental identity. There will no longer be any beneficial grazing by livestock, and
a loss of upland grazing pasture, breaking a long-standing tradition of summer
grazing,

The water courses that meander through Boheadlag, and the Coire-n-Eassan
waterfall, have landscape significance of a liminal nature, not always considered part
of archaeological “evidence”.



19. To what extent does current financial support for tree planting enable planting in urban
areas, including in streets/roadsides and other urban settings? [500 words]
Response:

20. Does Scotland have sufficiently skilled people to deliver/continue to deliver the desired
benefits from woodland and commercial forestry? If not, what changes are needed? [500

words]
Response:

21. Do you have evidence of any conflicts between public financial support for tree planting
and other land uses? [500 words]

Response:
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22. Are there evidenced wider societal community benefits that arise from woodland and
commercial forestry creation? If there are, should these benefits be formally required or
financially supported? [500 words]

Response:

Finance

23. Do you have evidence that the following forms of public financial support for tree
planting provide good value for money:

I. Grants for tree planting? [500 words]

Il. Carbon offset and investment payments by government, charities or the private
sector? [500 words]

lll. Tax allowances for land used for tree planting and commercial forests? [500
words]

IV. Farm payments applicable to land planted with woodland or commercial forest,
e.g. Basic Payment Scheme? [500 words]

Response:
25. Do you have evidence that any of these payments have unintended results? [500 words]
Response:

26. Do you have evidence that the interaction of these payments has any public benefits or
disbenefits? [500 words]

Response:

27. Do you have evidence that the structure of payments or allowances supports or hinders
the public benefits? [500 words]

Response:

28. Do you have evidence of any impact on land values as a result of payments/allowances?



[500 words]
Response:

29. Are the anticipated changes in farming support likely to have any impact upon woodland
or commercial forestry creation? [500 words] *

Response:

This is a complex field and the questions above are not prescriptive. We should be pleased to
learn of any other benefits, or disbenefits, you consider are brought about by public
financial support for tree planting and commercial forestry in Scotland and if you consider
that public financial support could be redesigned to provide greater benefits.

Please see our covering letter with this form. And thank you for this important inquiry.

It is relevant to mention that Scottish Government is currently consulting on proposals for a new *
Agriculture Bill which will have implications for farm payments in practice. More information on the
Agriculture Bill can be found here: https://www.gov.scot/publications/delivering-vision-scottish
agriculture-proposals-new-agriculture-bill/
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Thank you for taking the time to work through these questions. 11



