
Some Letters to the Editor around forestry and woodland


May 28 2011

We must not be too fussy on the trees we employ in mitigating the effects of climate change, nor ignore past lessons

Sir, Many people would agree with Pam Warhurst (“Natural life support”, letter, May 27) on the benefits of trees. The government report, “Combating Climate Change — A Role for UK forests”, delivered by Professor Sir David Read in 2009, provides hard facts on the requirement to increase our forest cover.

However, we must not be too fussy on the trees we employ in mitigating the effects of climate change, as well as being careful where we plant them.

Conifers, such as sitka spruce and Norway fir, remove about 24 tonnes of carbon dioxide per hectare per year, whereas broadleaves such as the slower growing oak and ash, remove only 15 tonnes of carbon dioxide per hectare per annum. Another important issue is that grants are skewed towards planting broadleaves on productive agricultural land required for food production, rather than targeting conifer plantations on more unproductive land.

The perception that commercial forestry comprises of serried ranks of dark spruce is now out of date.

Lessons have been learnt from the past and now landscape design can be modelled by computer, wildlife-rich rides integrated into the forest structure and water catchment areas protected.

Rob Yorke 
Abergavenny, Monmouthshire

October 31 2012

We should start working out how best to adapt our man-made environment to enable the conservation of flora and fauna

Sir, It may be right that the Chalara fraxinea outbreak was entirely predictable but it is a mistake to imagine that it was entirely avoidable (letters, Oct 30). Denmark was powerless to prevent 90 per cent of its ash trees from being wiped out and, even with a ban on imported ash seedlings, it is naive to think that wind-blown fungal spores would never have made it across to our island. A Government report in 2009 on climate change and forestry anticipated these new threats as a warmer, wetter climate made it easier for diseases to take hold of our isolated and potentially vulnerable native tree species.

So rather than be overtly precious about the preservation of our existing biodiversity and a “meaningful” landscape, we should start working out how best to adapt our man-made environment to enable the conservation of flora and fauna within an unavoidably changing countryside.

Rob Yorke 
Abergavenny, Monmouthshire

November 14 2012

Although ash dieback has been present here for some years, it is odd that we are dependent on our media to pick up these matters

Sir, The Woodland Trust’s proposal to host a major conference on the impact of ash dieback (letter, Nov 12) sounds positive but must not deflect from the requirement for Forestry Commission scientists, not a campaigning conservation charity, to be the leading voice on this matter.

A European group of scientists, who have an even greater experience of the chalara fraxinea, and have come together under the banner of Fraxback, are organising a summit in November in Sweden and I trust that we are involved in this discussion.

I find it odd that, although the disease may have been present in the country for some years, we are dependent on our media to pick up these matters before anything occurs. The media found nothing of interest in an earlier government report in 2009, “Combating climate change; a role for UK forests”, in which it gave the stark warning that “The changing climate raises difficult questions for conservation of woodland biodiversity. Current descriptions of native woodland communities based on species composition are unlikely to remain valid because some native members of the flora and fauna may struggle to survive.”

It seems we are struggling to adapt to the anticipated changes.

Rob Yorke 
Abergavenny, Monmouthshire

