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Abstract: The South East of England has an abundance of woodland, which offers a potential
sustainable timber and fuel resource in parallel with being a much-loved part of rural life and rich
ecological wildlife habitat. An ever-increasing quantity of mature broadleaved trees is available
for harvest forms, with appropriate management and a sustainable yield potential, set against
the backdrop of only 10% of UK timber demand currently supplied from UK-grown resource.
There has been little systematic research into the factors that limit the sector and initiatives to address
the challenge have not had a significant impact on the amount of woodland under management.
Through semi-structured interviews across the wood supply chain, this research provides an integrated
analysis of the factors limiting woodland management in the South East of England. The findings
indicate the sector is complex, multifaceted, slow to respond to change and driven by a strong set of
human, economic, environmental, and structural motivations away from use of local wood product.
A novel insight from the research was that although there was a positive affinity for forestry and
a strong culture of woodland management across the spectrum of stakeholders, there was little
evidence of effective collaboration or sector integration. These factors have been summarised in
a ‘rich picture’ providing a visual and intuitive way of engaging with stakeholders. This research fills
a significant gap in understanding the dynamics of forestry in the South East of England and provides
new underpinning evidence for policy makers to design interventions aimed at delivering better
sustainable utilisation of woodland resources in parallel with offering support to rural communities
and economies.
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1. Introduction

Woodland is 13% of land cover in the UK, but only 10% in England [1]. Despite being just a third of
the coverage of most other European countries and with slow progress towards the government’s target
of 12% (in England) by 2060 [2], woodland is still a significant element of the landscape, particularly in
the South East of England.

Woodlands have multiple potential uses including as a leisure environment, a material and
energy resource, and provision of other ecosystem services such as flood protection, carbon sinks,
and ‘green lungs’. According to the Natural Capital Committee, every 250,000 hectares of woodland
adds £500 million of societal benefits from ecosystem services [3], although most of these services cover
the woodland as an ecological growing resource rather than when harvesting and extraction is taken
into consideration.
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Within England, about 60% of woodlands are hardwood [1], while most of the ‘mass market’ for
forest products focuses on the quicker growing and easier to handle softwoods. Despite the great
range of uses and demand for woodland products, there is relatively little use of extracted hardwood
resource in the UK. Annually the UK consumes around 500,000 m3 of hardwood for use in a range
of products (biomass, sawn hardwood for boards, joinery products, etc.), yet only 10% is currently
sourced from within the UK [4]. This is not due to a lack of available resource or the sustainability of
extracting it from the woodland. There is 6 million m3 of hardwood available for extraction between
2022 and 2061 [1], from which, using a conservative estimate of only 10% for quality saw logs and
a conversion rate for processing of two thirds, would result in 400,000 m3 of end product sawn timber
hardwood that could be produced every year from English woodlands for the next 40 years without
reducing the overall standing stock [5]. Within the South East of England, the situation is most acute,
with 25% of the national total of ‘overdue’ wood biomass (trees past the age that they have been
defined as available for felling, either by management plans or post the maximum Mean Annual
Increment (MAI) point where growth rate slows down), yet the area has the least commensurate
scale of wood product utilisation (sawmills, processing plants, and final consumer utilisation) of
any region in the UK [6]. The potential opportunity to utilise more of this wood resource is also
restricted by local rural supply chains and wood harvesting and working skills becoming increasingly
dormant [7]. The active management of a woodland for a variety of purposes can be considered to
increase the overall environmental sustainability of the land [8]. For example, removal of trees for
processing into woodfuel can benefit diversity of wildlife through creating open areas within woodland
and make the woodland structure more resilient through multi-age woodland [9]. In addition, removal
of trees for timber purposes, as long as it is undertaken in a sustainable way, can create gaps in
woodland cover that encourage greater biodiversity [10].

Over the previous two decades, there have been a range of initiatives instigated by the government,
the Forestry Commission and non-governmental organisations (NGOs) to attempt to increase
the percentage of wood resource reaching supply chains. These have largely focused around financial
grants and programmes to increase information and awareness amongst owners, but validation of outcomes
is sparse and comparison between interventions very limited [11]. Furthermore, most interventions
are targeted on a primary measure of outcome, for example in encouraging the planting of new trees,
but do not consider the multivariate nature of woodland management where a positive outcome for
the system as a whole may not be delivered through the same outcome in different patches of woodland
or with different owners [12,13]. Although the introduction of the Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) has
had a positive impact, it and other programmes have not significantly altered the outlook for the sector
at large [2].

Whilst some of the global literature has relevance to the UK, the particularly acute situation within
the South East of England has not been directly studied. The high density of the population, dispersed
tree cover, congested transport network and varied geographic terrain make the counties of the South
East of England a particularly challenging domain for a functioning forest sector. Blockers and solutions
that are experienced in this region are therefore highly relevant to understanding the UK and more
global challenges associated with woodland management. This research seeks to establish the reasons
for the under-utilisation of broadleaved wood product resource in the South East of England.

Previous research has focused on the decision making of those involved in the forest
supply chain, particularly around the decision to actively manage a particular area of woodland.
Traditionally, research has focused on an owner as an agent of rational economy theory (e.g., [14–16]),
where the decision not to harvest wood is seen as a purely economic response to a lack of markets
or a poor economic return for investment [17]. This analysis appears compelling for the South
East of England, given that woodland areas are small, separated, and on hard-to-access land with
an increased financial burden of extraction and a lack of local markets for non-traditional wood
products. However, an economic focus as the sole driver for decision making has been found to be
an inadequate rationalisation, with research repeatedly finding that economic incentives alone do not



Sustainability 2020, 12, 10071 3 of 15

motivate increased management, and that owners and managers report increasing financial returns are
not sufficient to change behaviour [18,19]. Other research has focused on the personal characteristics
of woodland owners and managers and their motivations for management decisions (e.g., [20–22]).
Studies have found that an owner’s motivations for forest ownership are considered (in a self-reported
measure) to be the most important indicators of woodland activity, with financial incentivisation only
working when linked to these broader motivations [23].

When behaviour change is considered, work has been done on behavioural impacts and
interventions and their incorporation into economic and attitudinal models [24], including how
behavioural ‘nudges’ can impact on forest management activities [25]. Whilst case studies have been
published where this approach has been undertaken (e.g., [26]), there is generally a lack of systematic
research undertaken relating to behavioural impacts within parallel sectors applied to UK forestry.
This extends to environmental motivation; for example, whilst climate change and disease have been
identified as the primary concerns of woodland owners in the UK in 2017 [27], there is little academic
research that explores how these motivations impact on owner decision making [28]. Finally, recent
research has focused on the social practice underpinning management, with increasing attention to
human culture and how it impacts on landscape. This approach highlights landscape as a dynamic entity
not solely viewed as a resource base—landscape can be seen to co-evolve with the human environment
and as a function of the development of a collective psychology. Therefore, any consideration of
woodland decision making should also be considered alongside a wider perspective on the individuals
and culture involved within it [29,30]. This requires examination of how individuals form part of
a social network and how the attitudes and values of this network impact on individual and collective
decision making [31,32]. This offers potential opportunities for targeting of interventions that address
not just single owners but their entire social environment.

Therefore, the current evidence base indicates a range of potential challenges facing woodland
management in the South East of England, although most research to date has not taken a regional
sector-wide approach to capture the breadth of factors impacting output. This research aims to fill that
gap by exploring the reasons for low levels of woodland management in South East England (Hampshire,
Surrey, and West Sussex) leading to under-utilisation of broadleaved wood product resource.

2. Materials and Methods

The study uses a structured interview approach with twenty-one individuals involved in
the forestry sector in the South East of England to acquire qualitative data with some complementary
quantitative responses. The interview data have been collected and analysed using a grounded
theory approach to allow the key factors to emerge. Grounded theory is an approach to qualitative
data analysis that supports the development of theories through the analysis of captured data [33].
The underlying structure of the concept and its inter-relationships are allowed to emerge from the data
through the analysis process, encouraging review of a dataset without pre-conceived ideas about
a coding framework [34]. These factors have then been captured in a graphic representation as a ‘rich
picture’ to facilitate stakeholder discussion and engage wider communities with the challenges [35].

Participants were identified through snowball sampling designed to capture a breadth of roles
across the supply chain from woodland owners to contractors, agents, and those people involved in
establishing policy and strategy for the sector (Table 1) and with a range of sizes of business/operation
(Table 2). An initial set of ten respondents was identified by engagement with the South East Forestry
and Woodland Advisory Committee, who provided what they considered to be a range of individuals
with a balanced perspective from different aspects of the sector. Each of these then identified additional
respondents, and so on. Data collection ceased at twenty-one participants as similar findings were
being obtained and no additional factors were being retrieved. The split between owners, agents,
contractors, and policy workers was not fully balanced as in several cases woodland owners passed
the interview request to their agents, which resulted in a larger number of agent interviews than
owner interviews. This was particularly the case for ‘medium’ scale owners, which resulted in
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an imbalance between owners/agents and size of woodland. Those involved in policy and research
were predominantly focused towards medium and large woodlands, as this is where the weight
of policy effort is focused. The final participant list was reviewed and validated by the Forestry
Commission South East regional office and the South East Forest and Woodland Advisory Committee
as being representative of the woodland sector. All subjects gave their informed consent for inclusion
before they participated in the study. The study was conducted in accordance with the Declaration
of Helsinki, and the protocol was approved by the Ethics Committee of the University of Surrey
(project ID: 160708-160702-22137270).

Table 1. Study participants by size and type of business.

Size of Business

Small Medium Large TOTAL

Type of
business

Woodland owner 3 0 1 4
Agent (or resident forester) 2 2 4 8
Contractor (feller, chipper, reseller) 1 3 1 5
Policy/Research 0 3 1 4
TOTAL 6 8 7 21

Table 2. Definition of scale/remit of woodland businesses, as defined in [11].

Scale of Operation Definitions

Classification Definition

SMALL
Reselling less than 1000 tonnes of wood a year; less than five contracts;
processing less than 1000 tonnes a year; woodland (ownership or
management) of less than 15 hectares

MEDIUM
Reselling between 1000–5000 tonnes of wood a year; between 5–15
contracts; processing between 1000 and 10,000 tonnes a year; woodland
(ownership or management) of between 15 and 50 hectares

LARGE
Reselling over 5000 tonnes of wood a year; over 15 contracts; processing
more than 10,000 tonnes a year; woodland (ownership or management)
of over 50 hectares

All interviews were conducted by the same interviewer, face-to-face, in the place of work or home
of participants, and each took between 45 and 90 min. The interviews followed a semi-structured
approach, with questions chosen to address the aim of the study and based on previous research as
described in the literature review. The key topic areas were their business, the dynamics of the industry,
and their perspectives on the challenges facing them and the sector as a whole. A summary of interview
questions is given in Table 3.

A grounded theory approach to data collection and analysis was undertaken. The interviews
were audio recorded and transcribed and emergent content analysis was undertaken to determine
the key factors that participants identified as having an impact on either their business and/or
wider sector performance. Each interview transcript was coded manually by topics as identified
by the interviewee, with a particular focus on the responses to questions in sections 4 (barriers to
developing business), 8 (motivations for management of woodland), and 9 (sector wide blockers).
The coding framework emerged through transcript analysis, and each transcript was subsequently
re-coded against the completed framework of topics once all interviews were completed and analysed.
All data was stored and used in accordance with relevant data security legislation and good practice.
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Table 3. Semi-structured interview format.

Section Question Topic Description Qualitative/Quantitative

1 Introduction

Overview of the research topic
Overview of the approach to
the interview
Summary of consent, signing of
consent form

Discussion

2 Business information

Business information—size,
scale, type
Motivations for personal career
choice

Ordinal category choice
Qualitative comment

3 Woodland activities
Main activities undertaken in
woodland
Time taken to complete activities

Ordinal category choice
Qualitative comment

4 Barriers Rating of barriers to business
development

Quantitative
(with supporting

qualitative comment)

5 Relationship to others

Levels of cooperation and
collaboration with suppliers,
customers and other peer
businesses
Barriers to cooperation

Qualitative comment

6 Perceived change
(historical and future)

Change over the last five years
Predicted change over the next
five years

Qualitative comment

7 Costs

Main cost to business
Prices for product
Change in price (backwards and
forwards)

Qualitative comment

8 Motivations for
management

Reasons why people are
choosing to manage/not manage
woodland

Qualitative comment

9 Sector wide blockers Blockers to development of
the sector Qualitative comment

10 Conclusion Summary of key points
Any other issues not raised Qualitative comment

The resultant set of factors was quantitatively analysed by the frequency of reporting between
participants, resulting in a rating of either ‘high’, ‘medium’, or ‘low’ by frequency of identification.
High frequency factors were identified by >70% (14 or more participants), medium frequency factors
by between 40–70% (between eight and 12 participants), and low frequency factors by 20–40%
(between four and eight participants). Any factors identified by less than 20% (four participants) were
not considered to be commonly identified issues. Factors were also subjectively grouped by four
dimensions: human, financial, structural, or environmental, dependent on the topic area.

The factors identified through the content analysis were used to generate a graphic representation
(rich picture) of the main components, issues, and connections between actors in the woodland
management and utilisation system. The rich picture was produced by the researchers in collaboration
with an artist and was presented to three stakeholder groups for validation and identification of
areas for further investigation: the Forestry and Woodland Advisory Committee, a cross sector
grouping established to advise the Forestry Commission in the South East; a grouping of members of
the Royal Forestry Society; and staff members and woodland advisors from the Forestry Commission.
Some amendments were made following these reviews to clarify ambiguities and strengthen
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the communication message. The factors and rich picture were reviewed and analysed to draw
conclusions about the sector as a whole and the blockers impacting on its growth and development.

3. Results

Based on content analysis of the interview transcripts, a set of 38 factors were identified by
participants as impacting on woodland management and under-utilisation of broadleaved wood
product resource. Ten factors were considered to be ‘high’ frequency (Table 4), thirteen ‘medium’
frequency (Table 5), and fifteen ‘low’ frequency (Table 6). A description of the high and medium
frequency factors is introduced below, organised by their primary dimension (human, financial,
structural, or environmental).

Table 4. High frequency factors impacting woodland management and under-utilisation of
woodland resource.

Human factors

• Ownership motivations not aligned to active management.

Financial factors

• Exchange rate results in cheaper imported product reducing home-grown market.
• Marginal financial return from activity—high cost of management activity, handling friction,

poor sale return.
• Long payback period for early years thinning and management activity.

Structural factors

• Poor woodland infrastructure, including access to and within woodlands.
• Dispersed nature of woodlands.
• Small pockets of private ownership.
• Lack of availability of information appropriately targeted to owners.
• Lack of availability of skilled resource to support owners, including Forestry Commission

woodland officers.

Environmental factors

• Impact of pests and diseases—positive financial return requires very active pest and
disease management.

3.1. Human Factors

The single high frequency human factor identified was the relationship between ownership
motivation and active management. For example, in cases where the reason for woodland ownership
was not for resource extraction or economic optimisation, there was a decreased likelihood of
management activity being undertaken. In cases where management of woodland would actively
conflict with ownership motivation (for example where ownership was primarily for ecological
outcomes in conflict to tree felling), interviewees indicated extremely high resistance to changing
management patterns. Farmers were perceived to value woodland differently to agricultural land,
seeing the only useful purpose of areas of trees being to hide disused farm equipment. This is seen to
impact on levels of farm woodland management and openness to new initiatives focusing on both
new plantings and management of existing trees. Other medium frequency factors identified centre
on information and awareness, with a reported lack of understanding and knowledge from owners
and the general public about the potential ecological, silvicultural, and economic value of woodland
management. In addition, it was felt that conflicting information resources confuse owners as to what
‘doing the right thing’ would look like in their woods.
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Table 5. Medium frequency factors impacting woodland management and under-utilisation of
woodland resource.

Human factors

• Lack of understanding about the ecological value of undertaking woodland management and
negative public perception of tree felling.

• Actual and perceived land quality factors with woodland valued less positively than other
agricultural land.

• Low level of risk appetite—owners not willing to risk new management approaches.
• Low level of cooperation amongst owners/agents/contractors with little sharing of knowledge

and innovation.
• Lack of knowledge—owners want to ‘do the right thing’ but no knowledge or agreement what

that would be.

Financial factors

• Poorly targeted and inappropriately structured (e.g., requiring a high cost contribution)
financial incentives.

Structural factors

• Lack of a regional wood storage hub infrastructure for timber and woodfuel resource.
• Woodland businesses are localised, often small, and with low incentive for growth.
• Little vertical integration in the supply chain.
• High levels of perceived bureaucracy in managing woodland/engaging with incentives.

Environmental factors

• Long timescales associated with tree growth impacting both financial returns and resistance
to change.

• History of woodland use and management—no actively managed forestry sector for
many decades.

• Woodland on marginal land resulting in increased infrastructure and access challenges.

3.2. Financial Factors

From a financial perspective, three high frequency factors were identified. The level of exchange
rate disadvantage. which results in an imported product being cheaper than a home-grown alternative
at the point of sale, was particularly important for low margin products used in construction and
fencing. The marginal level of financial return from most woodland management activity was also
a factor—most interviewees accepted that financial return did not need to be positive to justify activity,
but could not be consistently significantly in deficit. This is exacerbated by a long payback period for
early years thinning and management activity. The only variation in this was for larger estates, where it
was accepted that other estate activities would fund the management of woodland, given a longer-term
perspective and a strong value of custodianship of the land for future generations. Medium frequency
factors were government financial policy incentives, which were perceived to be poorly targeted,
not sufficient in quantity, not offered in a way that was usable for most owners (for example offering
payment post activity rather than prior to activity being undertaken), requiring significant time to
apply for and receive, and not offering support for the most important structural challenges such as
infrastructure development. The resource intensive nature of woodland management operations was
also cited as a factor, with a high friction cost in terms of labour and machinery costs and time for
handling and movement of wood product.
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Table 6. Low frequency factors impacting woodland management and under-utilisation of
woodland resource.

Human factors

• Lack of workforce skill and competence to address challenge of small, dispersed,
and inaccessible woodland.

• An aging workforce, with the sector not seen as attractive or financially rewarding for
young arboriculturalists.

• Historical emotional perspective—post the 1987 ‘great storm’, many owners ceased woodland
management, either because of the large cost of clear up or the emotional impact of losing large
amounts of tree cover.

Financial factors

• High fuel costs impacting cost of transport.
• Low oil price impacting interest in woodfuel as a fuel source.
• Financial pressures on large estates means less opportunity for activities with a poor return

(e.g., forestry).
• Reducing levels of the government funded ‘Renewable Heat Incentive’, which originally

incentivised woodfuel, creating uncertainty.
• Cost of insurance and indemnity for public access.
• Lack of a consistent woodland ownership tax incentive.

Structural factors

• Machinery not adapted for use in English woodlands.
• Woodland conversion is perceived to limit landowner flexibility.
• Historical policy emphasising planting of native woodland species over softwoods has resulted in

product with less of an existing processing capability and market.
• Public access issues of woodland.

Environmental factors

• Concern about depletion of micronutrients by extraction of product from woodland.
• Changing species mix due to climate change and pests and diseases.
• Changing practices of management including continuous cover forestry.

3.3. Structural Factors

Structural high frequency factors centred on the pattern of woodland ownership in the South East,
with dispersed woodlands, unmanaged woodland dominating marginal land, and with small pockets
of private ownership. This geographic challenge is further compounded by the level of woodland
infrastructure in the South East, including access to and within woodlands. A lack of appropriately
skilled resources to support owner decisions and advise on activity was identified, supported by a lack
of availability of information targeted to owners and high levels of perceived bureaucracy required
to administer the management of woodland. Most of the rationales for these factors focusing on
skilled resource cited access to, and the skill levels of, the Forestry Commission ‘Woodland Officers’,
whose role has significantly changed over the past decade from offering direct, free, and impartial
support to owners to being reduced to a much lower level due to funding constraints. A further
structural factor was the lack of a wood storage hub for consolidation of woodfuel and timber resources,
which may offer a solution to the problem caused by small pockets of private ownership and resultant
small quantities of wood product brought to market.

3.4. Environmental Factors

The single high frequency environmental factor was the impact of pests and diseases on owner
motivation and financial return, a very active pest and disease management policy being required
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to facilitate long term financial return. Medium impact factors include the historical context of
woodland use and management in the area and the timescale associated with tree growth. Full outcome
timeframes from growing and managing woodland are longer than an individual’s lifetime, making
realisation of both financial and non-financial benefits difficult. In addition, there is a recognised
challenge for owners and woodland users to perceive landscape management on longer-than-human
timescales, resulting in a widespread resistance to perceived landscape change.

A range of lower frequency factors were also identified, as summarised in Table 6. These are not
discussed further, as the lower frequency indicates the factors are not so universally agreed upon.

3.5. Rich Picture

The set of factors identified, alongside raw interview quotes, was reviewed in a workshop with
a rich picture artist. From this session, an initial concept for a graphic articulation of the dynamics of
the sector was generated, aiming to incorporate as many of the high and medium frequency factors as
possible and using participant quotes to offer authentic comment. Initial sketches of the rich picture
were aired with three different groups of participants over a period of a couple of months, and elements
were adjusted to accurately represent the summary of factors. Since production of the final version,
which can be seen in Figure 1, the rich picture has been used in a range of different settings to support
discussions with the government department Defra on the future of environmental policy and as
an introduction to further research by the authors focusing on specific areas within the sector.



Sustainability 2020, 12, 10071 10 of 15Sustainability 2019, 11, x FOR PEER REVIEW  10 of 15 
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4. Discussion

Based on the analysis of the factors identified through the interviews and stakeholder socialisation
of the rich picture visual summary, a set of conclusions can be drawn about the social, economic,
and structural blockers limiting woodland management and the use of woodland wood product in
the South East of England.

4.1. A Highly Inter-Connected and Complex Sector

The wood product and forestry sector in the South East of England is complex, multifaceted,
slow to change, and driven by a set of strong motivations—human, economic, environmental,
and structural—away from woodland management and use of local wood resource. The identification
of thirty-eight factors currently perceived to impact on the sector indicates the breadth of challenge
that must be addressed in order to exert change. The sector has been dominated by historical
networks and has adapted very little to modern demand, resulting in a vulnerability to cheaper,
mass-produced, and economically more efficient product from overseas. Furthermore, the combination
of human, economic, environmental, and structural factors all co-existing and co-impacting means that
interventions that are primarily designed to impact just one or two of these factors are highly unlikely
to break the complex network of impacts.

4.2. Human and Individual Aspects

The complexity of the sector is exacerbated by the deep cultural and psychological perspectives
that individuals who engage with the wood product sector have in relation to woodland. Formed as
part of a nature–culture nexus [36] combining both historical and traditional beliefs and modern values
and understanding, as well as an individual’s interaction with the environment [37], the sense of people
and place in landscape is deeply rooted in us as individuals and as communities. These motivational
human factors have been found to be generally the most difficult and slow to change and are the least
likely to be impacted by economic incentives [19,20], which is limiting the impact of a number of
the policy initiatives in the area.

4.3. Economic and Business Aspects

Across all dimensions, a view of the woodland management sector in the South East emerged that
found businesses to be highly localised, often small, and with a low incentive for growth. There was
little vertical integration in the supply chain and little aspiration for any further vertical integration with
the overall level of horizontal cooperation between owners, agents, or contractors being surprisingly
very low.

The consumer demand signal is present and growing, but weak, and not well supported by
an unreliable supply chain with sometimes lower quality and efficiency than alternative sources.
Traditional market analysis would indicate that a strengthening demand should have a concomitant
impact on supply and should operate to tighten overall efficiency of the network. Qualitative feedback
from this research has indicated that there is a consumer demand for local hardwood, but this is often
overtaken by a financial and economic imperative for cheaper, often softwood, product, particularly
within the highly competitive housing construction business. This is strengthening the import market.
The current supply-side network has been found to be perceived to be of lower quality and with higher
levels of inefficiency, which result in increased cost and material wastage.

4.4. Physical Environment and Sector Structural Dimensions

Structural work is underway on infrastructure elements to support better linking between supply
and demand (e.g., wood hubs, supply networks, woodland, and transport infrastructure) but progress
is slow and rarely strategically coordinated. The junction between supply and demand was repeatedly
identified as the critical point for focus to increase the efficiency of the network. Evidence was offered
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from interview respondents about the structural improvements taking place in these areas, particularly
around the development of wood hubs and increases in infrastructure investment in individual
woodlands and in road transport networks. These developments are not, however, universal across
the region, and there still remain large pockets of isolated woodlands that are difficult to access or
manage. Furthermore, the physical infrastructure development has not been matched with parallel
social and economic cooperation between elements of the supply chain, either horizontally or vertically.
There is little cooperation or collaboration across the sector, and this is particularly true at the junction
point of supply and demand, where the ‘woodland agent’ market is segregated and often working
neither as an efficient collaboration nor a productive competition.

4.5. Policy Incentivisation

Policy and financial incentivisation have been attempted but have had only marginal impact on
a complex system of inter-related factors. Participants offered a perspective that the current set of
informational, economic, and structural incentives that are in place through policy levers do not operate
in conjunction with each other, do not always address the primary concerns of owners, and have
a bureaucratic and administrative overhead that often precludes their utility. Even if a set of policy
levers were in place that addressed the high impact factors in economic or structural areas, however,
it would be difficult to see how they alone could impact given the multi-dimensional nature and
complexity of the problem space. Given the high predominance of human social impacts, it is likely
that behavioural approaches need to be incorporated in policy to achieve positive outcomes in addition
to purely economic policy instruments, and therefore recent behavioural ‘nudge’ approaches (e.g., [26])
may be appropriate avenues to explore.

4.6. Addressing Societal, Cultural, and Individual Behaviours

The cultural, perceptual, and behavioural shift of woodland owners and contractors may offer
the greatest opportunity to encourage increased supply of resources and therefore unlock the supply side
challenges. Woodlands are more than an economic or environmental resource; the perspectives offered
through this study have found they are predominantly a social and cultural point of historical heritage,
an everyday leisure and psychological retreat, and viewed in a multi-dimensional and multi-faceted,
often conflicting, perspective by woodland users. This finding, echoing the multidimensionality
previously found [24], indicates that personal motivations must be taken into consideration, along with
financial incentivisation, when considering intervention. These reasons for ownership and how they
may conflict with management objectives requires further investigation in order to fully recognise
the complexity of the woodland product chain in the South East of England.

4.7. Limitations and Constraints on the Study Conclusions

This study has taken a qualitative approach to understanding the factors impacting on sector
efficiency in a regional area. The conclusions therefore are a result of the perspectives from those
involved within the sector and have not been broadly externally tested or validated; however, they reflect
findings from other research conducted in the sector and provide a useful base for further investigation
in other areas with similar characteristics. Every attempt was made to get a breadth of views across
the sector, but it is recognized that this is necessarily a view based on a limited sample, particularly for
such a widely dispersed and disaggregated industry. Finally, this research has focused exclusively on
the South East of England, whereas the policy and economic landscape is country-wide, and so a sector
approach should be built within a national context. It would therefore be important to test these
findings in other regions to assess the applicability of the conclusions for national policy implications.
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5. Conclusions

This research has explored the factors impacting on levels of woodland management in the South
East of England and identified a set of 38 factors, captured within a graphic rich picture, that are
currently restricting increased management activity across the supply and demand network.

It has resulted in the following conclusions:

(a) The wood product and forestry sector in the South East of England is complex, multifaceted,
slow to change, and driven by a set of strong motivations—human, economic, environmental,
and structural—away from use of local wood resource.

(b) The consumer demand signal is present and growing, but weak and not well supported by
an unreliable supply chain with lower quality and efficiency than alternative sources.

(c) Structural work is underway on infrastructure elements to support better linking between supply
and demand, but progress is slow and rarely strategically coordinated.

(d) There is little cooperation or collaboration across the sector, particularly at the junction point of
supply and demand, little vertical integration in response to market opportunity, and largely
informal information sharing networks which limit the spread of innovation across the sector.
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