Note of discussions at the LINK Forestry workshop held 27 March 2018.
 Attending: Vicki Swales (Land Group, RSPB), Helen Todd (RS, Hilltracks, Landscape, Deer) Charles Dundas (Chair, Woodlands, Deer, WTS), Sheila George (Land Reform & Land Use, RSPB), Beryl Leatherland (SWLG, Hilltracks, Landscape), Steve Micklewright (Trees for Life, Woodlands), Liz Ferrel (Bat Conservation Trust, Wildlife, Wildlife Crime), Bruce Wilson (SWT, Land Reform, Land Use, Wildlife, Planning, Economics), Diarmid Hearns (NTS, Land, Land Use, Food and Farming, Planning).
Charles, chairing the meeting, welcomed all and explained that this workshop came out of discussions at the Strategic Planning meeting to look at developments with forestry governance, structures and strategy in the round, and how LINK and members can influence for environmental sustainability, of interest to those beyond the Woodlands Subgroup.   Changes in forestry governance are dealt with by the Bill, just completed Stage 3. The new Forestry Strategy will be consulted upon over the summer first by a small group of stakeholders including LINK, and then to the public, and all would be coming into force in April 2019.  Time is short to input.  The Strategy will be the most important document to influence forestry in Scotland for the next 9 to 10 years, so it is important to get it right.  The National Forest estate will be managed by a new Land agency. Charles hopes it will keep the good aspects of Forestry Enterprise, though there is no certainty. We need to influence its Corporate Plan. There is the prospect of the agency managing all publicly owned land, including National Nature Reserves, so its focus should be on integrated land use and best practice, not only forestry.   Agreed that we want to be prepared to input to the Strategy, get a sense of a coherently stated LINK position on as much of it as possible, so that LINK and its members can influence it.   
Members raised issues important to their organisations, and Groups/Subgroups.  
Charles: emerging from the Forestry Bill process, Stage 3 finished last week. This was about structure and framework. It does not address what is happens on the ground. He is now going through the 2006 Forest Strategy to highlight what we want to keep, to discard, and what needs development, to inform what WTS would like the new Strategy to look like. He would share this.  
The Strategy itself is not a legal document beyond the legal requirement to produce it. It will include a definition of sustainable forest management; a strategy for land acquisition and disposal; it has to address afforestation and woodland creation. These are some of the good things we added to this bill. Govt did not want to tie its hands with what is on the face of the bill. Jim Dewar head of policy at FCS has been focussing on it, and current contacts – Jo O Hara, etc, are all involved.  
Beryl: SWLG’s main interest is wild land and landscape. Forestry, afforestation, native woodlands all impact on landscape. Also concerned about biodiversity issues, that certain things are protected. 
Vicki:  Many issues relevant for all the subgroups that sit under Land. For RSPB, biodiversity, for in trouble to migrant species, want to see better management of the existing resource. Woodland expansion, Atlantic oak, native pine. Concerns on expansion of commercial forestry or trees in the wrong place - Right Tree Right Place - not on all open ground habitat which would affect birds.  Keen on seeing forestry integrated with wider land issues.  Agriculture is both an area of conflict and opportunities; and issues around future woodland grant payments post CAP, as the funding mechanism currently for trees and woodland management. Deer too.   
Sheila: The Forest Strategy is one of the few policies in the Land Use Strategy that has a chance of being delivered. Forestry needs to take account of other uses, taking account of all the other targets that will impact on it.  We look for a more strategic spatial approach, to identify areas where trees can go. Not just expansion of commercial forestry.  Also like to see trees removed from some places, eg peatlands. 
Deer and forestry?  We support the processes that are happening at the moment re deer management arrangements. Difficulties of native woodland expansion without controlling deer, and using fencing, a grant requirement.  It is about active management. Currently is all about voluntary arrangements and entirely dependent on landowners being enlightened and working together, which is not happening.  
For NTS adds to the list above the aesthetics of landscape issue, and how forestry affects other cultural issues, like battlefields, archaeological landscapes, designed landscapes.  We see in Dumfries & Galloway emphasis on getting more trees because of the lack of designations there. Looking at large scale. Locally this takes land out of use for 20 years minimum, and how much employment does it generate?  
We may see a lot of areas going from sheep to forestry. The LUS is about people shaping their environment rather than it being shaped for them, so another point in its favour. Example of the North of England forestry and investment zones, Govt is seeing afforestation as a use for the uplands.  
Bruce would like to learn from the Forestry bill successes. The Planning Bill is directionless. Forestry Bill is a lot better from that perspective. Where FCS has put good practice in and how to retain it. On replacement for CAP would like to see greater funding for native forestry. Greater diversity beyond Sitka, and more balance around the profitability for the social and environmental goods in the economics, eg Coigeach Living Landscape. 
Steve:  concerned about more commercialisation rather than native species, and impact on the rewilding programme, Caledonian pinewood recovery and funding. Eu policy and payment for ecosystem services. On the new agency, how to ensure when they get control of NNRs, the stay in national ownership.   
Helen: landscape, access and recreation. 18 % of the economic value of forestry comes from A & R. RS worked with WTS and others on the Forestry Bill. Concern around expertise lost if some functions go back to central Govt. FC has a large role in access provision, though is not perfect.  It has set up and run the mountain bike trails and walking routes. At the moment is withdrawing from this, taking out waymarkers, concerns at liability perhaps.  RS worried they never put camping in their strategy, or offered no land for camp sites, eg in LL&TNP, which would have helped.  Another issue is harvesting, good guidance, but signs can be very out of date. RS will be pushing the notion that the Forest Estate is where people go for recreation.   
Liz: A biodiversity focus from BTC and the Wildlife Subgroup.  The NEN as a way of getting buy in from SNH, not got going yet. Considering species interaction, and Species Champions to involve. 
Climate change is one of the drivers of woodland expansion to some extent. Research needed. The story of soils and carbon is not straightforward. Some of the current claims might not stack up. 
The role of forestry in flood risk management and natural approaches to it, integration with River Basin Management Plans, fertilisers and the wider impacts downstream. 
Environmental Impact Assessment and the lack of, in schemes and applications are coming forward where surveys are not happening where they should be.  
The new strategy would be reviewed every 10 years, needs long term plans, and integration with other policies. It will have to be refreshed/rewritten every 9 years, and reviewed at 3 yearly intervals. 
Tree health and disease. Affects access too.  Invasive Non Native Species.  
The Preventative Spend agenda, Woodlands In and Around Towns scheme as an example of success. 
Certification standards about schemes. Referenced in the old strategy.  Forestry and agriculture to come into planning. (Andy Wightman) Andy Wightman is pushing for a land registry.  
There are many opportunities for farms to have some element of agroforestry. 
Landlords are going for forestry and tenants being ousted. We need to consider these and community issues in general. The agency will take in all Govt landholdings, crofting, and SNH land.   A tension here between Govt aims of diversifying land ownership and creating a single agency. 
Climate Change. Most recent work is the climate change plan, which included some forestry elements. Headline increase in new woodland planting targets, upping it to 15,000 hectares by 2024. Confor’s position is that because we failed to reach the 10k hectares target from 2012 to 2022 it has calculated of this year it will need to be 13k ha of new forestry every year. Not specified it this should be commercial or native. The Biodiversity Strategy for the first time puts in a target, between 1k and 3K every year of native woodlands. Tree coverage in Scotland is lower than the EU average. Landowners are against having a target (Stalinist!), and we are also chopping down trees for windfarms. Do we endorse the target?  Originally there was an aspiration to get to 25% of tree cover from current level of around 18%.  Discussions with hill farming interests during Richard Lochhead’s time, within the stakeholder group which Vicki was on, led to a reining back of the target to 10k per year. As part of that group, some spatial mapping was done, on the opportunities, where physically can you grow trees. That leads to saying you can have more, but is not definitive. In a sense the targets are arbitrary.  
If we use the LUS, and had Regional Land Use Plans, we could work out what the real opportunities are, and in an integrated way. That needs to happen to say what is realistic, rather than arbitrary. Looking to Europe for parallels, some countries do have more detailed spatial planning mechanisms, or have different cultures that are more geared up to integrated land use; eg in Norway farmers see themselves also as foresters too. We rightly heralded the LUS as being innovative, the first country to have this approach. Nobody else is doing it on that scale. 
We frame it in the context of an unfinished land use approach. This strategy is one of the best levers within Govt to get a strategy for land use and planning, if doing it in a non-combative way with stakeholder involvement.  
This Cab Sec is determined to deliver on forestry, danger is seduction by the economic contribution of sitka. 
With no ownership of the LUS in Govt currently, where do we want to see it? With the new agency, or Govt. We would make the case that the money for it should come from future CAP replacement funding in the round. Will argue that forestry is nested in the regional land use planning. Some of this funding should go to local authorities to deliver these strategies. Gove is talking about that for England. We could make the case for some of the money to be used for the regional LUS, in order to know how to direct the rest of that spending.  
Should it fit in with the Planning bill, as part of development plans? RSPB is putting in some amendments.  That Bill is not protecting agricultural land, has no mention of green belts. We will argue for rural land use to come into it. We won’t win, but that gets it on the agenda.  We have the LUS is because of the climate targets in the 2009 Act.  
Planting targets are now 13k per year, with 23 per cent native, 28 per cent native, is this the right balance?    Govt working on 60 / 40 split in favour of conifer, mostly sitka, the rest broadleaf.  Perception in some parts is that we have done enough on native woodlands and that sitka needs a chance.  
This comes back to doing an assessment, based on what the desired outcomes are.  At present that is arbitrary, without looking at the needs in the round, for biodiversity, economics, etc.  Ties in with NEN, strategic planning to work for what we want to achieve, pressing them on what the economics arguments are, whether they stack up in carbon terms. 
The Peatlands Programme is frustrated on still getting kickback on peatlands versus forestry. Shallow peat in particular. Trying to go for peatland restoration on some of the national forest estate is not going down well with FC. 
Important to tease out what are the true goals of forestry expansion.  Cab Sec wants trees, because it makes up for lack of action on agriculture. So if you take land use in the round, less you push agriculture, the more you push forestry.  Breaking down the barriers between them is our strategy.  
Another issue is how commercial forestry seed into sub montane areas, into a threatened habitat. If you have that issue on a designated site, who takes responsibility. 
Need for better research and understanding for evidence based policy making. We know what the gaps are but have not the means to fill them.  There is a need for long term research, to work out where the break even points are for carbon storage.  There is an ask around requiring more research, that it is a funded function.  Keeping some of the UK research functions.  Headline, challenge the flip arguments, it is not so clear cut, do the science. 
There is some data on native woodlands. Mapping for the native woodland survey includes some native woodland corridor expansions, forestry grants have prioritised areas which connect these bits. It is very small, and is not changing the way forestry is done in Scotland. 
Impacts on soils, most of the research is coming out of the Flow country. More on non-native conifers than there is on broadleaf, very little research on that. We can start to challenge them on the justifications they make, have they got the evidence to back up their claims. 
Access and recreation; the issue of internal restructuring within FE, taking 10 regional divisions to 5, thinning out of middle management with loss of expertise on access and conservation.  The response was not to worry as these issues would be mainstreamed.  The same response was given on the LUS, it has been embedded across policy areas.
Forests are places of enjoyment, and have health benefits. There is a need to ensure they can manage these proactively, are exemplars. Helen would write this part. 
Conflate the access and health benefits.  Even down to the one tree outside your hospital bed is a benefit. The recreation stats and reasons why people visit. People are not looking for sitka, they are looking for a nice place to walk. 
These benefits straddle sitka and native.  Example of Glen Tress and the bike trails. Would people go otherwise?  What bikers value is different.  
We have no issues as LINK on conflicts between access and recreation and conservation. These issues were bottomed out and are covered in the access code. 
Deer fencing is a massive issue for recreation. Making sure there is big recognition of the access health benefits.  None are great fans of fencing. Cost a lot. 
Education should be included. It is in the existing strategy.  
Teasing out the actual preventative spend. Still not recognised at high level. No one in health or education would be prepared to sacrifice part of those budgets. Greater recognition of the health benefits of getting people moving.  
Community and NGO ownership is not really covered. Sgovt is very keen on community ownership. It will have to be part of the new strategy. Indications that this will be shorter, old one is too full of waffle.  We would want to see more of it, rather than less. 
Agreed we should have some words about our vision at the start of it. a paragraph about it. How public money can be used.  Discussion covered:  
In 2050 what we want to see…..   
Scotland being a more treed landscape.  
How many and of what kind? Complying with principles of the Land Use Strategy. 
Why we want them. Biodiversity and climate change. 
Context is the SDGs. Bring ecosystem services into planning, into all spatial planning. Make the point that we are sophisticated consumers of trees. Different types have different benefits. 
Our woodlands and forests should be multifunctional, and have many public benefits, for biodiversity, health and economy.  
Danger of misunderstanding of the ecosystem services argument, eg that if you have a block of sitka is does the job of soaking up the water for flooding. Talk about optimising the delivery of ES. 
Taking a strategic view. Quality not just quantity. 
Expand each of the above. 
Include a point about research. 
Employment, and economics aspects –should mention these.
We can talk about culture, and the way in which society engages with trees.    
On biodiversity, our woodlands are the backbone of the NEN.  
Employment not necessarily comes from the commercial forestry.  
At moment, a quarter of the staff are employed on the tourism and recreation.  
Other forestry products, (enchanted forest, hutting, foraging, wood carvings….), contribute economically. 
Diverse ownership. Monolithic industry employs very few people. Get a more diverse employment base. 
Contribute to climate change mitigation and adaptation.   
INNS important, in the disease section.  
Economic value of commercial forestry? Timber prices are going up. Confor’s point is that we import timber because we have not got the highest grade timber, as required by architect specs, which are excessive.  We could be more realistic about what is needed. Stats show that sawmill log consumption and sawn output, everything is increasing.  There is a graph of the big gap coming in commercial product which is used as justification. That doesn’t have to be sitka. Should be challenged that they can use different kinds of wood. Not to focus on raw commodities, the low-end products.   Scotland’s USP is quality produce, the same arguments can be made here as for other quality products.  What could we grow if we had a different timescale?  Growing 300 year old trees. We are getting to the point when old, quality forests are dying and we are not replacing them. Dendrgaphic timebomb!  We have our deficit on the Caledonian pine, and we have to deal with that.  That doesn’t negate their argument. And it strengthens the regional land use approach.  
Include management and the win wins of introducing coppicing and continuous cover.  
What is the change we want to see in 2050 in terms of farmers and trees? There is scope for more agroforestry in the sense of more trees on farms, integrated in ways such as intercropping, fruit trees in an arable landscape, possible in the lowlands. WEAG did some of this work and looked at the impact on Scottish livestock production, which was miniscule.  We can counter some of these arguments, but we should not automatically accept that all land used for agriculture will be the same in 2050.  Agriculture is subsidy driven. When that funding goes, other land uses will be more financially attractive.  This also is an argument for the regional land use approach.  
Strategic land use approach has been done by local authorities, with funding. The two pilots in the Borders and Aberdeenshire were very good. The problem is lack of funding. We see Local Authorities having a strong role, for what happened in the pilots to be rolled out. These were half way there to understanding the opportunities and the conflicts, the art of the possible. 
Caringorms forestry strategy, references the LUS as existing, but is just as a set of objectives, no attempt is made to reconcile different land uses.  They did engage stakeholders, so did one of the elements, but also need the whole package of mapping out the opportunities.  
If we really wanted a thriving forestry industry, it would be planted on land that is good for agriculture. Currently agriculture is on75% of land, and is not economically viable without subsidy. It is about breaking down the distinction between farming and forestry.  With hill farmers ageing it is about managing a transition, which gets into the rural development agenda. The land could support many more people in better jobs.  Prime agricultural land is mostly in the lowlands.  Where we go post CAP is very much about transition.  We want a multifunctional agriculture that includes more mixed use.  
Those cultural attitudes are very embedded. Education is a big theme. New entrants, professionalised industry, the route it is taking.  Are we happy with the direction? We want to influence it, there can still be a mindset of professional young people set on a production intensive route. 
Scotland cannot compete in production terms due to geology and climate, so future agriculture to be about quality. We need to mention transition.  It is also impossible to look too far ahead, even 20 years. We need to keep options open economically as much as possible. Being clear on the role of subsidy, that it is about achieving the best outcomes.  the Strategy has to take account of the land rights and responsibilities statement. 
Landscape. What are the current issues that can be improved with what comes into the strategy. Much of it is sitka blocks versus native woodland, and the scarring, legacy issues, and square plantations are being phased out. Sometimes is the height of planting, abrupt stop up hills, with no acknowledgement of the sub montane zone.  Some of this is to do with education. Eg popular perception that muirburn patterns on the hills are natural.
Natural regeneration versus planting? Unless you use fencing you cannot do it, decades long discussions on this deer control issue.   We think the strategy should include this. 
Trees and peat? Trees have to be removed in some areas. 
There is the argument that natural regeneration is better than humanly managed. Rewilding habitats need a precursor, so it is good to have it happening more widely than currently.  It was agreed to avoid using the word ‘Rewilding’ as it is has a lot of negative traction.   
SNH talks of natural regeneration instead of management, from a financial angle. Habitats have to be in the right condition first.  This does not mean not managing the land.   We should include something about creating the right conditions for nature, for when the deer numbers go down.  
Best way to talk about species is in terms of the NEN. Individual species are not mentioned in the existing strategy, apart from deer. 
The Landscape Convention and what we might want Govt to do.  There are a set of principles in the Convention. Forestry is more on board with that landscape thinking. Diarmid cited examples of important battlefield sites where there are trees regenerating.  People’s understanding of landscape has evolved. Datasets are the starting point, different layers of landscape.   D&G fallen through the gaps, unfortunately. Each region should be thinking of it.  
Is there a LINK consensus on the infrastructure associated with commercial forestry? Charles, instinct is to avoid big centres of one sort of forestry, a personal opinion rather than WTS.  Sheila, if trying to increase commercial forestry, what are the pros and cons of having fewer bigger versus smaller dispersed.  Has this conversation happened?  Landscape have talked about the cumulative impact in relation to wind farms, some parallels. This is a reason for their strategies joining up.  It applies to whatever type of sector you are looking for in future. For forestry if we are arguing for the dispersed model, this is not what the industry and Cab Sec want.  We are already behind the game. Confor sees the NW as an investment zone. Govt wants quick wins, no matter what the costs. 
EIAs. Currently there is a problem. Parts of the industry are objecting to red tape. Their arguments are rubbish but well-drilled.  Similar with hilltracks prior notification applications. Evidence is anecdotal. We need to have strong counter arguments. 
As a result of the Bill none of the powers will go back to central Govt; it will be a FCS and FES rebranded. They have increased the screening threshold from 20 to 40 hectares.  Screening is very helpful in having a dialogue, especially if its getting very production driven. They still need to go through the regulatory hurdles to avoid damaging practice.  How else do you know it is the right tree in the right place. At the consultation process you can comment on the species mix.  
Any other biodiversity issues?  We need to cover the problems ones like deer.  The NEN is important. It sits underneath the LUS. Once you decide on priorities, the NEN joins it up, enables more bang for the buck. We should press the links to the Biodiversity strategy, to post 2020.  Could talk about the woodland species, the public bodies duties.  
Two amendments we put forward were included in the Bill. All local authorities have a duty to promote sustainable forestry management, and it references the SBS and the Deer Management Code. These are really useful as a starting point. 
Good genetic mix needed in the tree stock to avoid disease. Some open areas are needed for species, eg bats, butterflies. There is a lot of content on biodiversity in the old strategy that needs to be rehearsed. Aichi target to restore 15% of degraded habitat by 2020. 
National Forest Estate, is there something in particular we should asking of its purpose. Is it a subsided nationalised industry for timber production? A few years ago they sold some small bits to buy Rothiemurchus. It will be really important for the new strategy and why we wanted the strategy of acquisition and proposal. The Estate should also be an exemplar for commercial forestry, and it could be argued it has been, for renewables, and access too. 
Should we be challenging the high proportion managed for commercial reasons? Yes, testing out and piloting new approaches, and what the subsidy pays for.  
Smith Commission, and Crown Estate. There are lots of traps for ministerial involvement. Sustainable development and social benefits are still seen as secondary. We need to hammer home the public benefits, and why it should be managed in the public interest. Producing commercial timber not the primary outcome.  We need more facts and figures.  How will they re-invest the income from the commercial timber. The Institute of Chartered Forester looked for a single agency with a division between the regulatory and production arms.  Production raises more than half of its income. If merging, it would become a publicly funded agency. Profits are ringfenced.  Due to high prices, it carries over about £30m a year. Argued this would be lost to the central pot.  There are ways to get around it, ways for us to think that through.  There are advantages to having FCS/FES practitioners in world of forestry, expertise, understanding, and trust with the forestry sector.   Focus is increasingly on revenue. Managing for other uses could be as profitable.  
Wider partnerships? There are more of these. Some to be managed for public access and use, and some for restoration and conservation. Landscape scale partnerships and cooperation. FES has been a great facilitator. We know that there is some pushback because of the focus on profit.  FES just produced a film about Glen Affric, relates to these concerns, and we have allies on its staff. The drive towards commercialisation comes from the top.  There is also concern that people are carrying out these orders before they are explicitly made. 
Advocacy. With ‘dark side’ messages are so effective, what are our key messages with the same audiences?  Do we need something more? We are arguing for a fundamentally different approach.  They are talking about a single issue. We are talking about things that cost money, and they are about industries that sell something. We are arguing for public investment for complex reasons. 
Charles sees some argument for us producing a LINK vision for forestry that would come out before the consultation.  Where this has come from, the bad choices made historically. Point to concrete examples of not going down the same route. Good lessons from history. 
If we are to be proactive capacity is an issue. Woodlands Subgroup is small. It is not a priority of LINK, in terms of strategic priority.  Timetable is for all to be live by April 2019.  First draft out for consultation summer 2018.   
There was discussion about how this fits into other planned initiatives, and whether we could do something in the longer term, as Brexit and post CAP wind onwards. We have the LINK vision for post CAP. There is a proposal to have an event which SNH could support, what are the eNGOs key asks. There are two ways to play it; our red lines, versus the broader asks around the whole debate.  If we can get the money to do a process that will take us through the next steps. SGovt timetable is unclear. The Agriculture Champions report is due in April. The Council for Rural Affairs in June. Cab Sec is under increasing pressure to say something, as Gove did. What we can do on agriculture hinges on what will be done at WM and what will be devolved. We have not done enough thinking about the forestry woodland grant and what we want it to pay for, alongside all the other things we want paid for.  Feeling is that we should push for a wider integrated land use strategy, under which the LUS, NEN and Forestry strategy would work together.   
Meanwhile we will input to the new strategy which will set in stone the policy for the next decade. We will put in some headline points that we are concurrently promoting. 
Land Reform & Use subgroup discussed upping the ante on an integrated land use strategy, and considering a conference in the autumn that challenges SGovt. This is where we should focus effort. Meanwhile there is this strategy, and what the Food and Farming subgroup are doing to put flesh on the bones of post CAP vision. These different things are going on under the Land Group.  
Wider aim is to find a way to revitalise the whole integrated land use approach. 
Forestry strategy:  Charles will take this forward. 
All - pick out the old forestry strategy and let Charles know what bits you like. Charles will circulate current text of the SFS in word format for everyone. 
Who else will do a response?  Active members are SWT, RSPB, WTS and TfL.  NTS will do a response.  Others may put something in if there are clear headline points. 
And some media work? This would be helped by the LINK advocacy office, could be a priority for the new Advocacy officer. 
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