
 

                  

 

    
   

      

        

       

 

               

     

 

   

             

              

            

           

                

       

              

           

             

          

             

    

 

   

               

              

         

                

             

            

              

              

             

         

 

      

                

             

             

                

    

                                       
          

Landownersand woodland: 
evidence review 

La wner‘ atttdest o a r to ndndo s iu owo dlnd ceain a

mana ement evewo evdenc n the UKg . Ar i f i e i

AnnaLawrence and Norman Dandy, June 2010 

SUMMARY of a studyfundedbytheForestryCommissionandtheWoodlandTrust.Seeend 

foravailabilityof fullreport. 

Backg dandobjct

1.	­Todeliveron strategicobjectivestoincrease woodland areaand quality, organisations 

suchasthe Forestry Commission (FC) and Woodland Trust(WT) need toengage with 

woodland ownersand/ortheiragents. They therefore need tounderstand the values, 

attitudesand perceptionsthatownersbringtowoodland managementand creation. 

iveseroun

2.


currentinformation needsforpolicy implementation. 

3.	­We applied the followingcriteriaforinclusion in the review:workthatis: 

a.	­ based on empiricaldata, notauthor‘sopinion orliterature review; 

b. focused on values, attitudes, beliefs, oractionsofownersand theirrepresentatives, 

noton description oreconomicassessmentofwoodland managementoptions; 

c. published from 1990onwards, afterwoodland grantsreplaced taxincentivesasthe 

principalpolicy delivery mechanism. 

Thisisa su ce, toassessitscontribution to
denivi itxs nmmaryofa r w ofe g eieve

cedenievfoE t txen

4. An extensive search1 hasproduced 34 studieswhichsatisfy the criteriagiven above. Of 

these the bulka
 urveysivittquan at es

. Only 11 are published in peerreviewed journals. 

alitative ofwhichfourinclude
re
 ; ten are qu
 group
�

issonsdicu

5.	­Often respondentsare bothfarmersand woodland owners, butthisisnotalwaysthe case 

s

ltnen yrosurat emo tp mi

groups(grantrecipients, non-recipients, new ownerswithoutahistory offarming, etc.) 

erand farmesf in the evidence. Some studiesfocuson specific
­

torand afew include tenantfarmers. One study highlightsthe imp an ten sce ofag in
­

land-use decision makingbutwe found nodataon theirvaluesand attitudes.
­

n6. Severalstudies referto changi ersdoe oflan wn hip with a smallbu
urtrug s ct

potentially significantshifttonewowners, from non-farmingbackgrounds. 

t
­

i dtu esueions v,itvives,
e
Objct mo at al sandatt

7.	­The studiesreviewed fallintotwogroupswhichcontrastin termsoftheirexplanationsof 

landownerbehaviourand behaviourchange. One groupfocuseson the
 loopsych gyand 

ludingtheirsocialstandingand relations. The otherseesthis 

ngin

irihg

ltur

ht

cu

aslargely irrelevantand considersthatformostfarmersitissimply aquestion off di

er tp

ersdoeoflan wn , inc

ce.
­

1 Co r naed b ui ru at o uh r fh i ep rodi t y Jle Uq h r, c-a to o te man r ot 

1 |Ownersand woodland:evidence review | Lawrence and Dandy | June 2010 



 

                  

 

    
   

               

          

             

              

              

                

             

                

           

           

              

           

 

  

            

             

                

              

             

                

                

             

             

           

    

             

              

                

              

             

             

          

              

            

             

             

           

 

    

             

            

            

La wner nd woodlnd:ndo sa a
evi e r idenc evew 

8. There isaclearpattern amongstthe studiesthatprovide evidence on owners
‘
­ onsreas

Landscape and conservation (wildlife andr hav wo dlan . 

shelterbelt) are ranked highest, withshootingalsooften high; production and profitcome 

lowin the listofpriorities, and provision ofpublicrecreation even lower. 

doingfo and plan itng

9. Many studies reporta sense ofcustodianship o
 itylbi

landscape. Thisisclosely linked toaconcern forcontroloverland use. In addition the 

irespons for the land and
r


stu
 espepeediesoffarmers‘ attitudeshighlightashared culture whichseeks rr ctba
sed
­

on ”good‘ or”correct‘ land use. Usingthe land foritsappropriate productive purpose isan 

importantvalue and can undermine attemptstoencourage tree planting. 

)itonrnon10.Compared with traditionalowners, severalstudiesreportthatnew ( -tadi al

eartohold more environmentalvaluesand tobe lessinterested in profit
wn

from theirland. Howevernostudy apparently teststhis. 

erso app


ymechan msisDe

11.There is mixed and inconclusive evidence about the relationship between grant 

iverl

ava
 tsgrilability and decisionstoplant. Availability of an doesappeartoinfluence th
ose
­

whoare already interested in woodland, butnottoaffectthe choicesofthose whoare 

notinterested. Expertopinion suggeststhathighergrantsreacha”tippingpoint‘ and can 

change behaviour, butthishasnotbeen tested in the evidence reviewed. 

12.Studieslinkgrantuptake (and lackofuptake) to(i) landowner‘sawarenessof/interest 

in grants; (ii) knowledge; and (iii) availability of, orparticularly lackof, suitable land. 

13.The evidence reviewed by this study highlightfourprimary aspects oflandowners‘ 

rtrce s ofg ans and g

administration, (ii) economic adequacy, (iii) controland property rights, and (iv) 

restrictivenessand flexibility. 

itp onper These relate to (i) bureaucracy and
seantsch me . 

14.The
 ureitexcompl y and b aucracy involved in grantapplication isreported only in
­

recentliterature and appearstohave increased considerably in the lastfewyears. 

15.The perceived relevance and importance ofgrantsvariesin relation tothe purpose ofthe 

gra
nt.
 nonOwnersexpectgrantsforthe provision of -marketb
 its
fene
 su
cha u lcsp bi

access, butnotnecessarily forland-useswithpotentialeconomicbenefits. Forexample, 

one study showed thatlandownersexpect”the market‘ topay forwoodfuelproduction 

and see little role forgrantstopay forthis. 

ivxperfre16.The provision of e e tad ce ispa
rticularly appreciated and likely toinflu
ence
­

outcomes. The Forestry Commission‘sWoodland Officersare highly regarded in thisrole. 

17.The review found nodirectexistingevidence ofowners‘ perceptions, understandingand 

ionlreguat

widespread understandingthattree plantingisan irreversible ”one-way street‘. 

(fellinglicensesetc.) Severalstudiesreportasadisincentive, the
nse to
respo


ders
h lo
teteerenDiff cesb we nsake

18.The studiesrevealfewerdifferencesthan mighthave been expected between owners 

do se
in
at gn w wo All 

apparently rated conservation highly, and showed little interestin the economicpotential. 

2 |Ownersand woodland:evidence review | Lawrence and Dandy | June 2010 

ldoi itexs nof gwo andand those landownersasked ab
 eoutcr
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However studies ofwoodland owners often showed strong emotionaland cultural 

connectionswiththeirwoodlandsthatwere notapparentamongfarmers, whose values 

favoured production and ”appropriateness‘. Furthermore, the role ofgrantsin changing 

behaviourseemsstrongerin relation towoodland creation. 

19.Personalcontactwithan ad ivsoraffectsgrantuptake forwoodland creation, wh
ereas
­

advice alone may be effective in influencingmanagementofneglected woodland. 

20.A few studiesdraw outdifferencesofattitudesand /orbehaviourbetween different 

su
bgroupsofthose surveyed, and twostudiesc
o
nstr
 eslpootyuct gi ofdifferentkindsof
­

owners. The question ofwhethersuchsegmentation ismore widely valid, and helpsto 

targetsupportand incentives, isnotaddressed in the existingevidence. One particular 

challenge willbe totestindicatorswhichhelptoassesswhich”type‘ an ownerfallsinto, if 

indeed suchtypesare widely applicable. 

21.Few studies indicated oraccounted forthe variation in stakeholders resulting from 

differencesin landu eco . Ft tnexs orexa
mple, the differencesbetween arable, dairy and
­

upland sheepfarmersneed tobe drawn outmore explicitly in any furtherwork.
­

archgapseseR

22.Whilstthe combined evidence provideswide geographicalcoverage, itconsistsoflocation 

specificstudieswhichare ispatchy and unsystematic.. The greatmajority are located in 

countiesin England, particularly the well-wooded southern counties. Studiesin Scotland 

focuspredominantly on farmers‘ attitudestowoodland plantingand grants, in the 1990s. 

Walesand Northern Ireland are poorly represented overthe whole period. 

23.There isaclearneed torelate whatisknown, toenvironmentaland social/cultural 

co
ntext; a
nd foranationalstudy toexplo
 serenonregi aldiff ce . 

arch in thisarea. The predominantly structured 

re


eseivitqualat e r

quantitative surveysprovide no opportunity to enhance understanding ofthe waysin 

whichculturesand socialnetworksshape valuesand decision-makingprocesses, and how 

those may change in response toinformation and experience. 

25.Mostofthe existingstudiesfocuson treesand forests, butlandowner‘smake decisions 

aboutarange ofresources, and in response toan array ofincentivesand regulations 

includingagriculturaland environmentalgrantsand programmes. A study isneeded to 

24.There isa lack of


t tnexteerdoutdecisionsaboutwoodland in the lan wn scompl eco . ‘
�p


26.Variou
 tsssetsof ake ders
h lo
 ar
e neglected in the existingevidence:new lando
wners,
­

agentsand managers, community woodland groups, localauthorities, and corporations. It 

would alsobe helpfultogain abetterunderstandingoftenantfarmers‘ attitudes. 

:
trepor
Full

Lawrence, A., N. Dandy and J. Urquhart(2010) Landowners‘ attitudestowoodland creation 
and management. Areviewofevidence in the UK. www.forestry.gov.uk/fr/ownerattitudes 

ionfnorhtr eFu ri mat

anna.lawrence@forestry.gsi.gov.ukornorman.dandy@forestry.gsi.gov.uk 
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