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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.
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Personal details:

Are you responding on behalf of:
0 An individual
XIAn organisation

Full name or organisation’s name:

RSPB Scotland

Email address:

Phone number:

Address:

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

Public goods from natural colonisation, natural regeneration and tree planting are achievable on land
that is not pre-existing high carbon value, high nature value or highly productive farmland.



These public goods also include bringing greater diversity at the landscape scale, making landscapes
more resilient, helping with adaptation to the impacts of climate change (for example flood
alleviation), carbon storage, carbon substitution (e.g. construction timber replacing concrete and steel)
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and a domestic timber resource. As well as social community goods, new trees can also contribute to
public health and well-being, and to rural employment.

There may be economic benefits from state forestry (i.e. Forest and Land Scotland), as timber
production creates income for government, but again this is only if trees are established in the right
places. However, private forestry timber production profits are a private benefit only, referring to
these as ‘public benefits’ suggests that this element might be eligible to receive public subsidy (grants),
but this is not actually a necessary or appropriate use of public funding when there are high carbon
values and high timber prices driving land use change to commercial afforestation in Scotland.

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

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 is no evidence that current practices will ensure that all newly planted woodlands will be a net
sink over this period because it is impossible to guarantee this. The impacts of pests, diseases and
abiotic threats, such as windthrow, flood, drought and fire, mean that some trees will not survive, and
dead trees do not sequester carbon to mitigate climate change. We cannot be certain which tree
species will be affected by pests and diseases, but we can predict, with a high level of confidence based
on the evidence of the last 20 years (including Phytophthera ramorum on larch, and ash dieback) that
some will be lost. If all woodlands were planted as intimate mixtures of 3 or more species, orin a
patchwork of small stands of a range different species, we could be more confident that the woodland
would become a net sink over time, despite losses of some tree species within the mix. However,
current practices allow large contiguous single species, even-aged stands. The UK Forestry Standard
allows up to 75% of a single species, or up to 100% in woodlands of less than 10 hectares, these
monocultures are the greatest risk to a woodland becoming and continuing as a net sink. There is no
limit on the size of a contiguous single species stand in the UKFS, so at 75%, or even 65%, maximum of
a single species, large planting schemes can, and do, contain non-native conifer blocks of greater than
100 hectares in contiguous area. Meanwhile, public funding is supporting the removal of Norway
spruce from south-east England, due to the wind-blown arrival of the larger eight-toothed spruce bark
beetle (Ips typographus) from the continent, but, incredibly, public funding is still being used to plant
Norway spruce in Scotland.




There is an increasing body of evidence that tree establishment techniques lead to initial soil carbon
losses and that it can take a long time for growing trees to bring the land use change back to a net
carbon balance and then providing climate mitigation. Bavin (2021) undertook an excellent review of
this subject which concluded:
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‘The current policy against afforestation on peat >50cm (Forestry Commission, 2017)
should be reviewed in light of recent evidence on the significance of organo-mineral soils
for carbon storage and the risk of soil carbon loss (Friggens et al., 2020; Matthews et al.,
2020; Vanguelova et al., 2019; Warner et al., 2021)’

Natural colonisation disturbs soil less than artificial tree planting techniques, so it is likely that this is
the best way of establishing tree cover whilst minimising soil carbon losses. Forest Research are
undertaking work on natural colonisation as a strategy for woodland creation and expansion that may
provide a future evidence base for this.

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

Response:

Despite your footnote below, this response refers the October 2022 draft under consultation, there is
simply no point for us in referring to the current UKFS when it is already clear that it is going to

change, we are more interested in influencing the direction of travel. We strongly urge you to use this
consultation draft too. | am writing this on deadline day, 5" December 2022, and the deadline for
responses to the UKFS draft out for consultation is 8" December, just 3 days later.

There is an entire Climate Change section in the draft UK Forestry Standard. This is to be welcomed,
but it contains lots of Good Practice Requirements, things that ‘should’ be done (or ‘worked towards in
cases where they cannot be immediately achieved’). Thus, these so-called General Practice
Requirements are actually only General Practice Recommendations. There are also Guidelines, things
to ‘aim to’, ‘consider’ and ‘encourage’., (‘Practitioners will need to use their professional judgement on
the extent to which they can and should implement advisory Guidelines in any given scenario’).
However, none of the 43 Legal Requirements, things that ‘must’ be implemented, are part of this
Climate Change chapter, or are immediately relevant to it. Consequently, we are not aware of any
actual ‘carbon sequestration requirements’ in the UKFS.

There is a section ‘4.2 UKFS Requirement for Forests and Climate Change’ which contains four of the
Good Practice Requirements (the ‘should’ element recommendations) mentioned above. There is
nothing quantifiable in any of these, so there is no way to determine whether they are delivering their
objectives. It should be noted that this is also the case for the three ‘Good forestry practice
requirements’ in the current 2017 UKFS. The new (fourth) “requirement” states ‘Woody biomass should
not be removed from an approved woodland carbon project unless this is part of the agreed forest
management plan’, which does not appear to add anything, remove the word ‘carbon’ and this applies
to Standard forestry practice anyway.

The Woodland Carbon Code was an excellent innovation, it has improved over time, and continues to
do so. Whilst the RSPB would like to see it quantify biodiversity benefits, to become a Woodland
Carbon and Biodiversity Code that address the nature and climate emergency, we do think it is
delivering on the narrower objective of carbon sequestration.

We would also like to see a similar carbon and biodiversity code for the management of existing



woodlands.

1 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.

4

We would like to see greater requirements for diversity (trees, age/size, structure, silviculture) within
the code, as risk management for pests, diseases, and abiotic threats (drought, fire, wind) associated
with climate change, as stated above dead trees don’t deliver climate mitigation.

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

As stated above the Good Practice Requirements in the UK Forestry Standard are not really
requirements, so it is impossible to tell how they are applied, let alone if it is a consistent
approach. Our best guess is that these are applied at establishment because they are incorporated
into tree planting grants, but it is harder to ascertain if and how they are applied for existing
woodland and forest management.

Our knowledge of Woodland Carbon Code is anecdotal as the RSPB has not participated yet, due to
some concerns about its value for biodiversity. However, the consistency of application does appear to
be satisfactory. Again this is because of stipulations around tree establishment, the test will come
when the Code is older and trees are in mid-rotation.

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

We think that normal regulations and monitoring applied to grant funded afforestation and woodland
creation schemes mean that the UK Forestry Standard is applied at this stage, but we do not think
there is any independent inspection for management of existing woodlands. The UK Woodland
Assurance Scheme giving FSC certification is a better measure of sustainable forest management, but
membership of UKWAS is optional only.

Our knowledge of Woodland Carbon Code verification is anecdotal as the RSPB has not participated
yet, due to some concerns about its value for biodiversity. However, the verification for carbon does
appear to be satisfactory.

Response:

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

Response:

We are concerned that offsetting payments are delivering a single carbon capture benefit, rather than
a range of ecosystem services for climate, nature and people. Despite our concerns about the need for
better quantification of biodiversity value, we think that the Woodland Carbon Code is robust and
should be the only way that carbon credits should be obtainable from afforestation or woodland



creation. We are not convinced that the additionality clause can really be met from commercial
plantation forestry with non-native tree species, we think these schemes would mostly go ahead
anyway in Scotland.

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:

There is strong evidence that different tree species and woodland containing different tree species
support different ranges of biodiversity (reviewed in Bellamy & Charman 2012, Mitchell et al 2019). Key
qualities of tree species that affect associated biodiversity include degree of canopy shading, impacts
on soil structure and chemistry, bark roughness and chemistry, native or non-native, deciduous or
evergreen (Mitchell et al. 2016, Sweeney et al 2010). There is a lack of evidence for biodiversity
supported by the majority of non-native tree species (Mitchell et al 2019). The strongest differences
between woodlands of different tree species were found for flowering plants, bryophytes, epiphytic
lichens and birds (reviewed in Bellamy & Charman 2012).

P Bellamy & E Charman. (2012). Review of biodiversity impacts of practices typically undertaken in certified
forests in Britain and Ireland. RSPB Research Report No. 46. ISBN 978-1-905601-32-5

Mitchell, R. J., R. J. Pakeman, A. Broome, J. K. Beaton, P. E. Bellamy, R. W. Brooker, C. J. Ellis, A. J. Hester, N. G.
Hodgetts, G. R. lason, N. A. Littlewood, G. Pozsgai, S. Ramsay, D. Riach, J. A. Stockan, A. F. S. Taylor and S.
Woodward (2016). "How to Replicate the Functions and Biodiversity of a Threatened Tree Species? The Case of
Fraxinus excelsior in Britain." Ecosystems 19(4): 573-586.

Mitchell, R. J., P. E. Bellamy, C. J. Ellis, R. L. Hewison, N. G. Hodgetts, G. R. lason, N. A. Littlewood, S. Newey, J.
A. Stockan and A. F. S. Taylor (2019). "Collapsing foundations: The ecology of the British oak, implications of its
decline and mitigation options." Biological Conservation 233: 316-327.

Sweeney, O. F. M., M. W. Wilson, S. Irwin, T. C. Kelly and J. O'Halloran (2010). "Are bird density, species richness
and community structure similar between native woodlands and non-native plantations in an area with a generalist
bird fauna?" Biodiversity and conservation 19(8): 2329-2342.

Forest Research’s Ecological Site Classification Decision Support System is an excellent aid to selecting
tree species once the right place and right reasons for planting have been determined. Used correctly,
it shows yield classes for a range of productive choices, probable suitability for future climate and the
most appropriate National Vegetation Classification Woodland community, if native woodland for
conservation is intended. However, the key to ESC is correct use, too often only the highest yield class
tree species is selected, and any other choice is seen as a trade-off on productivity (profit), rather than
mitigation of risk against future impacts of climate and pests and diseases, and opportunities for
biodiversity and the delivery of other ecosystem services.

We are concerned that recent Forest Research advice on Designing and managing forests and
woodlands to reduce flood risk favours conifers, and does not properly refer to the risks that
commercial forestry presents in high flood risk areas because the tree cover is regular removed at




harvesting. On high flood risk slopes natural woodland for conservation provide long-term continuous
canopy cover, so is the best option for this ‘right reason’.
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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:

The invasive seeding of non-native trees occurs is an example of bad practice, especially where the
forest edge is too close to high biodiversity value and high carbon habitats. This is causing the
degradation of those habitats, which may be open ground, but also adjacent Ancient Woodlands. The
Scottish Government should implement the polluter pays principle, so that it is the owner of the forest,
rather than the affected habitat, that has the duty to remove the invasive tree seedlings. The best way
to achieve this is by removing the forestry exemption from the Wildlife and Natural Environment
(Scotland) Act 2011. The exempt tree species list (in Appendix 1 of the Managing invasive and non
native forestry species), gives a greater level of exemption to non-native conifers from north America,
such as Sitka spruce and lodgepole pine, than some broadleaves native to Britain, albeit not Scotland,
like field maple and hornbeam. It needs revision. NatureScot claims that ‘Scotland leads the way in the
battle against invasive non-native species’ and states that it is an offence to ‘plant, or otherwise cause
to grow, a plant in the wild at a location outside of its native range’, this is not the case. We are not
suggesting that commercial forestry should not be able to grow non-native trees, but that invasive
seeding, growing ‘in the wild’ should not be included in the exemption.

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

Response:

Most of the evidence for forest design comes from large scale conifer plantations. There is strong
evidence that open space within plantations increases the biodiversity within the forest (reviewed in
Bellamy & Charman 2012). Open space provided through road/rides, glades or larger areas of open
habitat allow light demanding species, particularly insects and flowering plants, to exist within forests
with the strongest effects from areas large enough for allow sunlight to reach the ground for much of
the day (reviewed in Bellamy & Charman 2012). Larger areas of open space can retain some of the
habitats and some plant and invertebrate species from the land prior to afforestation (Buse & Good
1993, Sparks et al 1996). The shape and size of the open space provided were the biggest determinants
of its effect on species present. Providing space for edge to develop shrubby and graded vegetation
between the forest and open habitats both on internal and external edges increase the abundance and
diversity of species (Melin et al 2018, Buckley et al. 1997, Calladine et al 2013).

Buse, A. and J. E. G. Good (1993). "The effects of conifer forest design and management on abundance and
diversity of rove beetles (coleoptera, staphylinidae) - implications for conservation." BIOLOGICAL
CONSERVATION 64(1): 67- 76.

Sparks, T. H., J. N. GreatorexDavies, J. O. Mountford, M. L. Hall and R. H. Marrs (1996). "The effects of shade on



the plant communities of rides in plantation woodland and implications for butterfly conservation." FOREST
ECOLOGY AND MANAGEMENT 80(1-3): 197-207.

Buckley, G. P., R. Howell, T. A. Watt, R. FerrisKaan and M. A. Anderson (1997). "Vegetation succession following
ride edge management in lowland plantations and woods .1. The influence of site factors and management
practices." BIOLOGICAL CONSERVATION 82(3): 289-304.

Melin, M., S. A. Hinsley, R. K. Broughton, P. Bellamy and R. A. Hill (2018). "Living on the edge: utilising lidar data
to assess the importance of vegetation structure for avian diversity in fragmented woodlands and their edges."”
Landscape Ecology 33(6): 895-910.
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Calladine, John, Andrew Bielinski, and Geoff Shaw. "Effects on bird abundance and species richness of
edge restructuring to include shrubs at the interface between conifer plantations and moorland." Bird
Study 60.3 (2013): 345-356.

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

Response:

The Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process for afforestation is complicated. There are area
thresholds above which applicants should apply for a screening opinion on whether they need an EIA.
The thresholds for afforestation are 2 hectares for National Scenic Area’s (NCAs), but there is ‘no
threshold in other sensitive areas’, whereas there is a 20 hectares threshold ‘where no part of the land
is in a sensitive area.’ This raises an interesting question, should applicants from sensitive areas such as
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) be subject to the 20 hectares threshold? We believe they
should, but there is a loophole in this guidance.

If the screening opinion is deemed necessary by the applicant, they then self-complete the Screening
option request form, there is some guidance, but no clarity on how much detail is required and there is
no guidance to suggest that anyone in particular should be consulted. This is then sent to the local
office through a generic ‘Contact us’ web-page. A decision will then be made, although further
information may be requested first, within 28 days of receiving all information. This decision will either
be ‘consent not required’ or consent is needed.

This is a bureaucratic process relying heavily on the honesty and rigour of the applicant. Does it work?
On the day of writing this response (29" November 2022), there are 22 applications, comprising
3,690.85 hectares on the Public Register of Environmental Impact Assessments all of which are
categorized as ‘Consent Not Required.” This is just a snapshot but strongly suggests that EIAs are not
being carried out prior to design and planting.

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

Response:

One of the biggest effects on birds from management of existing woodland is from the scale of
harvesting and rotation length. Smaller scale harvesting supports higher diversity of birds through
creating a more varied vertical vegetation profile, though there are a few species that benefit from the
larger scale clearfell harvesting (Calladine et al. 2015). Small scale rotational coppicing provides habitat
for high diversity of flowering plants and insects, and supports high density of birds (reviewed in
Bellamy & Charman 2012, Fuller et al. 2014). Within rotation sylvicultural management such as



thinning has little effect on biodiversity beyond some short-term decreases and increases (Fuller et al.
2014). Bespoke management designed to improve diversity of woodland structure within stands for
birds can improve populations of target species (Bellamy et al 2022). Increasing rotation length or

2 An Environmental Impact Assessment (EIAs) 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 EIAs can be found
here: https://forestry.govscot/support-regulations/environmental-impact-assessment
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retaining stands beyond commercial harvest time can increase the structural complexity of forest
stands and greatly increases the diversity of birds (Currie & Bamford 1982, Humphrey 2005).

Bellamy, P. E., E. C. Charman, N. Riddle, W. B. Kirby, A. C. Broome, G. M. Siriwardena, P. V. Grice, W. J.
Peach and R. D. Gregory (2022). "Impact of woodland agri-environment management on woodland
structure and target bird species." J Environ Manage 316: 115221.

Currie, F. A. and R. Bamford (1982). "The value to birdlife of retaining small conifer stands beyond
normal felling age within forests." Quarterly Journal of Forestry 6(3): 153-160.

Calladine, J., Bray, J., Broome, A., & Fuller, R. J. (2015). Comparison of breeding bird assemblages in
conifer plantations managed by continuous cover forestry and clearfelling. Forest Ecology and
Management, 344, 20-29.

Humphrey, J. W. (2005). Benefits to biodiversity from developing old-growth conditions in British
upland spruce plantations: a review and recommendations. Forestry, 78(1), 33-53.

R.J. Fuller, P.E. Bellamy, A. Broome, J. Calladine, M.P. Eichhorn, R.M. Gill & G.M. Siriwardena (2014)
Effects of woodland structure on woodland bird populations: An assessment of the effects of changes
in woodland structure on bird populations as a result of woodland management practices and deer
browsing. DEFRA Project WC0793.

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:

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:

We support the recommendations of the just published Forest Policy Group report Communities’
experience of new forest planting applications in Scotland.
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16. Are local communities sufficiently involved in the development of tree planting or commercial

forestry schemes? [500 words]
Response:

No, as points 4 and 5 of the summary of the just published Forest Policy Group report Communities’
experience of new forest planting applications in Scotland states:

‘q. Communities are not opposed to woodland creation per se, but are negatively affected by
both the experience of consultation and the resulting afforestation schemes. Most respondents
reported challenging and disheartening experiences; a few had more positive experiences. Twin
problems include poorly conducted community engagement, and perceptions that efforts made
by communities have little or no effect on the resulting planting schemes.

5. Navigating the current community consultation process requires considerable inputs of time
and effort by local people, and these efforts are undermined by a lack of official guidance on
the process and excessive demands made on unremunerated community groups. Both
community councils and special interest groups such as local wildlife groups and Friends groups
are relevant in community consultation and the current system demands many hours of
voluntary time.’

17. If not, what are the barriers and how might they be overcome; if they are, what works well? [500
words]

Response:

We support the recommendations of the just published Forest Policy Group report Communities’
experience of new forest planting applications in Scotland. In the short term, using the existing system,
we think the most important recommendation is to seek community engagement from the outset
‘start with a (nearly) blank map’, rather than see it as a box to be ticked later in the process. In the
longer term we support the four recommendations (10-13econ) to adjust policy instruments:

‘10. Support change to the UKFS through the current review process, to make community
engagement mandatory, not a ‘consideration’ as currently indicated. This will remove the
current contradiction between the UKFS and the [Scottish] Forestry Grant Scheme.

11. Review permitted management objectives under the Forestry Grant Scheme to ensure all
woodland creation meets the Scottish Government ambitions for a just transition. New planting
applications must equally consider economic, environmental and societal objectives.



12. Consider funding forestry development officers locally, to support communities. 13.

Consider making community councils statutory consultees for new planting applications.”

18. 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:
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19. Do woodland and commercial forestry planting result in any disadvantages to communities local to

the planting? [500 words]

Response:

Yes.

In the ongoing Scottish Parliament’s Citizen Participation and Public Petitions Committee hearing into
the petition to ‘Protect Scotland’s Remaining Ancient, Native and Semi-Natural Woodlands and Forests
Floors (PE1812)’, the petitioners have also discussed their concerns about commercial forestry, for

example:

‘Another set of issues is the impact on local communities, which members may have
experienced. Such plantations are often promoted by faceless investment companies, some of
which are global actors, that buy up land in Scotland.’

‘The companies outbid local communities for land, and farmers in those areas are often
extremely concerned that productive land is lost. Community consultation is meaningless and
road safety concerns about large haulage lorries going through small rural communities are
swept aside. *

Point 6 of the summary of the just published Forest Policy Group report Communities’ experience of
new forest planting applications in Scotland states:

‘6. Issues of particular concern to local communities include: impact on private water supplies;
loss of well-loved views, walks and access; change of landscape creating monotonous
claustrophobic feel; timber transport; lack of assessment of cumulative impact of multiple
applications; and biodiversity and resilience.’

20. 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:

21. 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:

No. Greater support for Further Education and University level courses on forestry and on woodland
ecology and conservation is required. The Forestry Apprenticeship scheme in England is a useful
innovation that should be emulated, but with greater emphasis on training for future careers that span
the forest industry and the woodland conservation sector. We need a skilled adaptable workforce
capable of making decision to help Scotland develop nature positive, net zero approaches to
protecting, improving and expanding tree, woodland and forest cover.
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22. Do you have evidence of any conflicts between public financial support for tree planting and other
land uses? [500 words]

Response:

There are potentially technical conflicts in that the rules relating to agricultural payments are related to
the definition of agricultural activity. This mainly means growing crops and rearing livestock. As a
consequence, some areas of ground e.g. scrub, are excluded from being able to activate payments,
which results in areas of scrub being removed. This is important because farmers understand the
importance of having ground to activate payments. There would potentially be concerns about
planting trees because of the knock-on consequences on mainstream farm payments. This used to be
resolved in the CAP by the rule that said that you could carry on being paid SFP after you have planted
trees, but we don’t think that is the case anymore.

On a more general level, there is a conflict in terms of the difference in types of support. Farm
payments are annual, and this is really important for farmers; for woodland payments there is initial
capital support, establishment payments for the first few years and then a big gap until some income
from the thinning or clearfelling. That ‘lumpy’ income profile is an issue.

23. 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

24. 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]
. 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:

Rather than write up to 2000 words on this, we refer you to the recent LINK Forestry Grant Scheme
Report.

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

Rather than write another up to 500 words on this, we refer you again to the recent LINK Forestry
Grant Scheme Report.
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26. Do you have evidence that the interaction of these payments has any public benefits or
disbenefits? [500 words]

Response:

Rather than write another up to 500 words on this, we refer you again to the recent LINK Forestry
Grant Scheme Report.

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

Response:

Rather than write another up to 500 words on this, we refer you again to the recent LINK Forestry
Grant Scheme Report.

28. Do you have evidence of any impact on land values as a result of payments/allowances? [500
words]

Response:

The Rural Land Market Data Report and the UK Forest Market Report contain all the evidence on this.

The 2021 UK Forest Market Report stated:

‘From 2020 to 2021 the average cost of a stocked hectare has increased by 21% from just under
£16,000 to over £19,300. This follows increases of 39% in 2020, and 23% in 2019, meaning that since
2018 the average cost of a stocked hectare has more than doubled.’

And for planting land:

‘the metric that is critically important is the price per plantable hectare, akin to a stocked hectare in
commercial woodlands. Again, we saw a steep rise year on year to £11,000 per plantable hectare from
£8,500, up 48%. Within the UK, Scotland saw the sharpest rises, up over 54% with prices in Wales rising



over 30%. Average prices in England fell 20% to £14,700 per plantable hectare but this may be an
artefact of a very small sample size in 2020.’

29. Are the anticipated changes in farming support likely to have any impact upon woodland or
commercial forestry creation?3[500 words]

Response:

We do not have sufficient information yet to be certain, but the new structures look like an evolution
of the status quo. There will still be direct payments, albeit that they will be paid in a different way and
with a greater emphasis on delivering positive outcomes for climate and biodiversity. There will be

31t 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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some additional element of tree planting included (e.g. in terms of agroforestry), but we think that the
intention is still to carve out the Forestry Grant Scheme and allow Scottish Forestry to operate it as a
standalone scheme (i.e. farming and forestry and likely to remain discrete spheres).

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.

In the Scotland Government Debate on 9™ November 2002 : Forestry's Contribution to Net Zero
Scotland, Mairi McAllan, Minister with responsibility for forestry in Scotland stated:

"Each year in Scotland we sustainably harvest around 7 million cubic metres of timber from our
forests, which is roughly the same volume of timber as we use.”

If Scotland has a net balance in timber trade, we think this means that public funding for commercial
afforestation focussed on fast growing non-native species in large contiguous even-aged stands
(monocultures) should no longer a government priority. If high timber/carbon/land prices adequately
sustain this market, we think that public support should focus on establishing and managing native
woodlands for nature and community woodlands for people, the bits that the market does not deliver.
We think that future support for commercial forestry should only be for management that improves
quality (timber, habitat, resilience) which necessitates some trade-off of yield class productivity/profit,
measures such as increasing tree species diversity for resilience, greater use of productive native
broadleaves, transformation to continuous cover forestry and silviculture aimed at a greater mix of
high carbon value products such as construction timber.

Thank you for taking the time to work through these questions.


http://www.gov.scot/publications/delivering-vision-scottish-agriculture-proposals-new-agriculture-bill/
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