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1. Introduction

The expansion of woodland areain Scotland has become a contentiousissueinrecentyears. The
Scottish Governmentinitially set atargetfor 25% forest cover by 2050, but, as a result of review by
the Woodland Expansion Advisory Group, the target was then altered to an aspiration to create
100,000 hectares of new woodland by 2022. There remains a strong governmentdesireto getrural
land managersto plant more trees, largely to deliverto climate change targets through woodland’s
capacity to sequester carbon, but also to contribute to otherdesired Scottish Government outcomes
such as enhanced landscape and biodiversity and through the contribution to development of the
rural and widereconomy.

Anysignificantincreasein the planted areawill almost certainly require afforestation of farmland
and thisis oftenviewed rather negatively by manyinthe farming community. Woodland coverin
Scotlandisabout 17% of the land area. Urban cover amountstoaround 3 % of the land area
(though estimates vary up to 8%, depending on definition). Agriculture and sporting land make up
the residue, with sportingland with modest numbers of farmed livestock potentially taking up as
much as 20% of the land area, suggesting that agricultural use predominates on about 60% of
Scotland’sland area. Farm management practices and intensities vary greatly, with the better
quality land managed rather more intensively and much of the poorer quality land managed less
intensively, albeit with pockets of relatively intensively pastoral farmed land in some upland areas.
There is no obvious correlation between low stocking density and a high desire to plant more
woodland, but Matthews et al.’s (2011) work for WEAG suggests that the planting of new woodland
on farmland could be accomplished with very little loss of food production, if lightly stocked land
with moderate to high technical planting potential were to be afforested.

In recentyearsthe Scottish Government has been actively developinga more integrative vision for
its rural land uses, recognising thatthere is scope for both synergy and conflict between different
land uses and seekingto use policy and partnership to enhance synergies and reduce negative
conflicts. One of the outcomes of thisintegrative approach was Scotland’s Land Use Strategy. It
articulates anumber of principlesforsustainable land use. Two of the ten principles are especially
pertinenttothe forest expansion debate:

o  “Wherelandishighlysuitable foraprimary use (forexample, food production, flood
management, water catchment managementand carbon storage) this value should be
recognisedin decision-making; and

e Lland-use decisionsshould be informed by an understanding of the opportunities and threats
broughtabout by the changing climate. Greenhouse gas emissions associated with land use
should be reduced and land should continue to contribute to delivering climate change
adaptation and mitigation objectives.”

Arguably, forests and woodland are land uses that often but not always have capacity to deliver high
levels of multiple benefits through enhanced carbon storage and enhanced water quality. Theycan
alsoreduce flood peaks. With many types of woodland/forest, the capacity to stack multiple
ecosystem service benefits on a single area of land is often high. Giventhe high carbon stage
capacity of woodland and its capacity to deliverlow carbon construction material and renewable
heating materials, its contribution to mitigating climate change is also likely to be positive. Equally,



where forestry replaces livestock farming there is a strong likelihood that water quality in adjacent
streams will be improved and salmonid spawning opportunity enhanced.

In its attempts to overcome conflicts between farming and forestry interests, at the same time as
deliveringto woodland expansion objectives, the Scottish Government appointed the Woodland
Expansion Advisory Group which, initsreportin 2012, made a number of recommendations as to
how the apparent gulf between farming and forestry interests could be bridged. The group
contained representatives of awide range of interests.

Amongstits recommendations was one advocating betterintegration of forestry and otherland uses
(WEAG 10- see box below).

Woodland Expansion Advisory Group Recommendation 10: Integration.

The next SRDP should encourage betterintegration between woodland creation and farming or
deermanagement, including:

e Making use of ‘agroforestry’ measuresinthe Rural Development Regulation;
e Supportingwoodland creation models which combinegrazingand shelter; and

e Ensuringthat eligibility criteria permitand encourage the creation of small woodlands,
riparian woodlands and hedgerow trees.

e Single Farm Payment eligibility criteriaforgrazed woodland should also be changed to help
achieve this; and Forestry Commission Scotland should ensure that suitable technical
guidance and supportisavailable.

Scottish Governmentresponse:

The working groups responsible for developing the next SRDP have been asked to consider how best
to implement this recommendation. Careful consideration will be given to formulating detailed
rulesonland eligibility for Single Farm Payments in ways that facilitateintegration asfaras is
possible withinthe EUrulesthat will be agreed during the current CAP reform process.

FCS will commission research and gatherevidence on the costs, benefits and operation of systems
which integrate woodland creation with farming and deer management by the end of December
2012. Onceitisclear whatmeasurescanbe includedinthe nextSRDP, this evidence will be used to
produce suitable technical guidance.




2. Our brief

Our brief was to explore the impact on farm profitability of undertakinganumber of different types
of farm woodland creation through a case study approach. Our emphasis was on farms ratherthan
sporting estates and on the types of farm that would be most likely to have scope fortree planting.
We acceptthe WEAG group’s argument thatit ison the medium quality farmland in both the
uplands and lowlands that most planting can be expected to take place, although we recognise that
on one hand, the personal predilection of some farmers and onthe other, the need to protect
watercourses from phosphate emissions, may create space fortreesin areas of higherland quality
as well.

Our challenge was to identify examples of farms where effective synergies had been developed
between farming and woodland management. These exemplars would show the range of
possibilities of woodland creation; and by talking to farmers, we mightarrive at a better
understanding of aspirations, motivations and drivers of behaviour, and how woodland creation has
worked outinterms of impacts on their businesses.

Integrationis already evidentin some situations where positive spillovers exist between forestry and
farming. Land-based businessesin receipt of CAP supportaccount for nearly 400,000 hectares of
Scotland’sforest area, although the extentto which thisis actively integrated into farm business
activityisunknown. However, casual observation of the rural landscape of Scotland reveals
countless examples of shelter beltsin both upland and lowland situations, out-wintered livestock in
woodlands and wood pasture grazings. Indifferent parts of the world a range of authors report that
stock derives benefit from shelter (Black-Rubio et al. 2008) and evidence from Wales suggests that
newly planted forests do notimpact on sheep production until6years after planting (Teklehaimanot
et al.,2002). Further,thereisa consensusthat‘duringwinter, cattle behaviouris atrade-off
between maximizing energy gain (thermaland food) and minimizing energy loss (thermal and
metabolic(Olsenand Wallander.2002). In a wide rangingreview of shelter benefits of trees (in both
situations of woodland grazing and conventional shelter belts Gregory (2005) reports a range of
benefitsto the animals, especially intimes of storm, including reduced perinatal mortality in lambs
and lowerfeedrequirements of stock. He also reports that high wind speeds reduce pasture
growth. In a survey of grazed woodland in the UK, Armstrong et al (2003) reportthat respondents
indicate both conservation benefits and production benefits to cattle enterprises, with the latter
more frequently cited in Scotland than England. Common ownership of individual proprietal units at
least provides asuitable platform forthe realisation of opportunities forintegration, whichisa
considerable advance on the relatively recent situation where a predominantly tenanted farm sector
had no rights to trees orwoodland on the holding.

In Scottish conditions, there are three principal situations whereintegration can be seento be
beneficial. First, given Scotland’s cold and windy climate, trees are likely to provide beneficial
shelterto stock, thereby reducing maintenance requirements and potentially enhancing plant
growth. This explainsthe widespread evidence of shelterbeltsin rural Scotland, although other
motives such as landscape enhancement and game management may have also beeninfluential in
shelterbelt planting. Second, some Scottish soils, particularly in coastal Moray and Nairn, butto a
lesserextentin parts of Fife and Aberdeenshire, can be affected by wind erosion, to the extent that,
ina bad spring ‘blow’, roads can be rendered impassable by windblown topsoil and growing crops
severely damaged. Shelterbelts reduce wind speed and limit wind erosion. Third, wood pasture
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systems afford shelterand food, as well as a range of other ecosystem services. Additionally,
farmlandisvalued forits amenity as well asits productive potential by many farmers, and although
thisrarelyisincome-generating, it mightin some cases add to capital values of rural landholdings.

Methodologicalapproach

Our approachin this study was to undertake a desk-based study of socioeconomicresearch onfarm
woodlands, drawing on research from throughout Europe but paying specificattention to that from
the UK and Ireland.

The core of this project comprised the production of case studies of different types of integration of
woodlands and forestry within farm businesses. Inliaison with conservatorsand otherkey
informants, arange of farm busimnesses was identified which gave good geographical coverageand
which showed the variety of ways in which woodland could be integrated into farming activity.

A proformawas devised to gatherinformation from respondents. A copy of the questions can be
foundinthe appendix. Possible candidate case study farm owners were telephoned and if they
agreedto participate (there wereno refusals), aset of question prompts was sentto them by mail or
email. Whereverpossible, afollowup visittook place.

Thisreport summarises the key findings from these case studies which are intended to comprise free
standing glossy brochures to convey to a farm audience the ways in which woodland can be
integrated into farmingenterprises. Insofaras possible, we soughtto give the participants an
opportunity to expresstheirviews andtoreflect theirvaluations on farm woodland within theirland
managementunit.



3. The debate about woodland expansion

Two main sets of arguments are cited as to why farmers will not plant more trees. Some authors
attribute the decision of farmers not to grow trees to simple economics: forestry does not pay as
well asthe alternative of farming (especially if we include subsidies). Another group of authors
arguesthat evenifthe economics were right, some farmers would not plant woodlands because of
their predispositions, values and attitudes. There is almost certainly sometruthin boththese
assertions. But, in practice, any decisionsabouttree planting will all depend on the attributes and
values of the landowners/land managers/farmers who are a heterogeneous group: some may be
closerto economicallyrational manthan others, avoiding woodland creation because of its low
profitability; while others may retain avisceral dislike of forestry and see it as having no place on
theirland, whateverthe economics of the case. But, as we considerbelow, the economicanalysisis
not that simple and the range of values about woodland planting held by those who think of
themselves asfarmersisvery broad.

Woodland plantingis contentiousin partbecause there is no simple measure that can enable the
effectiveeconomic comparison of trees and farmland or the development of intermediate forms of
land use such as pasture woodland oragro-forestry. The financial comparisonis difficultin part
because of the needtofactor in the length of time it takes to grow trees. Thisrequires selection of
an appropriate discountrate (to representthe time value of money) and thisitself can be a matter
of debate. The overall economiccomparisonisalso clouded by the presence of so many negative
and positive externalities associated with land use. These include biodiversity, landscape, carbon
sequestration and water pollution and they are rarely factored into individual decisions about how
landis to be used. Land managers are neitherrewarded accurately forthe provision of
environmental goods, nortaxed accordingly for environmental bads. Measurement of non-market
costs and benefits can be difficult because we are dealing with complex land use systems. Thereisa
need forgood technical information onimpacts and then the ability to puta value on the non-
marketgoods. Put simply, the financial and economicappraisal of farm woodland plantingis not at
all straightforward. Quite whatalevel playingfield would produce in terms of the netvalues of
farmingand forestry on a particulararea of land is highly contestable.

In additionto the challenges of valuing the relative benefits of woodland vs farmland, the core of the
farming community has often been resolutely opposed to planting trees on whatis usually termed
by them and many commentators ‘productivefarmland’. Many farms contain woodland, oftenon
relatively agriculturally unproductive areas and these are rarely managed and rarely deliverany
income tothe farm. Because until recently trees and woodlands on tenanted farms were landlord’s
property and were often associated with game management, there was little scope fortenant
farmers to manage woodland and no benefitto be derived fromits presence. Indeed, therewere
often obvious disbenefits, such as shading of crops, marauding by deer, vermin habitat refuges, their
use for landlord’s game shooting etc.). These problems do notseemto arise in other parts of Europe
where farm forest holdings are very much the norm (with the exception of Ireland with its links to
UK landownership and propertyrights). Neitherdotheyingeneral arise on mixed land use estates
which are also part of the Scottish rural land use sector, although forestry is not normally a preferred
land use immediately adjacentto intensively managed grouse moors because of predators and the
risk of fire spreading when engagingin muirburn.

A third factor that leads to disagreement is the conflicting policies and political stances. Afterfifty or
so years of improving food security, there is now probably more food insecurity than atany timein
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recentdecadesindeveloped Western countries, caused both by climate change and reduced food
reserves because of WTO induced policy changes. Inthe late 1980s, Scottish farmers were taking
land out of farm production to planttrees because of cereal surpluses and wider concerns about
overproduction, using newly developed grants to expeditethe process. More recently,
commentators such as SirJohn Beddington have talked about a ‘perfect storm’ of food shortages,
growing population and climate induced food insecurity. Farmers have warmly embraced the food
security discourse and it has made them sensitive both about farmland acquisition for forestry by
othersand sensitised them against planting trees on theirownland. Itis a moot pointasto whether
food security orfuel security isthe biggerchallenge. Ina cold country, we need both to satisfy basic
human needs forfood and warmth and woodland creation potentially contributes to the latter.

Until relatively recently, rural policies werefocussed around food and forestry. Butrural areas have
become a far more crowded policy field. Industry supportto rural land uses hasto a large degree
beendisplaced atleastrhetorically, by the publicgood argumentas a rationale for publicsupport.
Rural land use policiesfirst broadened out from the 1980s to include biodiversity and, more recently,
climate change and energy policy have come to prominence. Onthe one hand, the Climate Change
(Scotland) Act 2009 withits bold aspirations to cut emissions has required asector by sector
appraisal of emissions reductionin which the rural land use sector must play a part. Second, the
rush forrenewablesinthe bid to decarbonise energy systems has made renewableenergy one of
the most important forms of farm diversification because of favourable feed-in-tariffs for farm based
renewables. The final part of the policy jigsaw for renewablesis the Renewable Heat Incentive
which pays businesses forusingwoody or other biomass to produce heatand opens up significant
new possibilities for developing wood energy supply chains using low grade wood products. The
land use sector isseen as having a potentiallyimportantrole. Thislastfactorcould be a ‘game
changer’ withrespecttocreatinga reliabledemand forlow grade wood forenergy, and some
landowners have already developed integrated wood energy supply chains based on short rotation
coppice.



Figure 1. This crop of short
rotation willowis destined for a
woodchip heating scheme

associated with a nearby
housing development

Woodland expansion on farmlandisthus a plausible policy goal butits achievementto the degree
soughtin policy aspirationsis almost certainly compromised by negative attitudes and a failure to
deliver policy which creates appropriateincentives. Before proceedingto considerthe findings from
a number of case studies of farmingintegration with woodland, there are further contextualissues
that merit attention.



4, Contextual issues

4.1 The evidencebase

The UK has some of the poorest quality dataon forest ownershipin Europe. The type of woodland is
accurately delineated through the National Forest Inventory, but thisindicates very little about
forestownership. Ina recentstudyinScotland, Wightman (2012) has argued that ‘there can be little
doubtthat the pattern of forestownershipisaveryimportantissue for publicpolicy. However,
officially, we know nothing about forest ownership patternsin Scotland. Unlike mostother
European countries (which not only consider the ownership of forests to mattera great deal but
collectand publish dataon the subject), the Scottish Governmentand Forestry Commission collect
minimal information on forest holdings and publish nothing.” Thislack of knowledge of who owns
woodlandisalsoreplicatedin England (John Clegg Ltd, 2012).

Forestand woodlandin all European countries can be splitinto astate sector, a private sectorand a
NGO-owned sector. In many countries, adistinction is made between industrial privateforestry
where wood processors own large areas of forest and small-scale privateforestry where ownership
isin individual hands ratherthan corporate ownership. Inthe UK, there isalmost no industrial
private forestry where processors buy orlease large areas of forest to ensure integrated supply
chains, buta new type of private forest ownership was created by the post Second World War policy
to allow a switch between Schedules Band D which encouraged very rich private individuals (as well
as the anticipated policy targets of traditional landowners)toinvestin forestry. Anumberof
companies were formedto provide an acquisition, plantingand management function forsuch
woodlandsandthey grew rapidlyinthe 1970s before, afteraheated publicdebate, the relevant tax
loophole was withdrawnin 1979.

Farm woodland areais not especially easy to estimate. It oughtto be possible when farms are
mapped forthe Integrated Administration and Control System which informs the Single Farm
Paymentand through analysis of individual farm ‘June Census’ returns to establish the extent of
farm owned woodland, orat least the area of woodland underland management unitsin receipt of
the Single Farm Payment. Evidence from agricultural statistics reveals a substantial increasein
woodland area of over250,000 hectares overthe lastdecade. However, these data must be
considered unreliable as WEAG (2012:19) reportan annual average planting of just over 5,000
hectares perannum over this period forall woodland notjust farmwoodland. Itisbeyondthe
scope of this study to evaluate the competing datasources onforest areabut improving data quality
on farmwoodland arearemains a significant need.
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Figure 1 Agricultural trends Scotland 2001-11, showing woodland coverand otherland use changes
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Figure 2 WEAG data on woodland planting 2000-2012
Source: WEAG (2012)

There has been extensive research on styles of farming(e.g. vanderPloegand Long, 1994), but
much lesson where new woodland planting or forestand woodland management connect to wider
land management practices. Asindicated earlier, estate owners have longtended to view woodland
as part of a portfolio of land uses, often subject to multiple use, whereas to farmers, especially
productivistfarmers, existingwoodland is more oftenthan notaresidual and largely neglected land
use on marginal areas of land, such as wetlands or steep banks, within the farm business.
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4.2 Ownership andproperty rights

Ownership and property rights can be considered asimportant contextual variables, becausetypes
of ownerand types of tenure frame both the owner predispositions and the scope forwoodland
planting. Mather (1987) attributesthe changing ownership structure of UK forests to policies. In
particular, he argues that the exploitation of atax loophole designed to support private forestry by a
major forestry consultancy led super-rich people to acquire and plantlow quality ground to reduce
theiroverall tax liability. Thisfuelled the activity of forestry management companies and produced a
considerable expansion of a class of absentee private forest owners. This contrasts to changing
patterns of continental European forest ownership which are seen to be more a product of the
decline of small-scalefarming and, in post socialist countries, the application of restitution practices.

Many authors associate the low levels of engagement of farmers with forestry to the disposition of
property rights undera landlord tenant system. Under normal farmingtenure, trees and woodland
were (and still normally are) landlord’s capital. Giventhe dominance of the landlord tenant system
inthe UK until the mid-20th century andits continuedinfluence onland use, itis unsurprising that
tenantfarmersshould be largely disengaged from tree planting. The continued significance of the
landlord tenant system, especially in marginal farming and upland areas, where lower grade
farmland might be deemed relatively suitable fortimber production, further militates against
woodland. However, afull tenancy does allow the tenant to diversify,includinginto forestry, subject
to landlord’s approval and with recourse to the Land Court if there is disagreement.

4.3 The Policy Context

A range of rural policies shape woodland engagement. The post-war European policy settlement
with agriculture created strong state support forthe farmingindustry, albeitin differentformsin
different countries. Farm and widerrural policies (outside Norway and Switzerland and some
eastern European countries) are now driven by the Common Agricultural Policy. Itiswidely
recognised that the high levels of supporttofarming have resulted inincreased land values, which
necessarily militate against new planting of woodland. Since the late 1980s, when overproduction of
certainfarm products became a major policy issue, new policies for farm woodland planting were
introduced totry to reduce the production of costly European surpluses of cereals. Such grants
normally supplemented the existing forestry grants by paying farmers forthe loss of farming
revenue arisingearlyinthe forestry production cycle. There was a significant uptake of farm
forestryin some parts of Scotland, although the extentto which this has been undertaken by
mainstream farmersis sometimes questioned.

The current policy context forfarm woodland is set within the Scottish Rural Development
Programme. However,itisalsoimportantto considerotherareas of policy which could influence
the demand forwood and the recentintroduction of the industrial Renewable Heat Incentive
creates a really significant marketforlow grade wood products.

Forestpolicy for private sector forestry since the Second World War was builtinitially on so-called
‘Dedication Schemes’ under which woodland owners received grants and tax benefits from planting
and/oractively managingwoodlands. The Dedication Scheme was replaced by a Woodland Grant
Scheme from the early 1980s, when much greaterfinancial encouragement was given to
broadleaved planting. In 1987 as part of the UK’s response to Common Agricultural Policy
challenges, in particular the presence of food surpluses, the UK introduced a Farm Woodland
Premium Scheme in 1987. Thisscheme paid farmersforthe lossesarisingfrom plantingtrees
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instead of farmingfora period of up to 15 years as well as the normal forestry grants, thereby
reducing the opportunity costs of planting trees. Such farm-specificsupport has continued since
that date.

From 1987, agri-environmental support was mainstreamed in UK agricultural policy with private
sectorforestry and woodland management supported under some of the stewardship and
Environmentally Sensitive Areas schemes. Atthe same time, the normal private forestry support
schemes remained for non-farm afforestation, with the farm woodland schemes providing top-up
paymentsforloss of farm income overthe planted land for 10 or 15 years.

In the 1990s, regionally specificdiscretionary grant schemes operated in some parts of Scotland
which used a tendering modeltoincrease woodland coverin central Scotland and North East
Scotland. This challenge modelmeantthatthe funded projects were thosethat had either high
levels of publicbenefit orlow cost.

With the introduction of area-based Less Favoured Areas payments in 1999 and Single Farm
Paymentsin 2003, there was a dangerthat woodland planting would resultin loss of payments even
if stock numbers were unchanged. This meantthatwoodland grants always needed to ‘trump’ the
combined effects of LFASS and SFP to be viable. Some farmers gotaround the loss of SFP by planting
treesonland for permanentsetaside, butwhere trees have been planted since 1999, LFASS
payments have been foregone. Under currentfarm support schemestree plantingresultsinloss of
the Single Farm Payment, evenif the woodland plantingisintegral to the farming enterpriseand
resultsin noloss of farmland production.

One of the problems highlighted by some contemporary observersis that pasture woodland, which
isregarded as highly beneficial in delivering environmental publicgoods (such as landscape and
biodiversity)is notable to draw down much publicsupport (except where designated for
conservation purposes), because the tree spacingis too wide to benefitfrom forestry grants and too
high to benefitfrom Single Farm Payments. Consequently, policy support undermines the scope for
achievingthe synergistic effects of agro-forestry.

Perhapsthe mostsignificantrecentlegislation and policy that can impact on woodland is that
relating to climate change. First, the Climate Change Scotland Act 2009 with its explicit emissions
reductions targets necessarily raises the profile of forestry as the most beneficial of rural land uses
with respectto carbon sequestration. Second, the high level of space heating through non-
renewable carbon and hydrocarbon in Scotland has led to interestin woody biomass as a source of
space heating, as space heatingisa majorarea of consumption of energyin Scotland (See table 1). A
long-promised commercial Renewable Heat Incentive scheme was introduced in 2011, but the
private household scheme is stillawaited.

Table 1 Feedin Tariff rates under the Renewable Heat Incentive.

Technology Capacity Feed-in tariff

Small biomass Lessthan 200 kWth 8.3 (tier1) or 2.1 (tier2)
Medium biomass 200 kW to 999 kWth 5.1 (tier1) or 2.1 (tier2)
Large biomass 1,000 kWth and above 1.0

https://www.gov.uk/renewableheatincentive/what-youll-get accessed May13th 2013
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In summary, a long history of modest supply-side supportinthe form of grant aid, but with more
advantageous grantsin specificregional projects such as the Grampian Challenge project has been
to a degree replaced by demand-side initiatives which increase the demand forlow grade wood
products. Not only does RHI offerscope for withinfarm initiatives such as the installation of grain
driers, butit substantially raises the value of low grade woodland on farmland and elsewhere by
creatinga marketable product. Forestry grants remainbutin modified form and theirdrawdown
meansthat there will be aloss of LFASS supportand SFP even where the woodlandisanintegral
part of the farm business.

44 The lack of leverage of the public good argumentfor forestry

There isa powerful strand in policy logicand appraisal thatjustifies policy intervention wherethere
ismarketfailure. Policy means providearemediation strategy for market failure. Thishasbeena
prominent part of the EC’s CAP reform agenda with a call for “publicmoney for publicgoods” but
not forlongterm subsidy of industry activity. Forestry can be seento deliveranumber of public
goods: it normally enhances landscape values, though enhancement may well diminish at higher
levels of forest cover. Forestry supports biodiversity, although levels of biodiversity are contingent
on both species selectionand managementregime. Of increasingimportance are carbon
sequestration and the protection of water quality.

Stern has argued that climate change is the greatest externality ever to confront mankind; and, as
such, climate change mitigatingland uses such as forestry can be seentoreduce that negative
externality. Some types of forestry also offer adaptive potential, for example by reducing
downstream flooding by floodplain planting, or reducing phosphate emissions into water bodies by
bufferstrip planting.

The publicgood argumentis highly plausible at a theoretical levelbut not generally effectively
operationalized. Levels of policy supportto new woodland planting cannot be seentoreflectany
estimate of publicgoodvalues. Intuitive appraisal of societal benefit was used whenthere were
proposed forestry challenge schemes.

Estimates of the social value of a tonne of carbon sequestered vary but Treasury figures suggest that
a tonne of sequestered carbon could be valued ataround £200 pertonne. If farmers were to be
paid half of the value of carbon sequesteredin upland forestry ontheirland, itisinconceivable that
higherrates of tree plantingwould not take place.

Thus the integration of farmingand forestryis likely to be significantly impacted by policies. Many
policies have impacted negatively on woodland expansion on farms but since 1987, a number of
measures have been available, which have somewhat altered the balance. On balance, however,
agricultural production would seem to be favoured over woodland.
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5. A review of background literature on European farm woodlands

51 Introduction

This literature review explores the nature of farm woodlandsin Europe with particular reference to
the UK and seeks to betterunderstand from published sources, first, why farm woodland plantingis
not strongly favoured by most Scottish (and UK farmers more generally), and second, why
management of farm woodlandsis so often neglected.

Thereisa substantial literature that points out the very different attitudes of UK and Irish farmers to
woodland creation compared to those of their continental European counterparts (e.g. Stubbs 2011;
O’Leary 2000). In much of Europe, farm forestryisa common form of land use with a long history.
Farmers own and manage both farmland and forestresourcesintandem. Suchland use systemsare
the norm in Nordiccountries (except Denmark) and Austria, common in many parts of Germany,
Italy, France and Spain and new EU member states, but relatively uncommonin the British Isles and
Ireland.

This section focusses on betterunderstanding the factors that drive farm woodland planting and
exploresanumberof farm forestry systems underthe different farming systems containing the land
most suited for woodland expansion. It explores the costs and benefits of farm woodland planting.
It necessarily contextualises thisin astudy of the use which Scottish farmers make of farm
woodlands and the factors that might predispose them to make greater use of theirwoodland

resource.

One challenge istoidentifywhich styles of farming are associated with antagonism or enthusiasm
with respecttofarm forestry. The dominant private forest owners numerically in Scotland are
almost certainly farmers and estate owners. The traditionallanded estate typically comprisesa
mixed array of farming, forestand sporting activities, sometimes associated with awider range of
processingactivities (e.g. sawmills) or newerstyle diversified enterprises often related to recreation
and tourism. The typical farmin Scotland is now owner-occupied and may contain small areas of
trees which, if predating the farm woodland grant scheme, are likely to be in poor condition and
may at best be used as pasture woodland or out-winteringareas. It mightalso be argued that the
amenity farmis more likely to be associated with woodland planting than the bona fide farmer.
Where identity is more associated with rural property ownership ratherthan farming sensu stricto,
tree plantingalso seems more likely to be more favoured. However, where woodland is
instrumental in contributing to farming enterprise, through the provision of shelter (Coed Cymru
n.d.), orthe provision of woodfuelfor grain drying or domesticuse, forest and woodland may also
acquire a new salience within mainstream agriculture.

5.2 Types offarm and propensity to plant trees

The study necessarily begs the question of whatisa ‘farm’ and whatisa ‘farmer’? Arguably, the
nature of those that own and manage farms has become more heterogeneous, with hobby farms
and part-time farms becoming more common, notonlyinthe UK but also elsewhere. The ingress of
urban wealth into rural areas and amenity purchase of farms has become a common social
phenomenoninthe UKand beyond. Itisknown that part-time, hobby and amenity farmers use land
indifferent ways to mono-activefarmers (Gasson and Errington 1993). Alongsidethe increasing
diversity of land management practices on holdings that are typically thought of as farms, there are
(orinsome areas, have been) othertypes of land-holding, that have a differentidentity. The rural
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estate typically comprises amore broadly based land management entity where farming, forestry
and sporting use (and sometimes otheractivities such as recreational horse rearingand riding) are
practised within asingle proprietal unit. In some ways, the contemporary hobby farm mimics some
of the land management practicesfound on some but by no means all estates.

On hobby farms, land use practices vary enormously. Hobby farmers may engage in normal farming
practices with ratherless attention to profit than mono-active farmers. More oftentheyfocuson
one or more of horsesand horse riding, rare breeds, sporting shooting and amenity, although the
mix varies widely fromlandholding to landholding. Anothercommon form of land use is rearing of
rare breeds which may replace the more technicallyoptimal mainstream animal production systems.
Farming enterprises on such farms may be driven more by personal predilection than profit. Busck
(2002) and Kristensen (1999) have both identified certain styles of farming (often part time or hobby
farming) which are conducive to tree planting. Woodland plantingto enhance amenity of living
space may thus be seenina much more positive light than by mainstream productivist farmers.
Sometimes potentially value-adding lifestyle businesses such as food processing and tourism are also
involved. This mix of amenity-influenced farming has created a mosaic of farmland ownership with
very different patterns of use and styles of farming, the importance of which varies greatlyfromone
region to another.

In the UK and Ireland tenurial arrangements and a history of feudal tenure and clearly separated
property rights between tenant farmerand the landowner, which left all rights to trees and
woodlandto the landlord, has created a significant sense of alienation of farmers from woodland.
Such holdings (grand proprieté in French, orlatifundia (which translates from Latin as broad-based
estate) were common in many countries under underfeudal tenure; and where they have survived
the exigencies of time and new types of taxation and land reform, they remain afeature of some
rural areas. Traditional landowners have rarely showed the negative attitudes towards trees found
most strongly amongtenant farmers. Such holdings often let theirfarmed areas to tenants, whilst
sometimesretainingahome farmin-hand. Rightstowoodland ortrees were strictly codified under
feudal law and were landlord’s property.

However, as with farmers as a category of land managers, the landowning classis now highly
fractionated, with theirlandholdings ranging from very large inherited estates owned by traditional
aristocraticfamilies, to predominantly sporting estates owned by industrialists, to small working
estates which differlittlein character from owneroccupied farms. Nevertheless, asanincreasingly
heterogeneous group, estate owners have generally been much more predisposed to having
working woodlands on their holdings or planting more trees for productive and amenity purposes.

Mixed land use holdings also characterise very smallland holdings of independent peasantsin other
parts of Europe, particularly where owners have acquired the forests and woodland formerly linked
to large landholdings. InFrance, individual plots within larger woodland blocks were given to
peasants afterthe Napoleonicbreak up of large estates and many are retained by farmers, oftenin
non-contiguous locations to theirholdings. A similarapproach has been followed in many but notall
Central and Eastern European countriesin the last two decades, with farm and forest restitution
combiningin an explicitdesire to recreate farm forest holdings (as found in much of Germanicand
Nordicparts of Europe), with a consequence of often very fragmented land holdings and tiny forest
plots, again often not consolidated into asingle land management unit.
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In summary, the variety of contemporary rural land management unitsin terms of farmingand land
use practices challenges historicnotions of farm or estate. Small hobby farms oftenimitate the land
management practices of large landed estates. To betterunderstand the diversity of management
practices, rural sociologists have endeavoured to identify ‘styles’ of farming (Burton 2004) and this
can potentially be transferred to othertypes of landholding.

5.3 An overview of European farm forestry

The scale of farm forest holdings in continental Europe is highly variable, ranging from relatively
large forest holdingsin Nordiccountries (Finland has an average forest size of 25 hectares and
Sweden 45 hectares (http://www.nordicforestry.org/facts ) to tiny forest holdings with an average

size of lessthan three hectaresin some new memberstates of the EU and the Balkans (Medved,
2003), with the modal holdingsize of less than one hectare, and around the same figure isfoundin
regions such as Galicia(Torrijos etal 2003). For example, more than half of all Slovenian private
forestholdings are lessthan one hectare in extent. InSpain, holdings are often highly fragmented,
often as aresultof inheritance practices which can make commercial exploitation of timber much
more difficult.

Some Mediterranean countries and parts of Central and Eastern Europe, particularly mountainand
semi-arid areas, have experienced significantamounts of land abandonment, with areversion to
scrub woodland and eventually forest, in the absence of intervention by fire (McDonald et al.2000;
Keenleyside and Tucker, 2010). Keenleyside and Tucker(2010) argue that by 2030 3-4 % of the
current European area of farmland may be abandoned, with high rates of abandonmentin particular
areas. Thelossofyoungpeople fromrural areas, poor returns to farming and the impacts of climate
change are allimplicatedinland abandonment. Keenleyside and Tucker (2010) note the possibility
that a proportion of abandoned land may also be transferred into commercial forest plantations.

Overthe last 20-30 years the archetypal farm forest holding has been threatened by a rise of
absentee ownership asinheritance has passed farm forests into the hands of the urban-based
successors of theirformerowners. Ownership of forestsis changingrelatively rapidly. Hogl etal.
(2005) reporta 50% reductioninthe number of farmersin Austriabetween 1960 and 1999 and that
when farmsare given up ‘forestlandis often removed fromits close connection with agricultural
production.” Lookingforward, they anticipate astriking shiftin the shares (of forest ownership) from
peasantowners or part-time farmers to more “urban” forest ownertypes.

In Finland inthe 1970s, 75% of private forest ownership was in the hands of farmers; now the
proportionisonly 22% (Tasanen, 2003). Thereisnow a greatdeal of absentee ownership of private
forestsin Europe and much of the management of forests is undertaken by agents or co-operative
bodies. Many European countries have well developed farm forestry co-operative organisations
(Forest Owners Associations, (FOAs)) which seek to overcome some of the obstacles associated with
small-sized holdings. These are often supported by the state. The Nordic, German and Austrian
models of FOAs are particularly well developed (seee.g. Berlin etal. 2003) and they have also been
introduced in post-socialist eastern European countries and post-dictatorship countriesin Iberia.

For many private forest owners, amenity is becoming more important than meeting domestic
subsistence needs (Wiersum and Elands, 2005) or selling timber. These changes are mirrored by
changesinfarming. In the case of residentialamenity farm holdings, thesetend to be concentrated
in attractive areain the hinterland of large urban areas. Amenity forests are oftenin more remote
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rural areas often comprise forest holdings owned by those that have moved away from theirhome
areas and whose values have shifted away from productivism towards environmental conservation.

The evidence reveals arapidly changing structure of private forest ownership in Europe with farm
forestry decliningand the gap caused by the absence of a resident ownerfilled in part by FOAs,
whose efficacy varies very considerably evenin different parts of the same country (Felicianoand
Mendes). The small scale of forest holdings in some countries means thatthere is little commercial
use of woodland and forest, but woodlands can still meet some subsistence needs, especially in
relation to woodfuel and game.

The European country that most closely matches (inan even more extremeform) the UK’s woodland
historyislreland. Since the late 1980s Ireland has encouraged farm forestry and policy support has
strengthened overtime. NiDhubhain and Gardiner, (1994), Ni Dhubhain and Greene, (2009) and O’
Leary etal. 2000) have all investigated the reticence of Irish farmers to planttrees and found them
particularly unwilling to planton anything thatis considered reasonable quality farmland, in spite of
significantincentives sotodo. Duesbergetal.(2013: 156) reportthat ‘interestin plantingdropped
significantly afterthe (reformulated) strategy was launched. Inthe period from 1996 to 2009, only
48% of the targeted area of farmland was planted with trees, even though the value of the premium
was increasedin 1995, 1999, and 2007." Eventhe explicitinclusion of the Single Farm Payment with
the woodland grantsinIreland did little to increase afforestation rates on farmland. Their
conclusions are highly relevant for Scottish conditions: ‘This study demonstrated that Irish farmers’
value systems with regard to farming and afforestation can be a barrierto engage in this alternative
land use. This findingis highly significant for future policy designinthe area of farm afforestation
supportinlreland. Asthe majority of the farmersinterviewed were not guided by profit-
maximisation values when it comes to afforestation, itis questionable if the farm afforestation
schemeinits currentform alone will be sufficienttoincrease the planting rates as envisagedin the
Irish policy strategy.’

In summary, there are some countries where farm forestry is vibrantand animportant part of the
rural economy. Insuch places, forests are generally managed with timber productionin mind, FOAs
are presentand supportive, and thereisasignificant wood processing sector that handles different
grades of wood fortimber, fibre and wood energy. There are other parts of Europe where woodland
makes a significant contribution to household subsistence needs, especially in relation to woodfuel,
but alsowiderhousehold needs. Inthese areas, farmwoodlandisalsoasignificant source of wood
energy.

Commercial extraction of timber from private farm forests does not deliveracontinuousincome
stream, but can make a significant contribution towards majoreventsin afamily life cycle such as
buildinganew home on a farm for the next generation. However, there are many forces militating
againstthe productive management of small privately owned woodlands in continental Europe. The
proportion of Mean Annual Increment (MAI) cutis generally ratherlow (Austriais an exception) and
the level of forest activity by forest ownersis generallyin decline. The Irish study pointstothe
extreme difficulty of engendering farmer engagementin tree planting because of major cultural
barriers within farming, revolving primarily around the idea of not wanting to afforest ‘good farming
land’ evenwhere itwas clearly more profitable to plant trees ratherthan farm thatland.

18



54 UK farm woodland

5.4.1 Whyfarmwoodland has often been neglected

Overmost of the 20" century In the UK, most mainstream farmers have often not actively managed
farm woodlands. Inaccessibility, under- and non-management and alack of a significant rationale
beyond game management meant that, outwith wartime, therewas atendency forfarm woodland
to remain a largely neglected resource on the average farm.

Numerous studies have reported on the neglected and unmanaged state of farm woodlands with
the majority of non-state owned woodland not actively managed fortimber (e.g. South West Forest
and Woodland Framework, 2004). Overthe last40-50 years, a number of studies have soughtto
betterunderstand the reasonsforthis. Two broad sets of reasons dominate explanations though
there may be furtherfactors:first, there are reasons associated with farmer attitudes; second, there
are economicreasons.

In his paperto the WEAG study, Wilson (2011) argues that three main factors have militated against
the development of farm woodlands: the inadequate supportinfrastructure in terms of advice, the
overly complex grant schemes and lack of on-farm capacity, skills and inclination. The resistance of
many farmersto tree plantingis seento be rootedin theirsense of identity (Burton 2004) rather
than economiclogic, although the lack of profitable opportunitiesis also likely to deter active
management. Further, the lack of a significant subsistence farming/subsistence forestry sectorin the
UK and the omnipresence of coal and then oil have militated against domestic heating through
wood. Finally, the association of game management with wooded areas may have compounded
farmer resistance, as game was normally the landowner’s not the tenant farmer’s right.

One of the mostimportantreasons forfarmerdisinterestin woodland management has also been
the relative economics of farming and forestry. Farmerresistance tothe management of farm
woodlandsislikely to be influenced by acombination theirlack of knowledge of good practice, the
relatively large farmssize inthe UK (and its ability to make full use of household and hired workers)
and the low returns to woodland management (John Clegg Ltd 2012). While both agriculture and
forestry were supported by the post-World War 2 policy settlement, agricultural policy has been
much strengthened by the entry of the UK into Europe and the farm subsidies have trumped those
for forestry. Publicsupportforincreased food production from ourown resources created a policy
climate in which forestry was effectively pushed into the hills and uplands or practiced separately
from food production within the existing forests and woodlands of estates.

Forestry generates low returnsto forestry activity but has recently delivered good returns to forest
ownership. Smiths Gore (2013) report that ‘forestryis likely to be the top performing type of
propertyinthe UK again........ Like rural land, its performance is mainly driven by increasesin the
capital value of the land and trees (19.4%) as it does not generate much income each year (-0.9%).
Overa 10 yearperiod, the IPD UK Forestry Index has produced an average return of 16.3% each year
at lowervolatility than other property investments which, with its significant capital tax benefits, has
made it an attractive assetclass for large and small investors (investing £10-15k or more)’.

Stubbs (2011) reportinganothersurvey identified six main factors which militated against farmersin
Grampian plantingtrees. These included:

e Cultural factors: there was a strong desire of mainstream farmers notto planttrees.
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e Capabilitiesand confidence: trees and woodland were not on the mental map of most
farmersand they would notact inignorance.

e Transaction costs: negotiating a way through the grant system and understanding
replanting obligations were seen as a barrier.

e Optionvalues:the obligationto replantafterthe forest cycle was complete was seen as
unduly limiting of farmer’s choice.

e Policyinstability: policy was notseen as stable and future support might offer more
incentives.

e Farmervs forestrydriven:farmers were seen to wantto planttrees ontheirtermsand
throughthe lens of the farm, ratherthan respond to forestry’s dictums.

Stubbs (2011) does notrank these factorsinterms of theirrelative importance, but the list of factors
confirmsthatthere are a number of barriers to the managementand/or planting of farm woodland
inScotland.

The combination of factors militating against tree plantingis likely to continueto lead to low
planting rates among mainstream productivist farmers. It may make more sense to consider
segmenting the market, or considering different styles of land mangerand to actively target support
to those segments which show the greatestinterest. Thisapproachto policy deliveryisbeing
adoptedin other parts of the UK by Defra.

5.4.2 Whysomefarmers haveplanted trees
The most comprehensive and useful analysis of landowners’ attitudes to woodland planting was

undertaken by Lawrence etal. (2010). It notes:
‘There is a clear pattern amongstthe studies that provide evidence on owners’ reasons for

having and planting woodland. Landscape and conservation (wildlife and shelterbelt) are
ranked highest, with shooting also often high; production and profit come low in the list of
priorities, and provision of public recreation even lower.’

Lawrence etal. (2010) go onto pointout a very distinct divergence of opinion on why some
landownersdo notplanttrees. One body of evidence which reinforces that provided by Stubbs et al.
(2010) suggests cultural factors are dominant whilstthe other suggests thatfinancialreturns are
verylow. However, drawing on awide range of mostly English studies, itis clearthat for some
farmers cultural factors appearto outweigh any financial drivers.

One policy factor has the capacity to change the economics of small woodland managementisthe
Renewable Heat Initiative (RHI). It could dramatically increase the case for managing small areas of
woodland forchippingor pelleting, but does not apply totechnologies based onlogs. Inourview,
thisisa potential game changer, because forthe firsttime inthe last 50 years, low grade timberin
farm woods has reasonable potential value, even foron-farm use. Some of the negativity
surrounding asense of productivist farmers being pushed to plant treesis likely to be overcome as
the demand forlow grade wood for biomass heatingincreases, especially where thisis connected to
business activity such as grain drying. The payback periods forwoody biomass-fuelled grain driers
may be as little as one yearand press reporting of such success stories (Press and Journal 26" April
2013) may wellincrease farmerinterestin sourcing wood and re-instigating management.

Attemptsto revitalisethe rural economy through the more effective integration farming and
forestry have been arecurrenttheme amongthose seeking rural regeneration. Itisevidentin
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Scotland’s Land Use Strategy (Scottish Government 2012). Butitisa recurrentrefrain which was
implemented very effectively in the work of Dartington Hall in Devon from the 1930s by Dorothy
Elmhirst, an American heiress, and heragricultural economist husband, who boughtaderelict estate
and created a number of estate enterprisesin an effort torevitalisethe rural economy of the region.
Betterintegration of land use was integral to theirvision. W E Hiley, awell-known foresterand
forestry author, took on the running of the Dartington woodlands and reinstated management of
theirwoods, aswell asinitiating training programmes for private woodland management.
Dartington Amenity Research Trust (a part of the Dartington enterprise mix) conducted anumber of
studies of farmwoodlandsinthe 1980s and found many of them moribund and unmanaged. More
recently, the Dartington ethos has been associated with the transition movement and permaculture,
the latteran imported land management philosophy but which also explicitly integrates farming and
forestry. However, both transition movementand permaculture are both probably likely to be
regarded by mainstream farmers as eccentricand alternative social practices.
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6. A theoretical perspective: Kahneman and Bourdieu combined.

Our approach to derivingenhanced understanding of farmer’s desire to and capacity for integrating
farmingand forestryisrootedin case studies and the case study approach but isinformed by two
othertheoretical perspectives. Daniel KahnemanisaNobel laureate psychologist, although his prize
was forthe subject of economics. He has explored how people make decisions and come up with
conclusions that suggestthatthe model of economicallyrational manisless often encounteredin
reality thanin economics text books and teaching. In his book, Thinking Fastand Slow, he talks
about System 1 thinking whichisintuitive and emotional and not based on any rational calculus (but
isstill he argues oftenright) and System 2 thinking which is slowerand more rational and more
scientificinits approach. These two ways of thinking canlead the same individualto arrive at
different conclusions using the same data. Itis notat allimprobable that farmers contemplating
woodland development would choose notto planttrees forreasons that are connected to System 1
intuitive thinking ratherthan rationalist scientific System 2 thinking.

Pierre Bourdieuwas a French sociologist, anthropologist and philosopher. One of his core ideas was
that of habitus. A habitusisessentiallyadispositiontoact but Bourdieu arguesthatthe disposition
to actis a result of social conditioning of behaviour. Habitus frames anindividual’s response to the
objective world and isinfluenced by social background and culture. Again, the implication of
Bourdieu’s habitusis thatindividualbehaviouris socially conditioned and may not necessarily
representanindividual’s bestinterests.

Through theirdifferentdisciplinary lenses both Kahneman and Bourdieu focus on how people react
to the external world and in particularto changesin it. They both, in different ways and from
different theoretical basesinform us that actions attitudes and behaviours may often not be
narrowly profit or utility maximising, but are socially constructed and influenced by culture aswell as
economics.

Arguably, when the conditionsinthe externalworld change fast, there is likely to be an adjustment
lag, as oldideas and values continue to drive preferences and choices. Equally, inasituation where
thereisendemicmarket failureand important publicgoods fall outside the operation of markets,
prices fail to convey signals appropriately and land use choices will be driven without heed to non-
marketvalues. The emergence of climate change as amajor policy concern coupled with
recognition of the capacity of woodland to deliver enhanced values overfarmland with respecttoa
number of publicgoods, most especially carbon sequestration, leaves policy enhancement as the
most likely means to deliver effective integration.

7. Types of farm woodland in the UK
A number of studies have considered the types of farm woodland in the UK. Wilson (2012) in
supportingwork for WEAG suggests the following types of woodland:

e Smallfarmwoodland blocks, shelterbelts and hedgerows
e Riparianand floodplain woodlands
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e Productive farm woodlots (grazing
excluded semi-permanently) —

e Productive farmwoodlots (grazing
re-admitted within the first 30
years)

e Silvo-arableand s silvo-pastoral
agroforestry (initial spacingup to
500 stems/ ha)

e Farm forestry small-holdings and
forestgardens (including orchard

systems)

These categories may only indirectly

reflectthe motives of woodland owners.

Further, some of the categories such as hedges and orchards may not even be conceived of as
woodland by farmers, although there are anumber of good examples of new hedgerow creation.
QMS and others are showingincreased interestin new hedgerows, which are recognised as having
benefitsincluding shelter and biosecurity, sometypes of which may also sequester significant
amounts of carbon.

Forest Research use fourfarm woodland type models fortheirworkin relationtotheirresearch
work on climate change:

e Native;

e  Multi-purpose;

e Production;and

e Short Rotation Forestry
Each has different characteristics, different management needs and different capacities for carbon
sequestration.

We propose afourfold classification based on the evidence of the types of woodland management
commonly practiced by Scottish farmers. Of course, some farms will practice very different styles of
woodland management on different parcels of land.

Shelter woodland

Shelterwoodland typically consists of areas
of woodland where the primary purposeis
stock (oroccasionally crop/soil) protection.
Woodland areas are typically likely to be
elongate with largish boundaries per unit
area, often with consequentloss of timber
production and/orquality atthe woodland
edge and enhanced risk of wind damage.
Howeversome farmers plant field corners
or evenroundelsto provide stock shelter.




The principal functionisto protect stock from chilling winds which increase energy requirements
and nutrition costs, orto protect crops where (asin say Morayshire) wind blow of light dry soils can
have serious soil loss consequences. Shelter woodland will also produce timber but quality will most
likely be compromised by edge effects. Such woodland will also offer landscape and biodiversity
benefits butcanalso provide asuitable
habitatfor vermin such as rabbits which
can attack nearby cereals crops and for
foxes which can take lambs.

Production woodland

Production woodland comprises that
woodland where the primary function is
production of timber orbiomass for
profit. Woodland will often be in larger
blocks, often but by no means always be
dominated by single speciesin even-
aged stands, as thisis assumedto be

the profit-maximising model of
commercial and state forestry. The most
widely grown species will be commerecial conifers, especially Sitka spruce, Norway spruce and Scots
pine or, on bettersoils, Douglasfir. Inshortrotation forestry, willow s likely to be grown as the
most productive species. This category thusincludes both Forest Research’s ‘Commercial’ and
‘Short Rotation Forestry’ categories (if short rotation forestry takes off in the wake of the RHI, there
may be a case for a separate category. Its development will be framed by a mix of establishment
grants and product end prices.

Amenity and conservationwoodland
Amenity and conservation woodland is
an extremely broad category. Whatis
distinctive aboutitisthatthe reasons
forits planting/management revolve
around the desire of the ownerto
enhance amenities. In some cases,
where the amenity interestis
principally related to landscape quality,
a variety of visual amenity-enhancing
species will be selected. Siting of
planting will usually be driven more by
aestheticorconservation
considerations than productionissues.
Game managementhasbeencitedasa
majordriver of tree planting, but may be under-reported as sporting shooting can be seento have
negative connotations to some people andis nota legitimatereason for receiving grants for
afforestation. Whetherforgame conservation or more conventional biodiversity conservation,
these woodlands will also sequester carbon and deliverlandscape benefits. Woodland can also be
planted as a bufferto phosphate emissions. Inwetriparian areas woodland can provide abarrier
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against particulate emissions, and deliver beneficial shading, and an enhancedinsect population for
fish.

Agroforestry

In general, agroforestry and
silvopastoralism hasbeen more — —
hypothesised than practiced in the UK. : A _ ' g
Various authors have described arange of R A T R TN
possible agroforestry practices. Most Ay o
agroforestry comprises grazingopen
woodland ororchards. Thistype of
woodlandis sometimes termed pasture
woodland. Aswith shelterbelts, trees
provide shelterforlivestock and reduce
chilling of livestock and energy
requirements necessary to maintain body
heat, but also produce shade which
reduces forage growth. Itis also possible

that shade confers benefits onstockin hot
summerweather. Casual observation
suggests that ruminants gatherundertrees
on hotdays and avoid direct sunshine. At
very least, woodland would seem to create scope for more contented animals. Research
experiments have shown how different species and different planting regimes can affect the relative
outputs of farm and forest systems, but these more formal approaches to agroforestry have not
beenwidelytaken upinthe UK, although agroforestry was widely practiced in New Zealand in the
1970s and 1980s. However, rapid tree growthin New Zealand compromised wood quality and the
practice is now ratherless common.
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8. Likely economic impacts at farm level

The term ‘economicimpact’ can be subjectto multipleinterpretations. First, it can mean the impact
of a change of enterpriseor production system on the financial performance of abusiness. Second,
it can relate to the result of an analysis of the real resource costs and benefits (asin Cost- Benefit
Analysis) where the market prices are adjusted (to take account of subsidies and market failure) and
externalities are assessed and factored into the analysis. Thissecond form of analysisis usually
undertaken ata scale above the individual business and would normally be undertaken foramajor
projectorinpolicy appraisal. Athirdtype of economicimpactsisthose arisinginaspecificarea
from the upstream (supplier)and downstream (buyer) connections between a business and other
firms and the aggregate impact of the firm on a local regional or national economy. This lattertype
of economicimpact analysisis often termed a multiplier study.

In this study, our primary interestis with the on-farm economicimpacts. However, the economic
costs and benefits of woodland creation are difficult to compare with normal farming enterprises.
First, the two industries deal with very differenttime horizons, though the forestry time horizonis
reduced somewhat where shortrotation forestry is practiced for biomass production. Second,
farmers and foresters have historically used rather different metrics forassessing financial
performance. Whereas farmers have often looked at Gross Margins (the gross output of an
enterprise lessits variable (allocatable) costs, forestry appraisal tends to hinge around estimating
net presentvalues, thatis the discounted stream of costs and revenues reduced toasingle lump
sumvalue, which provides an appropriate mechanism fortakinginto account the long production
cycle. Thisapproach, whichis occasionally used by farmers with respect to large-scale, relatively
long-lived investments (in say new milking parlours), is not part of the normal repertoire of farm
business managementtechniques usedin everyday farm decision making.

The primary reason for using Gross Margins analysis with farm enterprises is that there are usually
some costs which are directly attributableto an enterprise and some thatare fixed and
unallocatable to specificenterprises. Assuming fixed costs cannot be readily changed, atleastin the
short term, the gross margin gives areasonable estimate of enterprise performance to allow one
enterprise to be compared with another; orone farms performance to be compared with another.
Thereisstill a needto consider how fixed costs canimpact on netfarm income, but the gross margin
for an enterprise orthe farm as a whole on an enterprise by enterprise basis allows some
consideration of performance.

When farmers consider enterprise changes they often thinkin terms of a partial budget. What costs
would be saved and what benefits forgone from an existing enterprise? What additional benefits
would arise fromthe new enterprise and with what costs? Such an approach does notconsiderthe
time value of money, whichisintegral to normal forestry accounting procedures.

In contrast, the discounting approach reduces the stream of costs and benefits overtimetoanet
presentvalue (oraninternal rate of return for the project). Benefits and further costsin the future
are discounted atan appropriate discountrate. The choice of the discountrateiscritical. High
discountrates militate against the profitability of longerterm projects such as forestry, because the
bulk of value is the final crop felled over forty years after planting. What discountratesshould be
usedishotly debated. Theory would suggest thatthe discount rate should be the Social Rate of
Time Preference- thatis how society adjudges the value of a £ today compared to a yearor tenyears
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hence. Inpractice, those usingdiscounting will tend to discount at the cost of capital which will
almost certainly be greatly in excess of the Social Rate of Time Preference.

As indicated above, such appraisal techniques do not capture either spillover benefits from one
enterprise toanother (asinthe provision of shelterand reduced feed costs) or non-market benefits
such as the social (non-market)value of carbon sequestered. However, forestryiswidely
acknowledged as a sector delivering rather high values of non-market goods such as carbon
sequestration and water quality enhancement and relatively few non-market bads such as chemical
pollution from pesticides orfertiliser application.

Where policies exist to explicitly capture non-market values (such as paying farmers for biodiversity
through grant schemes), the non-market goods converted to a grant are effectively takeninto
account by the land manager when makinga decision about the use to which land should be put.

Unfortunately, there is araft of grant schemes of which different elements pull in different
directions. The main farm subsidy system underthe CAP isthe Single Farm Payment (SFP). Thissum
has been determined by the level of subsidy received by an individual holding between 2000 and
2002, butis due to change to a so-called ‘flattened’ regime to become compliant with WTO rules
and CAP changes. The Single Farm Paymentis paid onlyoneligibleland, soif land is taken out of
agricultural production, there will be a proportional decrementin the SFP. Overand above the SFP
‘hurdle’, any farm forestry proposal willtake land away from livestock production and the LFASS
scheme receipts will also be decrementally affected.

Farms and estates are multi-enterprise firms. They are now less free standing as business entities
than they were inthe past. They ofteninclude on-farm diversified enterprises (such as renewable
energy ortourism). Theyare often supported by off-farmincome sources. Theirrelatively
advantageous tax position makesthem valued assets. Butthey are not businesses pure and simple.
They are more complex entities which combine family aspirations forincome creation capital asset
building and leisure consumption in different proportionsin different places. Aninterestingame
managementisacknowledged by many who plant woodland. This may or may notraise revenue,
but is most likely to be associated with leisure rather than income generation.

There is within many farm households a trading off of profit againstamenity generating activities.
Thisis a particularfeature of land based businesses but may also be found in lifestyle tourism
businesses such as ecotourism, orindeedin second home ownership where owners often trade off
income againsttheir own leisure use of the facility. The trade off is often not calculated explicitly,
making the assessment of any opportunity costs associated with forest and woodland development
extremely challenging for most farm woodland owners.

In consequence the economics of farm woodland and how itisintegrated into family businesses
must be seeninthe context of both business development and household consumption. The
economics of woodland creation and how itisintegrated with the farm will be contingenton the
type of farm and the role of woodland. Ourcase studies have revealed arange of motives from
enhancingthe environmentin an abstract sense, to enhancing personal living space, to acquiring
capital assets, to generating cost-effective heating or grain drying systems. There are no doubt cases
where profitgenerationis a primary motive; butin many cases that we explored thisis notthe over-
ridingdriver; atleast not in an entrepreneurial sense. However, the opportunisticuptake of grants
has made a financial case forwoodland planting compelling at some times and in some places.
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In Table 2 below we summarise the likely economicimpacts of different types of farm woodland on
farm businesses. These are generalised statements and there is likely to be considerable variation
from one farm to another. Amenity woodland creationislikely to have more positive impacts on
capital values where the demand foramenity farmland is greatest (i.e. there are large numbers of
lifestyle farmersin attractive countryside near wealthy built up areas) orwhere the woodland can
connectto diversified enterprises. Shelter woodland will have greater value on windy and exposed
livestock rearing farms orin areas prone towind-blown erosion. Production woodlandis likely to be
mostvaluable where the opportunity costs of releasing land from farming are low. Typically this will
occur where stocking rates are low and on patches of land that are not effectively incorporated into
farm rotations or mainstream farming activity.

Table 1 Economicimpacts of differenttypes of farm woodland

Woodland type

Impact on income

Impact on capital
values

Notes

Shelterwoodland

Modestly beneficial
but very difficultto
estimate accurately

Modestly beneficial

Highfencing costs as

boundary:arearatio is
high

Production woodland

Lumpy returns except
with SRC

Linked to RHI, major
income stream
possible with SRC

Modestly beneficial

Dependsonsite
selectionand good
management

Major savingsin grain
drying or domestic

heating.
Amenity woodland Negligibleand maybe | Potentially quite high | Highlylocation-
negative opportunity insome situations dependent

cost

Agroforestry

No grant aid currently
available therefore
low, however
incentives have been
includedinthe SRDP
consultationdocument

Modest because of
impact on subsidy

Publicpolicy out of
kilter with publicgood
argument for
agroforestry

In this study, no attempt has been made to value the non-market costs and benefits of woodland
creation. Ingeneral, the balance of non-market benefitsis likely to be positive, althoughitis widely
recognised that woodland creation on deep peat (>50cm) will release large amounts of carbon and
would notbe allowed (or grant-aidable). Itis now recognised thatratherthan lookingforsingle
benefit outcomes, it ought to be possible to ‘stack’ ecosystem service benefits, forexample
delivering carbon, wood production, biodiversity, shelter, water quality and landscape

enhancement.

The 12 case study farmers investigated as part of this study had very different attitudes to appraising
the costs and benefits of new woodland creation. One relatively smallgroup of farmers was very
keen to make theirwoodlands an economicpropositionandtheirdecisionsto planttrees were
strongly influenced by the financial impact on the farm business. Almostall such casesinvolveda
mixture of making careful use of grants made available by earlier farm woodland support schemes
or forestry grants withinthe SRDP. Some had made use of forestry grants and locational
supplements which made forestry planting much more favourable from afinancial perspective, but
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because Challenge-funded forestry was based on discretionary funding, it would be possible fora
farmerto prepare a scheme and not be funded. Inaddition, most of the financially motivated
farmerforesters had alsointroduced biomass heat systems which themselves had been supported
by grant aid and are now supported underthe Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) scheme. However,
even profit-oriented farmers tended not to think in gross margin terms though, in principle, gross
margins could be used to compare the returns to new planting where the farm woodland payments
were made overthe 10-15 year period after planting. In most cases where farmers had recorded
costs, the impact on farmincome was broadly neutral, even before the valuation of woody biomass
as a fuel source. However, where RHI was being used, the profitability of woodland is dramatically
enhanced although of course undersuch conditions there is no requirement that the wood be
sourced fromthe farm. Indeed, it can be sourced elsewhere although ownership of the whole
supply chain could be deemed advantageous if demand for woody biomass increased and prices
rose accordingly, although the use of the wood through RHI is needed in orderto glean the value.

Some of the farms (Knock, Ifferdaleand Glensaugh)are self-consciously trying to build resilience into
theirland use systems through turning farmsinto diversified rural businesses with woodland, energy
and tourism enterprises.

A furtherreason why gross margins are an inappropriate measure through whichto assessthe
financial performance of the case study farmsis thatseveral of the farmers were plantingtreesin
the wake of majorbusinessrestructuring. Gross margins analysisis much more appropriate when
considering the day-to-day oryear—to-yearfunctioning of a business not going through significant
structural changes. Some farmers were restructuring forfinancial reasons (for example Glensaugh
was seekingto reduce stock numbers) and similar restructuring occurred among Kintyre farmers and
otherhill and upland farms (e.g. Corrimony) where poorer quality grazings could be foregoneatno
cost exceptthe loss of the LFASS payments which, on the larger hill holdings, created anegligible
loss. Otherfarms, such as Knock, had restructured fora mixture of environmental and family
reasons.

A third group of farmers could be considered as taking a very holisticview of costs and benefits but
undertaking such appraisal in anintuitive ratherthan formal manner. Even the most financially
motivated farmerwouldfind it hard to put a value on shelter, although shelter to stock was
universally valued by all farmers andis recognised as a major benefit of treesin the scientific
literature. Aswell as considering the value of shelter, woodland was also recognised to have value
inreducing water pollution and sequestering carbon. Forestry was seen as havingvalue forshelter
both within the forestin agro-forestry schemes and using stock-protected shelter belts. The sample
was too small to compare the relative merits of shelter belts vs agroforestry.

A final group of farmers saw the principal benefits as arising from enhancing the environmental
quality of the farm eitherfortheirinterests, the publicinterest or both. In some cases, sport
shooting was enhanced by woodland planting. Many of the amenity-driven woodland creators
recognised that there was a modest costto theirfarm but were trading off personal non-pecuniary
benefits against pecuniary benefits from the farming enterprise.

There was no consistentview from the respondents of the impact of woodland on capital values.
Most woodlands were planted on relatively poor quality farmland with an eye to improving amenity
orimprovingshelter. Onbalance, it seems probable that the impact of woodland planting on capital
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values of whole holdingsis ratherlow and this general finding might be expected to prevail where a
relatively small proportion of the farmis taken up by woodland.

Almost all woodland creation was supported by grantaid. Itis difficultto establish acounterfactual:
what would have happenedinthe absence of grantaid? Our suspicionisthatwhile some woodland
planting might have taken place, it would have been substantially less. Where Challenge-funded
forestry opportunities existed, the economics of woodland planting were sometimes considerably
enhanced. Where there are obvious multiple benefits from forestry, Challenge funding would
appearto offera sensible approach to delivering non-marketvalues, aslong as land managers have
a clear view of the publicbenefits sought.

The economics of planting treesis substantially impacted by changesin the levels of grant aid.
However, changesingrantaid can turna non-viable proposition into something highly viable or can
workin reverse. Consistencyingrantaidis clearlyimportantif aclearerimpact of the economics of
woodland plantingisto be considered.

The decisionto planttreesis usually driven by individuals/groups taking alongview, and is not
based on shortterm profitability criteria. Decisionsto planttreesare necessarily driven by values
and assumptions, but rarely are the assumptions of the opportunity costs of planting and the future
values of crops formally and actively factored into the decision making process. Instead, woodland
creators take a longview, often invoking benefits that willbe received primarily by future
generations and values associated more with custodianship of land than profit.

Figure 2 Wood energy systems have been
supported by SRDP grants (as inthis case),
the Energy Efficiency Financing Scheme (EFF),
but infuture most likely through the
Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI)
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9.

Findings

We divide ourfindings into four main groups. First, we establish the factual findings based on
backgroundreadingand case studies. Second, we make some policy observations. Third, we make
practical suggestions asto how at aggregate level itoughtto be possible toidentify farmland

suitable fortree planting. Finally, we offer some theoretical reflections.

9.1 Factual findings

A substantial amount of woodlandisfound on farms. Scottish Government data (2010) suggest
that those claiming EUfarm or rural support of some kind also have about 400,000 hectares of
forestry. We surmise that the majority of this will be actively managed forests on estates and
largerfarms, but a substantial but unknown area of small farm woodlands s still not actively
managed. We also suggestthatthe apparentincrease infarmwoodlandinthe lastdecadeisa
quirk of land registrationin relation to European policy, ratherthan a real increase.

Patches of rough woodland often play arole for out-wintering stock, and often contain sacrificial
feedingareastoavoid damage to more productive pasture. They mayalso playarolein
provision of domesticfuel production. The woodfuel demand will increase with the substantial
savingsin heating costs arising from adoption of the Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI), although
currently only the commercial scheme is operational.

Thisresidual woodland on farmland which is often of poor quality is notagood indicator of
woodland potential on otherareas of farmland butits neglected condition but current use may
help frame farmer’s negative expectations of woodland potential.

Thereis probably less homogeneityin the farming community in terms of attitudes to woodland
planting today than there was 20, 50 or 100 years ago when mostfarmers were farmingfora
livingand had a stronger production orientation (albeit with a stronger subsistence orown
production componentthan at present). The primary reason forthis has been the acquisition of
farms by people who are notseekingtofarmthe land as a productive asset, but forwhom the
pursuit of private amenity is astrong or sometimes the over-ridinginterest. Inthe publicmission
to extend woodland area, the motive to enhance amenity should be recognised.

The evidence accumulated from both the literature and interviews does suggest that there are
both behavioural and attitudinal barriers and economicbarriers to tree planting, particularly on
mainstream Scottish farms. There are signs from both the UK and other parts of Europe that
hobby or part-time farms are much more willing to plant trees for conservation and amenity
reasons than are mainstream farmers. There is no evidence of theirnumbers, although they are
increasingly beinginvestigated by social scientists. Game managementis also asignificant
reasonfor tree plantingand a stronginterestin game management may allow the normal
farmerreticence to planttreesto be at least partially overcome. Finally, emergent markets for
low-grade timber for woody biomass, which have arisen in the wake of the introduction of the
RHI, couldresultin a step-change of interestin woodland management, although the lack of any
long-term guaranteesin policy may militate against new planting.

Neithertraditional farmers nornew amenity owners have well developed skill sets with respect
to woodland development and/or management. Engaging with grantaid has also become more
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difficult with the merging of woodland grants into the SRDP, ratherthan easieras might have
been hoped. This has made farmers much more consultant-dependentandin the absence of a
known and respected land management consultant, new woodland developments are unlikely to
materialise. While estate owners have frequent experience of in-house foresters or use of forest
consultants, most farmers do not, although some farm consultants have acquired woodland
managementskillsintheir practices.

Tenanted farmsare likely to be more resistant to woodland creation than owner occupiers.

It isalmostimpossibleto make a simple and meaningful financial comparison of farming and
forestry. Thisarises partly because of long time horizonsinforestry, compared tofarmingand
the sensitivity of results to choice of discount rate or expected pricesinup to 50 years’ time,
aboutwhich we, inevitably, have very limited insight. This leads to defaultto the ‘constant
relative prices’ rule which tends to maintain the status quo. However, recentinformation shows
increasing capital values of woodland are sometimes decisive in delivering higher land values;
and, more generally, firm prices forwoodland products and agrowing market for woody biomass
augur well forforestry. Case studies of farmersindicate that theirland use choices between
farmingand forestry are rarely driven by financial considerations alone, although some farmers
have clearly responded to high levels of grant aid, forexample under Challenge-funded forestry.

It is extremely difficult to see farmers’ decisions about woodland planting as driven exclusively by
money, although the publicsupportinthe SRDP for woodland planting has been taken advantage
of by many, often once they have found an agent to masterthe complexities of the application
process for the SRDP support. Financial returns are likely to have been one factorin the decision
to planttrees but, in most cases, are not likely to have been decisive. However, the development
of the RHI has made the use of low-grade timber for fuel potentially so profitable that the
development of wood energy supply chainsis likely to be a game changerfor existing
undermanaged farm woodlands and s likely to stimulate additionalwoodland planting of fast-
growing biomass crops. There are already emergent examples of good practice, some private
sectorand some driven by machineryrings.

Two examplesindicatethe economicvalue of planting trees. In one case a farmerhad a
£100,000 surplusovercosts when he received the grants undera Forestry Challenge Schemein
the early 2000s. More recently anotherfarmerhad paid off all the investmentin awood heated
graindriersysteminone year using RHI. Suchan investment might normally take 10years to pay
off. These examples are not typical and reflect exceptional business acumen by the farmers
involved.

There isa minority of farmers who have managed their woodlands actively. This may arise
because of particularinterestsin woodland, awillingness to think outside the box of conventional
farming practice, or because of beliefs that there are beneficial synergies between farming and
forestry. They have been motivated by various factors. Some wantto enhance the landscape for
theirown amenity; others are keen on game management and have used woodland planting to
enhance the quality of theirshoot. Otherssee woodland as providing stock shelter, either within
the woodland orusing the woodland boundary as a means of protection from the elements.
Otherfactors such as a desire to build more sustainable and resilientland management systems
have alsoinfluenced some farmers.
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9.2 Policy findings

The current policy arrangements although in some ways supportive of farm woodland planting
are currently insufficient to overcome the multiple behavioural, attitudinal and financial barriers
that characterise mainstream productivist farmers, but are sufficient to encourage planting by
hobby/lifestyle farmers and amenity-motivated land-owners. Itisuncertain whetherthis will
lead to the righttreesinthe right place froma publicpolicy perspective.

Some types of farm woodland, particularly pasture woodlands and otherrelated woodland
grazing systems, operate with stocking densities that lead to neither woodland norfarm subsidy
and support beingavailable. Paradoxically, the wood pasture system probablyhas very high
levels of publicgood and would thereby merit significant publicsupport.

The emergence of the Renewable Heat Initiative as a policy to supportthe increased production
of renewableenergy isamajor factorin stimulating farmerinterestin woody biomass or other
forms of biomass. Farmers who have installed biomass-based grain drying have found it
extremely profitable, with reported payback periods of afew years at most, and sometimesless
than one. Assector knowledge expands on the financial profitability of biomass boilers, so
interest may be stimulatedin own production

Thereisa strongstrand in reformistagricultural policy discourse arguing that public payments
should be for publicgoods. To reward farmersfor the non-market value of carbon sequestration
throughtree plantingsuchas is being developed for peatbog restoration could, if the price was
setat anywhere nearthe Treasury’s social value of carbon, create an enormous boost forfarm
woodland planting.

Equally, any tax or other policy measure to mitigate emissions from land use would stimulate
farmersto think about where they could at lowest cost reduce their GHG emissions. Any move in
thisdirection (and larger-emitting businesses and organisations already are obligated to comply
with the carbon reduction commitment energy efficiency scheme by buying allowances forevery
tonne of carbon that they emit.

The biggesteconomicbarriertotree plantingisa product of policy: thatisthe potential loss of
SFP and actual loss of LFASS (or its successor) on planted land, even where the farm business
activity iswholly orvirtually unaffected by the planting. Currently, if afarmer plants 20% of his
LFASS eligibleland he will lose that proportion of subsidy, evenif that land were very lightly
stocked and of no significanceto the farmingenterprise.

We concur with the WEAG 10 recommendation that woodland grazing by farm livestock needs to
be accommodated within the SFP system and that the current failure to effectively reward
farmers with subsidies for silvopastoral systems is anomalous and unreasonable. We would see
scope for remediation of this situation through changed eligibility for SFP.

9.3 Practical considerations

Using GIS of livestock densities, itis possible to identify significant areas of farmland where there
would be minimal displacement of stock if woodland planting wereto be undertaken. This
should enable very low cost afforestation to take place butthe possible loss of the Single Farm
Payment on afforested land might well still deter farmers from woodland creation.
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For example, the partially afforested hill in Figure 3below could be further afforested with zero
loss of production as the non-forested part of the knoll outlinedin yellow is currently un-grazed
and uncultivated foragricultural purposes. Itistypical of many areas of uplandinthe north east

of Scotland, whichif notungrazed, is very lightly stocked. Itis notknown whetherany of the land
currently attracts Single Farm Payment.

Figure 3 The woodland creation challenge: reducing the costs of afforestation onlandin receipt of
subsidy

9.4 Theoretical reflections

e Social theorists, including Kahneman and Bourdieu suggest that people do not always behave
rationally. Theirkeyideas of system 1and System 2 thinkingin Kahneman’s case, and habitusin
Bourdieu’s case, can help us at least understand why the anticipated rational outcomes do not
occur.

o The category ‘farm’ is stereotypically considered as awholly productive economicentity run by
an economically rationalfarmer. Thisis nottrue, as many farms combine production with
consumption and are family businesses ratherthan normal businesses in which capital and labour
are separate entities.

e The exploration of farmers predisposition to planttrees might benefit from a segmentation of the
farm population, to help explore more deeply, by factor or clusteranalysis or similar, which
groups of farmers exhibit a greater propensity to plant trees and to plan communication of policy
messagesto connectto the differentaspirations and values of different segments. Whereas
commercial farmers may show an interestin the very considerable economicadvantages of RHI,
hobby farmers may be more interested in grants that support woodland creation foramenity, but
which may inadvertently impact positively on capital values. Such workis currently being
undertaken for Defraand should soon be inthe publicdomain (January 2014).
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e Afinal pointofreflectionrelates tothe possibleimpacts of RHI on land use systems. If, asseems
highly probably, the roll out of the RHI at commercial and domesticscale generatesincreased
demandforlow grade woody biomass, the exploitation of low grade existing farm woodlandsis
more likely, asis the planting of short rotation coppice. Itis very difficult to build scenarios of the
future, but any market-induced or policy-induced price risefor hydrocarbonsis likely to increase
the demand forwoodfuel, which would favour more active management of existing woodlands
or new woodland planting.
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10 Recommendations for further research

e Thereisa strongdemandforevidence based orevidence informed policyinthe UK. The
literature review surrounding this study threw up awide literature but very little related to UK
conditions. Accordingly, we see acase foran up to date literature review or meta-analysis of
farm forestryinthe UK including the biophysical aspects and the economicaspects. Thisshould
be usedto highlight evidence gaps and research needs.

o Thereisa needforbetterinformation onthe benefits to animals from shelterand the impact of
this both on growth and maintenance demands of the animal and of main nutritional plants.
These benefits are widely acknowledged but not enumerated with any precision, certainly notin
economicorfinancial terms. Understandably, these benefits will vary from place to place
because of wind speed etc, butitoughtto be possible to specifythe range of benefitsinterms of
improved animal condition, reduced mortality e.g. of lambs and reduced feed requirements.

e Thereisa needforcareful comparison of woodland grazing vs woodland shelteras land
management practices, including all dimensions including access to animals for difficult
calvings/lambings, impacts on body temperature, mortality etc.

e Thereisa needforcontinuous updating of examples to reflect changing policy conditions,
particularly inthe wake of the roll-out of the Renewable Heat Incentive. Thisis expected to make
poor quality woodland more valuable as bio-energy values increase to reflect the RHI. This might
be expected toincentivise management of existing woodlands and to nudge farmers to consider
short rotation woodland.
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Appendices

Appendix 1

Farm woodland study

Forestry Commission Scotland, Woodlands Expansion Advisory Group, James
Hutton Institute

Introduction:
Thank you for agreeingto take part in this study, we appreciate yourtime and enthusiasm.

We are undertaking the study for FCS on farm woodlands. Our principal aimistoidentifyanumber
of good practice examples and look at the costs and benefits of farm woodlands and your name has
been suggested as someone who might make an appropriate case study. We have a number of
guestions about yourapproachto land managementand farmingin general and some more specific
guestions on forestry which we anticipate should take 30-45 minutes to complete.

Subject toyour consent and with you havinga chance to review any content we will build up ashort
case study of your farm. We would also like to obtain a farm map and have the chance to take some
photographs of yourfarm and its woodland (unless you have any of yourown). We planto design
some 2 page glossy brochuresto take to the Royal Highland show highlighting the various ways farm
woodland can be utilised

The general context

1a) How longyou have been on this farm?

1b) Do you own the land or are you a tenant (or have mixed tenure)?

1c) Can you tell me a little about what drives the way you approach the management of yourland?

1d) Can youtell me a little about the enterprise mix and main farming systems and how things have
evolvedoverthe last 10 years to their current ‘shape’?

Cattle
Sheep

Otherlivestock
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Arable

le) Have there been any changesin numbers and/orintensity?

1f) Do you have LFASS or not?

1g) Do you currently receive any environmental payments from the current SRDP
1h) Would you utilise the SRDP again ifitwere to continue inits currentform?

1i) If not why not?

1j) Have you received payments for environmental activity on your farm under previous schemes?

2. Thewoodland forest enterprise

2a) Where does forestry/woodland fitinto the scheme of things on yourfarm?

2b) How many separate areas of woodland doyou have on the farmin total?

2c¢) Was there any woodland on the farm when you took iton?

2d) Can youtell me a bitabout the current condition of that woodland and what, if any, value you
derive fromit? By value | mean both monetary and non-monetary values.

2e) Do you see yourwoodin terms of commercial forest only or have you got otherusesforit (eg
firewood, fencing)

Can we lookina bitmore detail now at any more recently (less than 15 years) planted woodland
plot by plot?

Plot(a) (name:......cccoeuuu.uee ) - hectares; grantaid Y/N; land use displaced ( rotation/yield loss,
stocking changes etc.); value of any product (monetary and non-monetary, incl. grants); SFP (single
farm payment) still onthe land?

Plot (b) (name.:.................. ) IR hectares; grantaid Y/N; land use displaced ( rotation/yield loss,
stocking changes etc.); value of any product (monetary and non-monetary, incl. grants); SFP still on
the land?
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Plotc (name.:.................. ) IO hectares; grantaid Y/N; land use displaced (rotation/yield loss, stocking
changesetc.); value of any product (monetary and non-monetary, incl. grants); SFP stillon the land?

Plotd (name.:......c.c........ ) IR hectares; grantaid Y/N; land use displaced (rotation/yield loss,
stocking changes etc.; value of any product (monetary and non-monetary, incl. grants); SFP still on
the land?

And more if need be here:

2f) What were the principal barriers to you creating new woodland on the farm (e.g. lack of advice;
trust in contractors; peer pressure; prejudice (some farmers justdon’tlike trees!), vermin habitat;
lack of knowledge of woodland and their management) and how did you overcome them?

2g) What would have been the agricultural use of thisland had it not been plantedin trees and what
isthe effect plantingaspecificareaof land has had on the overall output of the unit.

2h) what effect has planting this area of land had on the physical output of the farm?

2i) Have you reduced livestock nos. /crop area as a consequence of the establishment of these
woods and if so by how much?

2j) How valuableis yourwoodland toyou in terms of landscape enhancement?
2k) Do you find the publicusing yourwoodland? Is this a good thing or has it been abused?
2l) How does the combined old and new woodland fitinto the running of the farm?

2m) Can youidentify the positives and negatives of woodlands on theirfarm
2n) Do you undertake the principal strategicthinking about what you will doin yourwoodland
yourself ortake advice from others?

20) Do you undertake any workin the woodland yourself: e.g. beating up; thinning; extraction?

2p) Do you have any interestin: please highlightin bold.

Game/sportshooting strong medium alittle

Habitat or species conservation strong medium alittle

Looking forward
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Looking forward, how do you see yourland management on this unitevolving, particularly with
respectto yourfarm woodland? Please highlightin bold-

No change very likely maybe not likely
More agroforestry very likely maybe not likely
More production forestry very likely maybe not likely

More environmental forestry
(e.g.conservation or wooded buffer strips) very likely maybe not likely

More shelterbelts very likely maybe not likely
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