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Terms of Reference 

1. To undertake a study of the factors affecting the rate of afforestation in Ireland in recent years, given the many incentives already available to landowners to plant.

2. To identify the possible remedies to this situation and to make recommendations as to how afforestation rates can be increased to an annual level of at least 10,000 hectares by 2010 with the higher levels being achieved thereafter but without any further increase in forestry or other rural development aid rates.

BACKGROUND

In many senses the scope of this study is relatively narrow. The central requirement is to identify the factors which, in current circumstances are causing the level of afforestation in this country to fail to meet the targets which have been set in national policy documents and strategies. Having identified those factors, the next issue is to suggest possible solutions which could overcome those obstacles. However to undertake this exercise it is necessary to look at overall policy in relation to afforestation, analyse the basis on which targets have been set,  consider forestry in a context of overall land use policy and options and in particular, to establish the dynamics, positive and negative which influence a decision by an individual landowner to undertake afforestation. It is important to recognise that the achievement of these targets now is almost totally dependent on the level of private afforestation.

In undertaking this study I consulted as widely as possible.  I met a range of organisations, public and private, as well as individuals who are involved in the forestry sector at different levels and in different capacities.  I would particularly like to thank Damian Allen for his assistance in completing this exercise.

I reviewed the operation of the processing of premium applications in the Forest Service and consulted the National Parks and Wildlife Service. All those I spoke to displayed a strong belief and commitment to the sector and gave their views in an open and constructive fashion. I received a number of written and oral submissions and I had the benefit of an array of literature which has been written on the subject.  I was greatly impressed by the sense of commitment among those involved in the sector. I am very grateful for views which were given so openly. I was left with the impression that the sector is under a degree of pressure, mainly because of external factors, and that it is open to new approaches and new ideas.

TARGETS

The concept of setting annual targets for afforestation is not new and is a logical dimension of any programme, especially when Exchequer expenditure is involved.  It seems the concept of forestry grants dates back to the 1930s. The first serious effort to set targets dates back to 1948, as part of the national plan when a target of 400,000 hectares over 40 years was set which, implies an annual target of 10,000 hectares. This target was reaffirmed in 1964 but subject to the availability of land.  The Western Development Package from 1981 was a significant impetus to afforestation but did not contain specific targets.   The incentives in this package were extended to the rest of the country in 1987. 

Between 1993 and 1997 the programme was funded under the CAP Reform measures and a target of 30,000 hectares annually was set. In 1996, ‘Growing for the Future’ the Strategic Plan for the Development of the Forestry Sector in Ireland set a target of 25,000 hectares per annum, which was to move to 20,000 per annum from 2000. These targets were to be met in a ratio 70:30 private /public.  Therefore targets have been a central feature of the regime for many years. 

The annual level of afforestation since 1986 is 13,687 hectares.  Looking at this average more closely, between 1986 and 1996, the average annual planting was 15,815 ha while between 1997 and 2007 the figure was 11,560.  New planting in 1986 was 6,968 hectares and there followed a period where the trend was upwards, peaking in 1995 at 23,710 hectares.  Since then the trend has been generally downwards with planting in 2007 of 6,946 hectares, mirroring the levels of twenty years ago. When specific strategies and targets have been formulated they have significantly scaled up the ambition higher than 10,000 hectares per annum. However over the years targets have not been met and as has been indicated, in the recent decade there have been fairly wide variations in the performance from one year to the next.

A very obvious feature is that the State had been the dominant force in Irish forestry for several decades. In fact when the State was not involved afforestation was virtually non-existent, to a point where after the World War II less than 1% of the land was afforested. A very significant development was the vesting in 1989 of public forests, which by then totalled 400,000 ha, in Coillte Teoranta. This represented a desire on the part of the Government that the national forest estate should be managed and exploited on a commercial basis.  They are mandated under legislation (Forestry Act, 1988, No. 26 of 1988) to operate the State forest asset in a commercial manner. This was a significant change of policy in regard to the national forest estate.

From the mid-1980s especially arising from the Western Development Package, private forestry emerged as an important factor, driven by improved afforestation grants to a point where by 1989 it became more significant than public afforestation. From 1997 onwards public afforestation had become considerably less significant. 

Another major milestone when considering targets was the decision by the European Commission in 1999, subsequently upheld by the European Court of Justice, to debar Coillte Teoranta from claiming forest premiums. This is important for two reasons, firstly the target of 20,000 hectares per annum which had been set in the Forestry Strategy had assumed a certain level of afforestation by Coillte; secondly the achievement or otherwise of targets is now almost totally dependent on private afforestation. The effect was the withdrawal of Coillte from afforestation to any worthwhile degree. As might be expected, Coillte’s position is influenced by their commercial mandate, it does not make sense for them to afforest land if it costs them more than €4,000 per ha.  It is also an important factor when comparing levels of afforestation from one year to the next in a historical context. 

All of this amplifies the point that the role of the State is central to any programme of afforestation.

TABLE 1

Public and Private Afforestation 1996 - 2006  (Hectares) [Source, DAFF]

	 
	State
	Private
	Total

	1996
	4,426
	16,555
	20,981

	1997
	851
	10,583
	11,434

	1998
	2,926
	10,002
	12,928

	1999
	891
	11,777
	12,668

	2000
	1,464
	14,231
	15,695

	2001
	317
	15,147
	15,464

	2002
	319
	14,735
	15,054

	2003
	128
	8,969
	9,097

	2004
	122
	9,617
	9,739

	2005
	64
	10,032
	10,096

	2006
	25
	8,012
	8,037


TABLE 2

Public vs. Private Planting 1996-2006 [Source, DAFF]
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While targets were not achieved in any single year it is fair to say that plantings ran at an acceptable level in the 1990s and also in the years 2000/01/02. The programme peaked in 1995, when 23,710 hectares were planted. What has happened since then has to be a matter for concern especially since targets are not being met by a more significant margin. Possibly more worrying is the fact that the underlying trend is downwards and a reversal of the trend is unlikely to happen without some intervention or remedial action. It can be argued that our low level of afforestation nationally and the fact that we were starting from a low base, meant that the achievement of targets was inevitably easier in the earlier years. However afforestation at a level of 7,000 ha is below the most modest targets and in reality is not sufficient to sustain the sector into the future. It represents the lowest level of afforestation in over 20 years and would indicate that some fundamental issues, mainly external, are at play.  

ECONOMIC BENEFITS

Much has been written and said about the economic and societal benefits of afforestation, especially given the immediate environmental and energy issues in modern society and the consequent challenges for policy makers. Previous reports i.e. Bacon in 2004 [A Review and Appraisal of Ireland’s Forestry Development Strategy], have outlined the economic benefits which accrue from the sector. Figures have been produced which calculate the value of the sector on a composite basis. The direct and indirect contribution to the economy has been calculated at €1.6 billion. Directly and indirectly some 16,000 jobs are dependent on the sector. Any manufacturing sector needs a pipeline of raw material into the future and it is self evident that if plantings fall below a certain threshold the future growth potential of the industry will be undermined. 

All these arguments are entirely relevant and reasonable and are widely accepted. While it is not within my terms of reference to focus on these in any detail, they have continued to become more important and form a very important backdrop to any debate on forestry policy in this country. 

It is clear that forestry has a role in the climate change agenda; however that role needs to be more clearly defined and articulated.  Within agriculture, forestry has a unique role as a carbon sink. Net sequestration by the Kyoto-eligible forests (those planted from 1990 to date) currently amounts to circa 2.1 million tonnes of CO2 equivalent per annum. 
Government commitment to the national forestry strategy is reiterated in the National Climate Change Strategy (NCCS) 2007 to 2012.  The key role played by forestry in addressing climate change directly (through sequestration) and indirectly (through the displacement of fossil fuel) is recognised in the NCCS.  Forest sinks account for a significant share (2.08 million tonnes) of the total (8.66 million tonnes) contribution to emission reduction among the existing measures employed for achieving Kyoto compliance.  However, to ensure that forestry continues to act as a positive sink into the long term requires an afforestation programme of at least 10,000 ha per annum out to 2035.

The potential for wood fuel to displace fossil fuel, particularly in the generation of heat, is noted.  The NCCS states that:  “By far the largest and most readily available biomass resource currently available is from the national forest estate, in the form of thinnings.”

It is also important to note that there has been a change within the profile of private afforestation. In the 1990s much of it involved larger holdings and was part of investment projects by investment funds, or by individual farmers independent of their main enterprise.  The effect of this change can be seen in the figures concerning the size of plantations (see Appendix 1).

RELATIVITY WITH OTHER SCHEMES

Government policy in relation to forestry has not stood still and there have been revisions and adjustments to the support regime in the context of the National Development Plan.  A number of initiatives have been taken to make the offering of supports more attractive and competitive. These include the option of stacking under the Single Payment Regime, the introduction of FEPS [Forest Environment Protection Scheme] which was specifically designed to level the playing pitch with REPS and to position it more strongly as part of the environmental agenda. Judged in that context the package of supports is indeed attractive and most people involved in the sector recognise that FEPS is a reasonable effort to put forestry on a level footing and to create a synergy with REPS. Feedback from surveys carried out by Teagasc would support this view.  A very important positive point in the current climate is that demand for timber is buoyant and in current circumstances, it is possible to generate a margin from first thinnings, which has not always been the case.

The support scheme for forestry is a classical scheme in that it is demand driven. In other words the level of expenditure is determined by the level of demand. In most years, though there have been exceptions, the budget has been adequate to allow applicants to be confident that they will be accepted, provided they are compliant. It is also incontestable that the Exchequer has spent considerable resources, at increasing levels, on the programme over the years.

TABLE 3

Exchequer spend on forest premiums in the past 10 years [Source, DAFF]

	Year
	Premiums €m
	Payments eligible 

for EAGGF co-funding at 75%

1998-2006

Payments no longer co-funded

	1998
	20.6
	

	1999
	27.7
	

	2000
	29.6
	

	2001
	42.4
	

	2002
	48.0
	

	2003
	49.3
	

	2004
	54.1
	

	2005
	58.1
	

	2006
	60.0
	

	2007
	70.3
	


COMPETITION WITH OTHER SCHEMES/OPTIONS

However the scheme does have to compete with other support measures open to farmers and in that sense the Exchequer is competing with itself.  The success of REPS sets out the dilemma very clearly. While competition between schemes may seem strange it is not unique and the same argument could be made in relation to a number of other measures. For example, Compensatory Allowances are paid up to a maximum of 45 hectares.  For farms of 45 hectares or less, taking land out for forestry would mean that there are less  hectares available for compensatory allowance, the payment reducing by the number of hectares planted. 

The overall schemes environment is dynamic and changes can have knock-on effects.  It is likely that the recently introduced Suckler Cow Welfare Premium, offering €80 to €82 per cow up to a maximum of 100 cows will impact on a farmer’s consideration of forestry as an option.

Nevertheless the forestry sector is unique in that it is totally grant driven and without grant support it is doubtful whether any afforestation would take place. A consequence of that is a phenomenon where the sector is grant- centric and the range of interests dependent on the grant process is also unique and extensive. This in turn has put a very strong focus on the day to day operation of the grant schemes.   

In any review of targets it is important to highlight the fact that a decision to convert a parcel of land or a farm to a forest is not a decision taken in isolation but is based on a variety of factors, family and personal circumstances as well as the relative attraction of premiums available. Regardless of the circumstances it is a major long term decision, which is irreversible and removes other options for land use. It very often has implications not just for the generation which is undertaking the planting programme, the real beneficiaries or otherwise of the decision could be the next generation. More than any other farming enterprise it can have an impact on neighbours and or a locality. Farmers can only be expected to take decisions which are in their own economic interest. Data from surveys by Teagasc and elsewhere indicates that a decision to afforest is appropriate in particular circumstances, relating to the situation on the farm and in the farm family. These circumstances cover both economic and personal.

The level of applications needs to be considered in that context and against that background. Therefore a level of fall-out in applications is not entirely unexpected. However a fall out level, which can be as high as 50% ,is not a positive or encouraging indicator to put it mildly. It might be more appropriate in certain instances to consider an application as an expression of interest, especially when some applications are not submitted directly by the landowner themselves. Surveys conducted by Teagasc have identified certain factors such as the long term nature of afforestation, doubts about land title etc. which cause applications to be withdrawn or suspended.  It would seem from these surveys that a number of these applications were premature or should not have been submitted until certain issues were resolved.

This is not to imply that there is anything wrong with the system of submitting applications; given the nature of an afforestation project it is sensible that assessment companies are involved at an early stage. However it can cloud the picture in 

establishing the real level of interest. The system is also unusual in that the window for planting can be relatively short and creates an in-built pressure on the approval process. It is also noticeable that the big volume of applications comes from applications ranging between 10 and 30 ha. There is evidence that new technology has allowed the planting season to be extended. It is also evident that the drop in applications has created a less structured pattern of business for the assessment companies and has caused difficulties for the different players in the industry.

ISSUES

In my discussions with the various interests and in reviewing various submissions a number of common themes emerged as to why targets for afforestation were not being met.

These include:

1  The value of land 

2  The need for land for farming purposes

3  Historical negative attitudes to forestry

4  Environmental conditions attached to afforestation

5 Requirement to reafforest

6  Processing of applications

7  Upper and lower limits under FEPS

8  Relativity with REPS

9  Inadequate promotion of forestry as an option

10  Lack of a Forest Culture

11 Green Payment

This list is not in order of priority; the order changed depending on the interest group involved.

Land Price

The value of land has grown significantly in recent years. The obvious barometer of this is recorded land prices (see Table 4). Another critical indicator is the level of land sale which continues at a very low and indeed a declining rate (see Table 5). It has been strongly expressed  that afforestation can have the effect of devaluing the land asset, relative to other land use options certainly in the short term.

The implementation of the Single Payment System in 2003 had been expected to free up land and indeed this had been anticipated in the Bacon Report. Equally the availability of stacking of payments had been expected to give a big boost to forestry as an option.  In reality this has not happened. For a variety of reasons e.g. implications of Nitrates Directive, new buoyancy in certain sectors e.g. cereals and dairying, there is a big demand for land for what might be regarded as traditional farming. The price of land has also impacted on the interest of investment companies in afforestation. The same point arises in relation to Coillte, which has been referred to earlier. The central point is that acquiring land for conversion to forestry at current values may not be the best option from an economic or opportunity cost perspective. This is best exemplified by the price of conacre, which is almost as high now as before 2003 (see Table 6). Most commentators would argue that there is adequate suitable land for afforestation, the pool of land could be as high as 500,000ha.  In a nutshell the price of land is a major inhibiting factor.

TABLE 4

Average Price of a hectare of agricultural land.

	Year
	Average Price / hectare (€)

	1996
	6,474

	1997
	6,888

	1998
	8,539

	1999
	10,577

	2000
	12,651

	2001
	13,620

	2002
	13,811

	2003
	13,945

	2004
	15,352

	2005
	17,318


[Source – CSO data]

TABLE 5

 Land Transactions
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[Source Coillte]

TABLE 6

Cost of Conacre for Years 2000 to 2006

	Year
	Cost (€)

	2000
	269

	2001
	257

	2002
	254

	2003
	253

	2004
	246

	2005
	238

	2006
	240


[Source Teagasc]

Attitudes

It is certainly the case that forestry has suffered from a negative image in terms of land use. It has traditionally been seen as suitable for bad or marginal land and in that sense, a departure from traditional agriculture. While there may well be a residual of negative attitudes in certain quarters there is no real evidence that it is a significant factor. The evidence would suggest that most landowners are capable of looking at forestry as an option based on facts and of the economics of their own situation. At a certain point in time a number of commercial farmers got involved purely on an investment basis.

In fact there is little or no evidence of negative attitudes or regrets on the part of those who have taken up afforestation as an option. Despite that and the fact that 12,000 farmers are involved in the sector it is clear that it has proved extremely difficult to establish and foster a forestry culture. While this was never going to be achieved overnight the lack of progress on this front is disappointing. There is not a strong management focus among forest owners.

Environment

Environmental considerations such as acid-sensitive regions, the impact on wildlife e.g. hen harrier, freshwater pearl mussel have drawn scathing criticism from those involved in the forestry sector.  The pressure from the European Commission in this area has been intense and has highlighted the complexity of the relationship between afforestation and the environment.

The debate has been quite divisive and the absence of sufficient hard scientific data has not helped matters. Ironically it has been argued that the compensation package for the hen harrier in designated areas is overly attractive relative to forestry.

Environmental considerations have become a much bigger influence on agricultural policy and the practice of farming generally. The positive side of this is that respect for the rural environment has provided a strong basis for continued support and funding for the Common Agricultural Policy. Equally it has provided an attractive menu of environmental based supports for farmers. In that context, it should be expected that afforestation, provided it is carried out sensibly, would fit naturally with the environment agenda. Against that it is also to be expected that issues around the natural habitat, wildlife etc. would in the main arise on marginal land on which forestry is an attractive option.  

Most of the environmental conditions arise from EU Directives and in themselves are based on sound principles in regard to good water quality, protection of natural habitats and wildlife.   However it is obvious that the application of the Directives has been pursued quite aggressively by the European Commission.  The relevant Directives are: 79/409/EEC (‘Birds’ Directive), 85/337/EEC (Environmental Impact Assessment Directive, as amended), 92/43/EEC (‘Habitats’ Directive) and 2001/42/EC (Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive). There is a growing body of hard case law in relation to the environment and afforestation too, including the European Court of Justice Judgement, C-392/96 which led to S.I. No. 538 of 2001 which seems to have caused particular difficulty.

The Water Framework Directive (WFD) was adopted in 2000 (Directive 2000/60/EC) and requires governments to manage their waters to ensure that (a) ‘high status’ of waters, where it exists, is maintained, (b) deterioration in the existing status of waters is prevented and (c) ‘good status’ is at least achieved by 2015.  Eight River Basin District (RBD) Boards have been established on the island of Ireland to prepare and implement river basin management plans based on water catchments.  The overall objective of river basin projects is to establish an integrated monitoring and management system for all waters within a RBD, to develop a dynamic programme of management measures and to produce a River Basin Management Plan, which will be continually updated.  As part of this preparation work, research and monitoring is underway to gauge the impact of various activities on water bodies, including agriculture, forestry, abstractions, waste-water and industrial discharges, etc.

The work on forestry is concentrating on possible sedimentation, acidification and eutrophication impacts.  The overall objective is to assess the potential impact of afforestation and forest operations on water quality in river, lake, transitional and coastal water bodies and to develop a risk assessment methodology to allow further characterisation at national level and to inform and develop a suitable Programme of Measures to achieve compliance with the WFD.  The main outputs from the work underway will be an updated acid-sensitive areas map, a potential forestry eutrophication map, a potential forestry sedimentation map and a register of potential dangerous substances.

In fairness the National Parks and Wildlife Service has been confronted by the implementation of a series of Directives and the consequences of the outcome of these infringement proceedings. Rightly or wrongly a perception has been created that wildlife/ environmental considerations are hostile to afforestation. The application of the precautionary principle, which to a certain extent arises from a lack of hard scientific data, has made the situation more difficult. A good amount of useful research has been done by COFORD, but even within that it is clear that the data is not sufficient and that further study is needed.

Problems have arisen emanating from a degree of confusion, a lack of clarity on prior conditions and a view that procedures are not entirely consistent. There is evidence that despite a considerable degree of contact and the use of working groups, procedures between the Forest Service and the National Parks and Wildlife Service are more complicated than they need be.  The reality is that EU Directives have to be observed and there is no basis for arguing for the primacy of one Service over the other. It is also incontestable that afforestation as currently practised meets the highest standards from an ecological and environmental point of view. It seems that the precautionary principle has been used as a fall back for inadequate data and the only way out of the dilemma is to build an adequate bank of data and scientific information. It is to be hoped that surveys which are being done in the context of the Water Framework Directive may bring some clarity to the situation.

All of this has led to an association of regulatory burden and while all of this has sound legal and public policy logic, it has created a negative image and has obfuscated other more fundamental problems.  It has created a defensive mentality within the sector. It is instructive that the requirement arising from the aforementioned S.I. 538 of 2001 that plantings in excess of 50 ha must have an EIA assessment has seen the end of applications above that level. 

Re-afforestation

The requirement to re-afforest is a long standing one and is justified on the basis that having afforested at a significant cost to the taxpayer large scale deforestation should not be allowed. Most observers recognise that it is a blunt instrument and it creates a view that afforestation can only be done in perpetuity.  It has served to accentuate the land value argument. There is a case for relaxation based on clear guidelines and criteria, which is accepted by policy makers. This requires a legislative amendment.

Processing of Applications

The speed and efficiency of the processing of applications is a critical issue. It is fair to say that the Forest Service has  made strenuous efforts to improve the efficiency of the system and the arrival of the IFORIS system had been a big benefit. There is reason to believe that further benefits can be achieved from this technology as regards delivering on-line services.  It is generally accepted that once an application gets onto the system after approval the system is quite efficient. It has also been acknowledged that the processing arrangements are becoming more efficient. However the difficulties seem to arise in the earlier part of the process where referrals on environmental or other consideration arise.  It is recognised that there is a legal requirement for many of these referrals and that the Forest Service is simply respecting legal requirements.

However there is no consistent pattern for giving a decision and in reality objections are raised in a relatively low number. Resources are not being used to best effect and there is a case for improving processes and procedures between the Forest Service and the National Parks and Wildlife Service. It has caused frustration among applicants and is not conducive to encouraging applications. 
Balance Between FEPS and REPS

REPS and FEPS have to be considered in tandem and the reality is that forestry is in competition with REPS which is a highly attractive scheme with 60,000 participants. Given its popularity it is not surprising that any measure will struggle to compete with REPS. Therefore FEPS has to be competitive in all respects on an on-going basis. It has been suggested that the 8 ha minimum area under FEPS is too onerous in certain parts of the country, especially in the western counties. On the other end of the scale it has been argued that the 40 ha limit prevents some larger farms from exploiting the forestry option on extra land. At the time of writing it is clear that this argument has been accepted.

Promotion of Forestry

The question of promoting forestry frequently arises and various ideas have come forward as to the kind of structure best suited to promotion and on whose shoulders it should fall. Promotional bodies are not unusual and very often are funded by producer levies. There have been suggestions of a Forest Agency, though the role of such a body has not been clearly articulated. In any case there is concern within Government about an explosion in recent years in the number of agencies. Many of the newly established agencies are regulatory rather than promotional or developmental, which is not the issue in this case. There is also the issue that within Government there is currently an initiative to reduce the number of agencies. Therefore there is unlikely to be an appetite to create a new one.

However there is a point of substance. The forest sector is fragmented and inherently inward-looking.  There is a strong inter-dependence which does not seem to be recognised or to work in practice. There is very little linkage between the grower and the market, which is contrary to a strategy for any productive sector. The length of time it takes a forest to come to maturity is an obvious explanation, but it is not the full story. Many owners are content to leave the forests to themselves. There is a need to promote the sector more effectively, to bring more cohesion as well as encouraging a wider and deeper forest culture in this country.  There is currently a Forestry Liaison Group in place and clearly this needs to be built upon.

Forest Culture

A major problem is the absence of any discernable forest management culture. This may be explained by the fact that much of the activity has been grant driven. The relatively low level of forestry in the country historically is also an obvious reason. However there is a serious issue as regards the management of private forests, especially as regards thinning and ensuring that the best economic return from the asset on maturity.  Data from the National Forest Inventory indicates that some 60% of our forest stock is less than 20 years old and that proper first thinning is a major challenge. If this is not done then many owners could suffer economically which, will create a negative impression. It is remarkable that there is very little emphasis on timber markets or values. Therefore a mind-set needs to be created that afforestation is an investment as distinct from joining a scheme.

Green Payment

A very strong case was made by the IFA for a green payment, which would be a reward for the environmental and non-timber benefits of forestry.  Such a payment would make afforestation very attractive and would bring it to the centre of the environmental and climate change agenda. Obviously any such payment would have cost implications [€250 a hectare has been mentioned] and as such is not strictly in the terms of reference. However the main difficulty arises in having such a payment in isolation, without having a more clear view as to the ownership of carbon credits from forestry. Given the initiative from the European Union to substantially reduce carbon emissions the entire balance within the agriculture sector, and in wider industry, needs to be thoroughly considered.  For example it may be possible for forestry to be considered as part of a tailored package involving carbon credits and carbon emissions.. More clarity needs to be brought to where forestry sits in the wider carbon balance equation.

Conclusions

There are some serious obstacles which militate against the uptake of forestry as an option on many farms. Many of these arise from factors affecting agriculture and the wider economy. The price of land and the  buoyancy in certain sectors are very real issues. It is also very exposed to the relative attractiveness of other premiums and support schemes. Therefore increasing the annual level of afforestation to a level of 10,000 hectares is not an easy task. Fundamental to this are the following:

[a] Having the support regime as attractive as possible relative to other options;

[b] Having an efficient and customer friendly regime for the processing of applications;

[c] Having the necessary flexibility within the support schemes to attract the maximum level of potential applicants;

[d] Putting better structures in place to encourage a more positive disposition to forestry;

[e] Bringing the maximum clarity to the role of forestry in what is admittedly an evolving situation on climate change;

Recommendations

The following recommendations are informed by the conclusions set out above.

1 There should be an immediate review of processes between the Forest Service and National Parks and Wildlife with a view to eliminating duplication and unnecessary referrals. Clear protocols and time-frames between the two services should be put in place as a matter of urgency.

2 The Forest Service should acquire additional expertise in regard to ecological issues and avoid the referral of a large proportion of cases.

3 An Appeals System should be put in place with immediate effect, either within the existing Departmental Appeals system or separately.

4 An on-going survey should be carried out by the Forest Service to establish the reasons for withdrawals of applications.

5 Any scope to further front load the premium should be exploited, with a view to overcoming concerns about land values.

6 The distinction between farmers and non-farmers in the context of the Support Schemes should be reviewed.

7 There is clearly an absence of hard data on a number of the environmental issues. Forestry interests have argued that they are unfairly targeted.  The sector itself should assemble as much scientific data as possible. COFORD should give priority to these issues in its programme of activities.

8 A greater emphasis should be given to achieving a balanced approach on a regional basis where environmental considerations arise. A decision to afforest should not always be a simple yes or no, especially in the context of acid sensitive soils.

9 The absolute requirement to re-afforest should be amended in legislation. There should be clarity in whatever amendment is provided.

10 The balance between REPS and FEPS is critical. The lower limit of 8 ha in FEPS should be reduced and the upper limit of 40ha extended on a scaled basis.

11 An assurance should be given that FEPS will be continued for the lifetime of REPS.

12 Heretofore the programme has been operated on a national basis. There is certainly a case for having a more targeted strategy. Access and tourist benefits are more appropriate to some parts of the country than others. This implies a wider menu of grant options, especially between timber and recreational.

13 There is a case for the European Union to review its approach to afforestation. Some Member States are adequately afforested, while others such as Ireland are below average.

14 Coillte should consider using a proportion of its profits to fund afforestation in lieu of paying a dividend to the Government.

15 A Forestry Council should be established. Such an entity should be representative of the total sector with a balance in favour of practitioners in the sector. The Council would be non-statutory and  should be mandated to generate a stronger forest culture, represent the totality of views in the sector and formulate views on  promotional initiatives.  It should inter-act with COFORD on its research activities.

16 A review of promotional strategies and initiatives should be carried out.

17 Bord na Mona should be facilitated in converting a proportion of cut-away bog to forestry, through the BOGFOR Scheme.                                                . 

18 Greater clarity needs to be given to the role of forestry in regard to the climate change agenda, particularly as regards the wider carbon balance equation. 

Appendix 1 

 Average Size of Plantations 1996-2007
	 
	1996
	Private Only
	 
	 
	
	1997
	Public and Private
	 
	 
	 
	1998
	Public and Private
	 
	 

	AREA
	NO.
	HA
	Total area
	Cases
	
	NO.
	HA
	Total area
	Cases
	 
	NO.
	HA
	Total area
	Cases

	 
	 
	 
	%
	%
	
	 
	 
	%
	%
	 
	 
	 
	%
	%

	<2
	209
	259.02
	1.56
	12.37
	
	243
	226.13
	1.98
	17.87
	 
	172
	174.04
	1.35
	13.79

	>2 <=4
	338
	987.36
	5.96
	20.01
	
	287
	836.61
	7.31
	21.10
	 
	201
	599.52
	4.64
	16.12

	>4 <=6
	255
	1236.58
	7.47
	15.10
	
	203
	989.82
	8.65
	14.93
	 
	178
	868.99
	6.72
	14.27

	>6 <=10
	369
	2890.50
	17.46
	21.85
	
	275
	2105.70
	18.40
	20.22
	 
	257
	1993.68
	15.42
	20.61

	>10 <=20
	337
	4638.73
	28.02
	19.95
	
	214
	2907.43
	25.41
	15.74
	 
	291
	4056.00
	31.37
	23.34

	>20 <=50
	156
	4602.57
	27.80
	9.24
	
	127
	3708.89
	32.41
	9.34
	 
	123
	3654.60
	28.27
	9.86

	>50 <=100
	21
	1484.98
	8.97
	1.24
	
	11
	669.18
	5.85
	0.81
	 
	24
	1473.83
	11.40
	1.92

	>100
	4
	455.92
	2.75
	0.24
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	 
	1
	107.78
	0.83
	0.08

	TOTAL
	1689
	16555.65
	100
	100
	
	1360
	11443.76
	100
	100
	 
	1247
	12928.44
	100
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	1999
	Public and Private
	 
	 
	
	2000
	Public and Private
	 
	 
	
	2001
	Public and Private
	 
	 

	AREA
	NO.
	HA
	Total area
	Cases
	
	NO.
	HA
	Total area
	Cases
	
	NO.
	HA
	Total area
	Cases

	 
	 
	 
	%
	%
	
	 
	 
	%
	%
	
	 
	 
	%
	%

	<2
	130
	153.39
	1.21
	10.41
	
	118
	156.50
	1.00
	7.96
	
	109
	141.06
	0.91
	7.57

	>2 <=4
	238
	691.53
	5.46
	19.06
	
	237
	716.83
	4.57
	15.99
	
	223
	681.01
	4.40
	15.5

	>4 <=6
	189
	923.73
	7.29
	15.13
	
	204
	1032.24
	6.58
	13.77
	
	200
	1003.15
	6.49
	13.9

	>6 <=10
	267
	2044.13
	16.14
	21.38
	
	359
	2813.45
	17.92
	24.22
	
	325
	2616.60
	16.92
	22.59

	>10 <=20
	278
	3849.02
	30.38
	22.26
	
	385
	5380.36
	34.28
	25.98
	
	418
	5867.69
	37.95
	29.05

	>20 <=50
	129
	3729.99
	29.44
	10.33
	
	169
	5039.46
	32.11
	11.40
	
	149
	4295.88
	27.78
	10.35

	>50 <=100
	17
	1045.19
	8.25
	1.36
	
	10
	557.09
	3.55
	0.67
	
	15
	858.28
	5.55
	1.04

	>100
	1
	231.00
	1.82
	0.08
	
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	TOTAL
	1249
	12667.98
	100
	100
	
	1482
	15695.93
	100
	100
	
	1439
	15463.67
	100
	100

	 
	2002
	Public and Private
	 
	 
	
	2003
	Public and Private
	 
	 
	
	2004
	Public and Private
	 
	 

	AREA
	NO.
	HA
	Total area
	Cases
	
	NO.
	HA
	Total area
	Cases
	
	NO.
	HA
	Total area
	Cases

	 
	 
	 
	%
	%
	
	 
	 
	%
	%
	
	 
	 
	%
	%

	<=2
	163
	212.33
	1.41
	10.49
	
	108
	141.12
	1.55
	10.53
	
	148
	183.60
	1.89
	13.04

	>2 <=4
	239
	714.47
	4.75
	15.38
	
	194
	591.61
	6.50
	18.91
	
	203
	605.50
	6.22
	17.89

	>4 <=6
	217
	1075.63
	7.15
	13.96
	
	155
	765.48
	8.41
	15.11
	
	177
	868.75
	8.92
	15.59

	>6 <=10
	396
	3098.54
	20.58
	25.48
	
	223
	1740.77
	19.13
	21.73
	
	252
	1958.65
	20.11
	22.20

	>10 <=20
	383
	5408.06
	35.93
	24.65
	
	264
	3607.51
	39.65
	25.73
	
	275
	3882.19
	39.86
	24.23

	>20 <=50
	150
	4211.19
	27.97
	9.653
	
	82
	2251.23
	24.74
	7.99
	
	80
	2239.92
	23.00
	7.05

	>50 <=100
	6
	333.42
	2.21
	0.39
	
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	>100
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00

	TOTAL
	1554
	15053.64
	100
	100
	
	1026
	9097.72
	100
	100
	
	1135
	9738.61
	100
	100

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	2005
	Public and Private
	 
	 
	
	2006
	Public and Private
	 
	 
	
	
	
	
	

	AREA
	NO.
	HA
	Total area
	Cases
	
	NO.
	HA
	Total area
	Cases
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	%
	%
	
	 
	 
	%
	%
	
	
	
	
	

	<=2
	142
	185.60
	1.84
	11.54
	
	135
	178.56
	2.22
	13.31
	
	
	
	
	

	>2 <=4
	243
	707.21
	7.00
	19.74
	
	195
	575.99
	7.17
	19.23
	
	
	
	
	

	>4 <=6
	231
	1160.17
	11.49
	18.77
	
	161
	798.11
	9.93
	15.88
	
	
	
	
	

	>6 <=10
	285
	2232.10
	22.11
	23.15
	
	246
	1,906.16
	23.72
	24.26
	
	
	
	
	

	>10 <=20
	242
	3378.16
	33.46
	19.66
	
	225
	3,088.81
	38.43
	22.19
	
	
	
	
	

	>20 <=50
	88
	2432.77
	24.10
	7.15
	
	52
	1,489.01
	18.53
	5.13
	
	
	
	
	

	>50 <=100
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	
	
	
	
	

	>100
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	0.00
	
	0
	0
	0.00
	0.00
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	1231
	10096.01
	100
	100
	
	1,014
	8,036.64
	100
	100
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