Policy workshop item

9: Ranking

the outcomes, developing criteria

~

Groupl Resilient ecological
- communities
Size / scale
_ Financial viability.
Quality of Positive trends in ¢ Sustainable grazing
habitat populations of open regime. Net cost per ha per year to
habitat snecies. maintain.
Government
Habitat Action Desired trends in » How much can you afford for
Plan target. woodland biodiversity Positive engagement environmental s)(Jpport?
are not comoromised. by local and other
users.
/ | Carbon balance How much carbon does each
— ) habitat absorb / hold
Crlterlon_: carb_on cost of Absolute holding + yield per
each policy option. ha per year./
Quality of life Access and Timber sector
and recreation. confidence.
Water quality and landscape.
yield. - - -
Public perception. Impact on actual timber
Keeping to Government production (forecast).
Nonet commitments on Actual usage.
redu.ct|on In woodland cover. Effects on forest skills
quality and N Landscape quality and employment.
vield. NIIWT Criteria + (standard criteria)
\J;igsftsalling or _ Including_ de_signated
licences > woodland areas objectives.
+ gain cover
via EWGS
/
Preservation of
historic features.
No degradation of
historic features.
Trees on historic
features.
Poaching by stock.
Commitments on native
and/or ancient woodland.
Low because already
Air and noise accepted and protected.
pollution.

Learning about
landscape history.
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Group 2

Positive trends in
populations of open
habitat species.
Reverse decline and
substantially

infroacao

Resilient ecological
communities

Extent, quality and
connectivity (cf. favourable
conservation status under

hahitate dirartiva

Financial viability. TEST
Resources required are met.

Quality of life and
landscape.

Per quality of life
indicators and new
landscape is valued.

/ Together

Desired trends in woodland
biodiversity are not
compromised.

Current spp. and habitat
targets are not compromised.

Access and recreation.
No net loss.
New opportunities created.

Positive engagement
by local and other
users.

Focus group +'ve
outcomes.

Water quality and
yield.

Not compromised
(within catchment or
aquifer).

Carbon balance.

No / minimal adverse change
to C balance, e.qg.: through
mitigation.

Soil damage / erosion.

Keeping to Government
commitments on woodland
cover.

No net loss.

Timber sector confidence.
Accurate forecast.

Preservation of historic
features.

Scheduled Ancient
Monuments etc undamaged /
enhanced.

Air and noise pollution.
No change.

Learning about landscape
history.
No worse than now.

Commitments on native and/or
ancient woodland.
Keepers of time targets.




Policy workshop item 9:

Ranking

the outcomes, de\ eloping criteria

Group 3

X ol L

'd

Resilient ecological
communities
Connectivity and patch

Financial viability.

Long-term

Does it require long-term
Government funding?

Are there potential income
streams?

commitments on
woodland cover.

Scale of open habitats

Keeping to Government

Is there no net loss of
woodland in England
(trend line not individual

~~

~

size of habitats determined by £ (long-term) year)? S
increased (but problem ———— -~ |
spp. addressed i
e ! || caponbatnceimpacs. | G Shence. |1
Commimentson e ||| value of carbon mpact =value of | | 2 "Does the secor |
and/or ancient woodland. b. Are the carbon impacts of this have a clear
Is the area and condition | policy and practice publicly understanding and | |
of all types of native \ acceptable? data on production |
woodland being impacts?
\ b. Does it promote |
Positive trends in Change perceptions. transferable ?"'”S
. ~ and new business | |
populations of open ~ opportunities?
habitat species. ~ Scale, timing, location. | |
~ : a, :
Desired trends in T~ -— I
woodland biodiversity e mm == = — - o - ; — e -
are not comoromised. ~ ~
~y
Access and recreation. Positive engagement =~ o~ —
a. No loss of area available. by local and other =~ ~
b. Appropriate facilities. users. -~
c. No. of visits maintained or Codes of good practice could ~ N
enhanced. Quality of life and adequately address these and ~
d. Mitigation and substitution landscape. prevent adverse impacts. \
for any constrains on Is it well designed?
access. And local \
engagement? \
N o Learning about
™~ - Air and noise Water quality and landscape history. |
- pollution. yield. [
*=| Also is appropriate Positive contribution
design. to river basin Preservation of |
~— = management plans historic features.
No damage to historic I
S~ o features and setting I
~ - enhanced.
~ ey 7/

e T S
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N

Gr%
National Decision Making: effort needed here (get this level right and rest will be OK).

Criterion: increased extent
up to target and improved
condition of new and exiting
open habitats.

Criterion: Steady and
sustained current and future
production of wood and
wood products.

Timber sector
confidence.

Positive trends in
populations of open
habitat snecies.

Keeping to Government
commitments on
woodland cover.

Resilient ecological Financialviability. Cost Desired trends in Criterion:
communities of land management. woodland biodiversity | rl erlon.d
are not comnromised. ncrease
extent to target
Commitments on and improved
1. Ultimate 2. Necessary native and/or ancient | condition of
; environment. )
deliverable. Mechanisms woodland. ancient and
’ native
3. Mustn't be woodland.
compromised.
Positive engagement \ Numbers are not
by local and other rankings
users.
Quality of life and 4. How done.
landscape. } “delivered by following
best practice”.
Access and
recreation. — :
J Criterion: Lack of complaints.

Carbon balance.
National

Local decision making.

Policy must deliver 1.; 2 are necessary
mechanisms to do this; 3 are things that

must not be compromised in the process.

4 is the local process which is delivered
by following best practice.

5 are secondary benefits that should be
delivered at relevant scales alongside 1.

5. Secondary
benefits.

Water quality and yield.
Local National

Criterion: No
significant detraction /

Air and noise pollution.
Local

deterioration on these
at relevant scale.

Preservation of historic
features.
Local

Learning about landsca
history.
Local

pe
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Existing resilience (high or

low?).
Patch size?
Linkage and connectivity
High diversity of micro-
habitats?

(for grazing sustainability
and priority species)
Biodiversity benefits

Resilient ecological
communities

Including rare.

— | Quality of life and
landscape.
Usage date

(at parking fees)

Number of complaints

Positive trends in
RARE populations of
open habitat species.

Desired trends in
woodland biodiversity

Of ongoing
management

Financial vi%bility.
Capital + revenue
(+20) priority.

+ sustainability

Positive engagement
by local and other
users.

Timber sector
confidence.

Access and
recreation.

are not comnromised.

Keeping to Government
commitments on
woodland cover.

Carbon balance. Political

Commitments on
native and/or ancient
woodland.

Preservation Water Air and Learning

of historic guality and noise about Site based design /

features. yield. pollution. landscape implementation
history. issues (i.e.: not

primary criteria.

Als4scale and pacqinter-relationship,




