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I should like to begin this statement by thanking all those who have contributed to the 
discussion and by definition, also say how disappointed I am that some Councils 
have elected not to take part, in particular The Borders and Highland Councils, both 
of whom have a high percentage of land taken up with Forestry.  
Whilst this is regrettable, I’m confident that I have enough background information to 
formulate a meaningful response.  
As this statement must be limited in terms of its length, it may assist the Committee 
if, at this stage, I immediately recognise, accept and agree with the good practices 
referred to by many of the respondents, in particular:- 

 The existence and work done by the Strategic Timber Transport Group and 
Fund, 

 The Regional Timber Transport Groups and Timber Transport Forums 

 The introduction of Agreed Route Maps1 for timber transport, softer tyre 
pressures and suspension systems on vehicles. 

In acknowledging the good working practices, liaison between groups and not least 
the funding for special projects/road schemes provided by the Strategic Transport 
Fund I can hopefully concentrate on what I perceive to be the crux of the issue, that 
of voluntary regulation v mandatory regulation and why I see the need for the latter. 
 

Voluntary v Statutory Regulation- 

Whilst I found most responses interesting and informative, they were also just a little 
predictable. Almost all respondents went out of their way to explain their good 
practices but few, if any, described what happens when things go wrong, almost 
dodging the issue entirely. This may be because they are well drilled in that they’re 
members of the various Timber Transport Groups but there may also have been just 
a hint of interference from the Scottish Government. In a written response from the 
Cabinet Secretary to Emma Harper MSP, to which I’ve been privy, the minister 
remarked that “responses thus far have not supported the aim of Mr Munn’s petition”, 
which suggests the cabinet office is keeping a watchful eye on the content of 
responses. I can’t but help notice that some of the responses appear to be uncannily 
similar; perhaps their authors have been influenced by others, a form of collaborative 
approach possibly? Not unsurprisingly therefore, most respondents seem keen to 
preserve the status quo; they see little to be gained from additional or further 
regulation. But noticeably, they do not explain why they are against a statutory code 
and thus, in my view, their stance adds little to the debate!  

So what does the voluntary code mean in practice? For me it means that some, 
albeit a minority, of private forest owners and hauliers spoil things for the majority. 
Included within that majority are the Forestry Commission, Local Authorities, private 
companies and the general public because they all suffer when the voluntary code is 
not adhered to. Even if the voluntary code, to which most if not all Councils ascribe, 
worked well for 99% of the time that still means 6,000 lorry movements per year 
would fall outside the code. This presents a significant problem to local communities 
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in view of the volume of timber being extracted, which, according to the 
Governments own figures are likely to grow substantially by 2035.  

Generally speaking, self-regulation does not work because there are too many 
vested interests; those that gain at the expense of others who, more often than not, 
are local communities, those that live adjacent to our forests or in the towns and 
villages through which the timber trucks pass. When Councils such as East Ayrshire 
report, “the timber extraction company, Forest Enterprise, has not been 
prepared to accept liability for repair of this damage2,” in one of their documents 
referring to a damaged road, we know that relationships are not quite right and that 
friction undoubtedly exists between the two. 

Worryingly, I understand this is the same company as that extracting timber near 
Cairnryan. The exit route for the timber is not shown on the Agreed Routes Map 
which demonstrates companies can choose to ignore it! Certainly Dumfries and 
Galloway Council recognise the problem; in the Wigtown Area Committee report 
dated May 2016, the Roads Manager stated, “There is not a statutory requirement 
for timber hauliers/managers to contact the Roads Authority and although it is 
accepted as good practice by the timber industry there are occasions when this has 
not been carried out. This inconsistency of approach is recognised by the forest 
industry and was highlighted at the recent biennial National Timber Transport 
Conference on 10 March 2016.3” This regrettably means that whilst Council’s and 
the industry are well aware of the problem, both are impotent when it comes to 
enforcement! 

In another document, this time published by the Borders Council, came the following 
statement from a Timber Transport Officer representing the Timber Transport Forum 
who made reference to the neighbouring Council, Dumfries and Galloway.  

The statement read,” Dumfries and Galloway Council had recently tried to claim 
compensation for damage to their road network and had not succeeded 
because they were unable to prove the damage was caused by timber 
transportation4.”  

No further details were provided, but if that statement is true, it suggests that if a 
Council cannot win such a case then what chance has an individual or community? 
Further, if the relationships within the Timber Transport Groups are as cosy as some 
respondents argue, then why would there be a need for pursuing a claim? 

If nothing else, the account above demonstrates that the damage caused by timber 
haulage is real and that a claim for compensation will only be fruitful if supported by 
hard evidence, perhaps video or other photographic evidence? However, whether 
such proof would be admissible in court is quite another matter. 

Many of the petition responses refer to the Strategic Timber Transport Groups and 
Strategic Timber Transport Fund (STTF) and how the latter, together with cash 
injections from Local Authorities/Councils are helping to transform the Agreed 
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Routes Network. Any help to improve our roads should be welcomed and I applaud 
the Scottish Government for making funds available. But I can’t help wondering why 
cash strapped Councils should have to part fund this work; the STTF will only 
contribute a maximum 50% leaving Council to find 50%+ in all cases. This is money 
that most people would argue should be spent elsewhere, especially in view of the 
fact that contributions from the timber hauliers and forest owners have been notable 
by their absence! It is after all, they who gain most from the improved road networks 
yet it appears they pay nothing towards their upkeep! If the article in the Hawick 
News is to be believed as reported in August 2016, “the timber transport sector, 
which is worth around £50 million per year to the Scottish economy and 
supports around 1,200 full time jobs, makes no direct financial contribution to 
the repair of roads”5. 

It is also interesting, unless I am mistaken, that there has not been a response from 
the timber haulage industry itself. Is it because timber haulage companies know the 
law is on their side and accordingly continue to exercise their right [as they see it] 
to utilise roads which are inherently unfit for purpose? They are, as the committee 
will know, protected by the Road Traffic Act which means they are free to use all 
roads save for those with width or weight restrictions imposed on them. An example 
of this exists at Claddyburn Terrace, Cairnryan where timber trucks exit on to the 
A77, a route most people would argue is wholly unsuitable. Such poor decision 
making occurs regularly throughout Scotland and is no doubt driven by profitability 
rather than a concern for local communities. 

Hopefully the owner of the property shown in the photo below is well insured against 
‘demolition by a timber truck’ as it would be rare indeed for a haulage contractor to 
willingly volunteer to effect repairs! 
 

 Source – Highland News 24/5/156 
 

If all forest owners and hauliers did in fact dip into their pockets and paid towards the 
upkeep of the roads, then I could see the argument for statutory regulation would be 
less clear, save for a commitment to liaise with communities and an agreement to 
repair damage to any property caused by their activities before any works begin. 
However, as this is generally not the case, is it not  fair and reasonable to ensure 
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that the perpetrators of the damage should be forced to make a contribution to 
repairs, that is, over and above the normal heavy goods vehicle (HGV) road tax? 

Whilst I acknowledge that owners of these 44 tonne HGV’s pay road tax at a 
proportionately higher rate than car owners, I’m equally sure the latter don’t cause 
proportionately the same amount of damage, so asking the hauliers to pay a little 
more is, on balance, an equitable arrangement. I should add that I am not proposing 
a hike in HGV road tax because this would be unfair on other road hauliers. But 
perhaps worthy of consideration is a levy on the forest owners and/or hauliers. This 
could be set aside to be used for road repairs and other damage should any occur.  

In the event that no damage is caused then the cash can be returned in full. This, 
coupled with a commitment to liaise with local communities could become an 
integral part of the Felling Licence i.e. no agreement equals no licence.  

Local Authorities could hold the forest owners ‘deposit’ until the end of operations 
and return the funds in full or in part according to whether any damage has been 
reported. Surely this is a far more sensible approach than trying to cajole private 
companies into making a payment or into creating an extra passing place or two! 
Certainly, had such a scheme as that described above been in operation during the 
extraction from the Glaik, the forest which sparked my concerns some 2-3 years ago, 
it is likely that this petition would never have been born! I’m sure the residents of 
Cairnryan would equally welcome such an arrangement as it would give the 
Community Council greater say over what is permitted and what is not.  

Let’s turn now to the Scottish Government submission.  

It is clear the SG recognise that the Forestry Industry is an important and growing 
contributor to the Scottish economy, important enough to warrant the introduction a 
new Forestry Bill. So, if they see good reason to regulate and oversee the activities 
of the industry, why would they not consider the inclusion of timber transport as an 
integral part of that Bill? It is after all an integral part of the industry! 

It is absolutely vital they do so because the industry has been shown as either not 
being able or not being willing to self-regulate despite many years in which to do so; 
the need for proper, enforceable regulation is unquestionable.  

That does not mean the legislation has to be over prescriptive and therefore 
restrictive, but it does mean that robust, sensible regulation will allow and enable our 
roads to be kept safe for all road users. 

Whilst my suggestions may seem a little draconian to those in the timber industry, 
perhaps we should remember that many years ago few people would have 
supported a law designed to curb drink driving or to enforce the wearing of seat belts 
yet now we wouldn’t dream of drink driving or   not buckling-up!  

In those days the unacceptable behaviour of a minority caused the law to be 
changed and similar parallels can be drawn with the Timber Transport Industry today 
i.e. a minority of forest owners/ hauliers who won’t put their house in order spoil it for 
the majority who do the job properly and follow the voluntary code to the letter! 

 



CONCLUSIONS- 

Clearly the current situation cannot be allowed to go on; it is inherently unfair and the 
laissez-faire attitude hitherto shown by the Government must cease; it should now 
take the bold step of including timber transport within the new Forestry and Land Use 
[Scotland] Bill because it will give much needed protection to our rural communities 
as well as protecting the local environment for future generations. Regrettably, 
Cabinet Minister Fergus Ewing, MSP takes a different view; in his response to Emma 
Harper MSP, he indicated that he has no plans to include timber transport in the bill 
or review the current voluntary agreements between producers and local authorities. 
That is indeed a shame because I believe he will regret that decision and more 
importantly, so will those who reside in rural communities where forestry is prolific 
i.e. almost a fifth of Scotland’s land mass. 

When we consider that current timber production stands at 7.5 million tonnes 
annually, but is projected to reach 10 million tonnes by 2030 we know that the 
industry will become a ‘monster’. Couple this with the fact that Audit Scotland 
deems only 60% of rural roads as in a reasonable or good condition, it will be 
interesting to see how the Minister plans to square that particular circle, especially 
when his colleague, Environment Minister Dr Aileen McLeod MSP seems to support 
protection for our rural communities. She states, “One of the primary purposes of 
the Scottish Timber Transport Scheme is to reduce both the social disruption 
of rural communities and the environmental impact of timber transport7”.  

Such a large volume of timber traffic on roads of which a maximum 60% are deemed 
in good condition must surely be a recipe for disaster. Therefore not to even consider 
legislation is, in my view, tantamount to negligence!  

Finally, I should like to draw the committee’s attention to a statement taken from the 
East Lothian response………………..                                                                                                                         

“We note that the Petitions Committee recognise that there may be an issue 
either in the absence of regulation and the impact on the environment, or both, 
and as such it seems appropriate to address such in the Forestry and Land 
Management (Scotland) Bill introduced on 10 May 2017”.  

So, whilst the minister may wish to ‘have his cake and eat it,’ I do not believe it is 
possible without him sustaining a serious bout of chronic indigestion! The 
Government now has the chance to put the Forest Industry’s ‘house in order’; to 
miss that opportunity would be a complete and utter travesty! 

I therefore reiterate that the Scottish Parliament should urge the Scottish 
Government to reconsider its position and include Confederation of Forest Industries 
(Confor) and in particular timber transport within the Forestry and Land Management 
[Scotland] Bill or other such legislation as is appropriate. 
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