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Softwood sta‘nding volume, increment and
production for Wales
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How will future timber demand be met?
IFf . N AR RO . T < TR R
®* Imports or ramped-up domestic production?

®* Recent policy has reduced productive capacity of current forest estate
(14.4% of Welsh land area)

®* Therefore, need expansion of production forest area — not being delivered

® On what land?

Ecological suitability

h * 600 m average
upper tree line

OS Landform Profile
Bl < - 600m
B 600m - 1.082m

© Crown copyright and database right 2015
An Ordnance Survey / EDINA supplied serice




Figure 7. Elevation (m) at which GYC & is predicted for Sitka spruce.
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/" * Bracken-dominated land: unproductive

2" for food or fibre

.

:"*;‘ ®* Countryside Survey (2007). > 33,000 ha 7
| (3.2% of area) of Welsh uplands

4 * Current bracken management methods
soon to be restricted

L * High potential for woodland growth
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Figure 3-24: Sheep a

Figure 3-23: Breeding ewe numbers in the LFA in Wales
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Source: Cumulus Consultants Ltd
- (2012). Changing livestock numbers in
the UK Less Favoured Areas — an
analysis of likely biodiversity
implications. Final Report to RSPB.
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s it politically feasible?
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'1,400 tree-covered farms is the real reason for
scrapping subsidies in Wales'

Proposals to Increase tree planting rates, to meet climate change targets, have alarmed the Welsh farming sector
? ’ Rural Affairs Edite
st {1 W @) @ © 2sunss € rcovmuny 2 AndesmForgravs ura s oo

*» Enter your postcode for local news and info

Wales is proposing a target of planting 66,000 hectares of trees by 2050, mostly on farmiand

» L ‘ .0.'?‘. i.‘- .?f » & . . > :



Farmers fear the need for massive tree planting initiatives, to meet Wales' hugely ambitious climate change
targets, is driving the controversial shake-up of the country’s agri funding regime.

NFU Cymru estimates 1,375 Welsh farms will need to be completely covered in trees over the next three

decades if Wales is to meet its 2050 target of reducing carbon emissions by 80%.

To help achieve tree planting rates of up to 4,000ha per year, the Welsh Government is proposing “Public

Goods" payments for land managers in its post-Brexit revamp of farm subsidies.

But the industry fears this will be at the expense of food production, which may instead be exported to

countries where costs and standards are lower.
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 Getting past “farming versus forestry” —
i f teg r d Forestry Commission Scofland

fisat Manogng your forests

Sheep and Trees

We want to help farmers keep sheep on the hills by ntegratmg trees into thes business and

increasing thedr farm viability

Must forestry be a
! permanent land use
k conversion?

Sheep and Trees s a partnershp initiabive amed at helping land managers identify the
many opportunities woodland creation can bring to support and develop ther existing farm

enterprses. The mibative 18 supported by

¢ Scottish Government's Agriculture and Rural Economy Division

* Natonal Farmers Umon Scotiand

¢ Forestry Commission Scotiand

* Nabonal Sheep Associabion (Scotland)

" or

- 5 "
B Can it be areversible

! investment component 8 AWER & RE
; ' 1

: % 9 ;.- . s
in a land use portfolio? USING TREES TO IMPROVE FARM VIABILITY



On what proportion of low-productivity pasture area
should timber plantations be established?

Fountains Real Estate



e

PAMNT
. 1

et

';-. Tiah

2 .

: ¥ AW 'y ; 55' BN 1 2 A y B
How much farmland to convert to conifer forests?
I A + DTN RGO . T TR v TR

®* Answer depends on more than just lamb versus timber

| -k

® Need evidence of impacts on whole range of other benefits to society: carbon
sequestration, flood risk, water quality, biodiversity etc. ('ecosystem services”)

®* All depends on where the forest is established, not just its area

®* Poorly captured by current “Glastir Woodland Creation - Opportunities Map”
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- ALC maps produced in 1960s
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Carbon —the big policy driver for forest expansion
G R R R T TN, L

® Benefits even greater if measure the full life cycle of food and forest products ‘
® and consequences (product substitution, displaced production) i

®* Wood fuel can substitute for fossil fuels, but far better as a structural material
to substitute for steel, concrete and plastics
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e In the rural economy: fence posts |f no competitively-priced durable wooden
fence posts, steel or concrete substitutes have far higher C footprint

®* Complex markets — poorly understood in this C context
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Life Cycle Assessment of forestry products
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ALlfe Cycle Assessment of forestry product
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Cautlon |mportance of carbon stocks N the son
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-2 Land use change effects on organlc Soil C stocks are crucial )
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Drainage of peat e

soils for forestry can A Strategic Assessment

release 0.41-1.91 t | of the Afforested Peat
Cl/halyr (mean 0.68) b, Resource in Wales

(IPCC, 2006)

But total GHG
emissions are more
for drainage under
grassland (= N.0)

Elena Vanguelova, Samantha Broadmeadow, Russell

R M s "W Anderson, %l van Yamulki, Tim Randle, Tom Nisbet *
o’ "» . i - and James Morison
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Caution: climate change X human actions leave
major uncertainties about long-term forest benefits
for carbon sequestration

, 2 - - R
g2 . _.,ﬁ\ b

. ,../%-;.»k_-_;-'- -~ & < . 2012 i
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© Wales News Tervice

Fountains Real Estate. Motive-project.net



Caution: iImpacts of tree planting on
regulation of flood risk and water quality

BT RPETA N LT ISR, T T VI L AN - JATPYER _ e e R
®* What is the evidence? — Welsh environments and institutions’ key role in major
research advances, e.g. Plymlimon, Pontbren, MULTILAND research network

2 Showmg lmportance of posmon of tree plantlng in the hlIIsIope Iandscape on
net effect

i

Trade offs - Pontbren

#WW&"?«

Habitat connectivity

Portwen (1000 ha)
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Caution: biodiversity
RGP . WM T S0 Y . W O SR,

® Biodiversity interests still a powerful lobby against commercial forestry

®* Establishing timber plantations not nearly as negative as many claim }
®* Long established that conifer forest landscapes have high biodiversity potential |

®* enhanced through appropriate management at a range of scales
———_———————ees hmmm&mwmh

4 i E—
:(‘{ &4 ' Forest Ecology |

" A P > 5 d
ﬂ\ ‘ - » ) Mane‘g&ment ‘

Forest Ecology and Management 79 (1995) 29-46

Effects of afforestation on upland plant communities
and implications for vegetation management

‘ Hilary L. Wallace “*, J.E.G. Good ®

AT PR LA\t TG

Focest Ecology and Management 79 (1995) 153- 160

The potential for biodiversity in British upland spruce forests
Philip R. Ratcliffe **, George F. Peterken "




Caution: biod‘iversity — lack of a good»evidence base
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Can we answer the questions:

®* What net effect would it have on Welsh biodiversity to convert this
land to forest?

® Curlews versus crossbills?

®* How much land would you need to convert before it would have a
detectable effect at a landscape or even national scale?
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Prevgioring

Iie 1

Envirmnmemal Satfings:
Local

3 Envirmnmemal Satfings:
Londsoopes,/seosoapes
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mﬂmimmmﬂuﬂmn oad Bi 0 Direction of chenge in the flow of the service

1990, This figure is based on information synthesized W igh T T
hﬂhlscprrand'lhﬂ habttat and ecosystem service I et - High ‘: Pﬂmwm
chapters DL:IT UK h[ATedlnlmlﬁm:sch';I |Chapters I Mediom - Low dmw:d
5-14), as as expart n. ure represants . et locations
on overview In Wales will vary regionally and D Low 3 Sumdmwim
lecalty. it will therefore olso navitobly inclede o level of + E‘m‘"m

uncertainty. Blank cells represent sarvices that are not
opplicoble o a particulor Broad Habot.




Current Glastir Woodland Creation -

Existing tree cover

Opportunities Map

Opportunity for new tree
cover

But what are the
primary ecosystem
services desired in this
area?

Maps constraints not
opportunities

Scaling criteria
inappropriate: already
relatively high tree
cover here — better
targeting activity
elsewhere?



How Ihe A e 1D
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Agroforestry option — using Biodiversity option — using Timber options — biophysical
information on existing hedgerow information on existing hedgerow variation
network network



Alpine forest analogue

®* Mosaic of open patches in forest matrix of the more natural forests in the Alps

* Clearfell patches and rides in UK plantations are a reasonable analogue
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o “A typical capercaille habit | g Jk&d

Chris Court, geograph.org.uk 8

well structured coniferous
trees of varying ages and
ground vegetation’”. Caper
Plan Switzerland. www.wal

“Large contiguous conlferous forests W|th an mtermedlate
canopy cover and well developed ground vegetation are

ngvgvtggglalcjgablaats for capercalllle in the Alps’” (www.wsl.ch)
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Gaps in biodiversity evidence base and analysis
S L Aae EATY 7SN T . RN SR 2N . ¢ T NIRRT NIRRT

®* Il new conifer forests do have potential to contribute to landscape level
conservation, it managed appropriately
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by s0 many conservationists? J

e s ' el AN

®* Why was this case ign

® Is conservation evidence used in land-use planning too dominated by
simplistic classification into phase 1 habitat types?

® Is concept of nativeness fixed too rigidly at a single point in time?
sl AN S, IR R TR B N P SN
® Need better evidence on functional biodiversity, e.g. soil microbes and fauna

®* And on role of landscape structure, including relative biodiversity value of
different land uses at a range of scales within real landscapes



