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Summary

Forestry contributes to the rural economy in a number of ways: directly as a user of land and
resources to transform biological and other inputs into a range of outputs; indirectly through its
linkages with upstream suppliers and downstream processing sectors; through the re-spending in
rural areas of parts of income derived from forestry and its related industries; through the provision
of non-market benefits; and in more opaque, though nonetheless important ways, in providing a
desirable location for non-forestry-related business activity and a living environment which many
people find attractive. The full range of these economic benefits can be more or less easily
enumerated and are likely to vary very substantially from one region to another. In some areas, the
forest production sector may be the greater contributor to rural economic well-being; in others the
local forest-dependent spending associated with firms and households living in a tree-rich
environment might contribute more to local economies than the benefits arising from production
forestry. This points to the need for a strong degree of regional, and perhaps more local,
differentiation in forest policy and practice, based on a sound knowledge of the relative
contributions of different benefit streams (and costs) in particular locations and of the potential
trade-offs between production and amenity. This paper presents a new approach to estimating the
impact of forestry on rural development and applies this to a case-study area in England.

Introduction social scientists) to measure the multiple contri-

butions of forests and forestry to economic well-
Forestry contributes to the rural economy in many  being in rural areas. In this paper, we use past
ways. The widespread acknowledgement of the experience and ongoing work to illustrate two
multi-purpose nature of contemporary forestry points: (1) that the methodological tool-kit that
throws up a challenge to economists (and other economists have used in the past is incomplete
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442 FORESTRY

and that we need to move forward with more
refined techniques; (2) following from this, in con-
sidering the present and future role of forests and
woodland, there is a need to move away from
blanket aspatial prescriptions and pay much more
attention to the spatial aspects of the local
economy and, more generally, local context.

The assessment of the economic case for
forestry raises considerable challenges. Dickie
and Rayment (2001) note the wide-ranging con-
tributory components to the economic values of
trees within a standard appraisal framework
derived from Pearce (1991). They argue that ‘a
particular woodland or forestry system cannot be
labelled as ‘uneconomic’ on the basis of returns
from timber alone’ and that two elements of
value are important: the economic values of
forestry, including the non-market values; and the
impact on local economies. In 2003, a major
review of the economics of forest policy in
England was published (CJC Consulting, 2003)
which concludes that ‘the case for measures to
encourage rural forestry has to be made in terms
of procuring valued public goods, with any con-
tribution to the local economy seen as a desirable
spin off’. In general, the case for forestry as a
significant contributor to rural development is
seen to be weak, with urban and peri-urban
forestry being commended as a better use of
public money. However, no methods were used or
even indicated in this report, which might be used
to measure the local economy spin-offs. This
paper proposes such a method and applies it to a
case-study area in England, mid-Bedfordshire.
First, however, it reviews existing understanding
of the contribution forestry makes to rural
economic development.

Forestry’s contribution to the rural
economy

Any overview of the rural economy in recent
years points to the declining role of traditional
land-using activities and the emergence of a more
broad-based range of economic activities in rural
areas. This is an inevitable response to market
forces, where low profitability and restructuring
have combined to reduce numbers in employ-
ment in the primary sector and given rise to new
industries, sometimes dependent on a rural

setting like tourism, and sometimes more foot-
loose, but still choosing to locate in rural areas.
This market-driven process has also often been
aided by policy measures that have actively
nurtured rural economic diversification.

Some geographers and regional economists
have alluded to a transition from productivism to
post-productivism as a central feature of rural
restructuring in the late twentieth century,
although the terms are often not defined with
great clarity (for a discussion in relation to
forestry, see Mather, 2001). Because of this lack
of clarity, the terms have also been criticized by
other geographers and social scientists for mis-
representing the situation (especially in relation
to the farm sector) (Evans et al., 2002). The
argument is that there has been a shift from a
production-oriented way of looking at resources
to a more consumption-based focus, although
whether such changes constitute post-produc-
tivism or modified productivism is open to
debate.

Similar processes of change are taking place
throughout the world, although the extent to
which countries and regions remain attached to a
more production-oriented model of primary land
use varies dramatically. In Nordic countries, there
is still a strong orientation towards a production-
based rural economy. In their study of forestry
and regional development, Hytinnen et al. (2002)
acknowledge only production and conservation
functions, but not the multiple amenity functions
of forests. In contrast, in a more central European
setting, Mantau et al. (2002) have shown clearly
how the recreational and environmental services
of forests can be commoditized and turned into
market goods, although the capacity to do this is
intimately connected to institutional structures
and systems of property rights. Wiersum and
Elands (2002) make explicit reference to the
spatial variability of perceptions and attitudes to
forests, which it might be anticipated would be
reflected in economic and wider values derived
from forests.

There are thus divergent views about the con-
tribution of forestry to rural development in
western countries. However, none of the studies
referred to above offer a methodology to deliver
a comprehensive appraisal of the contributions of
forestry to rural economic development. In part,
this is a function of contested conceptions of
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rural development; in part, it reflects the partial
nature of the studies.

Multifunctionality has increasingly been
articulated as a justification for supporting agri-
culture (European Commission, 1998). It has
also been recognized as being synonymous with
multi-purpose forestry (OECD (Organisation for
Economic Co-operation & Development), 2001).
As multifunctionality has now been widely
accepted by both forestry and policy pro-
fessionals, so there is a need to reassess the mul-
tifunctional outputs of the sector if the aim is to
appraise the overall contribution of forestry to
the rural economy. The OECD study (2001)
offers a theoretical perspective on multifunction-
ality, but does not consider the question of local
economy benefits. A number of types of
economic investigation can be identified, which
are more or less capable of offering comprehen-
sive coverage.

1 Financial appraisals of forestry are based on
standard investment appraisal techniques. In
their basic form, they reveal the return to
forest investment, taking into account the
frequently long time period lapsing between
initiating forest activity and obtaining returns
from trees. It is possible to adjust standard
investment appraisal models to take account
of non-market values, which represents a
movement away from conventional invest-
ment appraisal towards a cost—benefit analysis
approach. A partial cost-benefit approach can
be found in work carried out by Willis and
Garrod (1992) for the UK as a whole, and Slee
and Snowdon (1999) in relation to forestry in
Scotland.

2 Impact or multiplier studies focus on the ways
in which core forestry activities connect with
other aspects of the national or regional
economy. Investigations reveal the wider
network of economic effects arising from
forestry, based on the transactions arising
between firms and from incomes arising from
forest-related activity. This type of investi-
gation was carried out throughout the UK in
the late 1990s and provides a platform of
evidence relating to the wood supply chain
(Public and Corporate Economic Consultants,
2000; Munday and Roberts, 2001; Eiser and
Roberts, 2002).

3 Non-market benefits and costs of forestry arise
because of market failure and have been the
subject of extensive investigation (Stewart
Roper and Park, 1999). The concept of market
failure is founded on the neoclassical economic
notion of efficient resource allocation. Market
failure arises when certain assumptions are not
met, through the presence of imperfect com-
petition or through the presence of external
effects. For a variety of reasons (large firm size
of processors and quasi monopolies) the scope
for imperfect competition in the forest sector is
considerable, although there are few investi-
gations of welfare losses arising from imperfect
competition in forestry. The major interest
with regard to market failure in forestry has
been with external effects. A range of external
effects has been identified in relation to
forestry, including informal recreational
benefits, biodiversity benefits, landscape
benefits, carbon storage benefits, scenic effects
and effects on water supplies. A great deal of
investigative work in forestry has endeavoured
to enumerate these effects and it has been an
area of major development in research tech-
niques (e.g. Willis and Benson, 1989; Willis,
1991; Brainard et al., 1999). The CJC Con-
sulting report provides a summary of recent
work in this field (CJC Consulting, 2003).

Out of the recent work on forestry and rural
development, three new strands have emerged.

1 Mantau et al. (2002) offer conclusive evidence
that it is possible, under certain circumstances,
to internalize the externalities associated with
forestry, e.g. by charging for recreational
events or bottling water from forest springs.
This ‘cultivation of rural amenities’ (OECD,
1999) suggests that the degree of market
failure may not be quite as great as has some-
times been implied in the past. The markets
may be direct, such as in buying a bottle of
spring water or the right to ride in a forest, or
they may be indirect, when someone is willing
to pay for a car park in order to go walking in
a forest where there is freedom to roam. Else-
where, this latter process has been described as
secondary marketization (Slee, 1994).

2 Where policy is premised on market failure,
new markets may be established by means of
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policy mechanisms, e.g. through carbon credit
trading. Until the market is created, the carbon
storage effects of trees cannot be realized by
the forest owner, though there are still benefits
arising to society as a whole. Subsequent to the
creation of that market, the forest owner is
able to derive financial benefits and this will
then generate knock-on benefits in rural areas.
3 Forests may generate social values or be con-
nected with people’s lives in various ways that
contribute to social well-being. Quite where
the boundary is between social values and
economic values is not clear. Recently, some
economists have begun to look again at an
individualistic economic ethos based on a
narrowly defined conception of wealth and
have found that happiness comes from a
number of sources, and is associated with
work, families, communities, mental health
and personal and political freedom (Layard,
2003) and rather less with personal wealth
than has often been assumed. Forestry can be
seen as one potential mechanism for building
social capital as, for example, in the case of
Abriachan, near Inverness, where the com-
munity bought its forest from the Forestry
Commission. On the foundations of mutual
trust and understanding, which have been
identified by Layard (2003) as important con-
tributors to happiness and a sense of well-
being, it is highly probable that other types of
social, community and economic development
may arise through forest-related activities.

Methods

Within this context, the comprehensive appraisal
of forestry’s impacts on the rural economy
requires rather more conceptualization and more
data collection than has been thought necessary
hitherto. The Understanding Forestry in Rural
Development (UFIRD) research project on which
this paper is based has endeavoured to take pre-
cisely such a broader view of forestry’s impacts
than has hitherto been considered. The factors
outlined above formed the basis of the thinking
behind the project.

The basis of UFIRD has been to recognize the
breadth of contributions of forestry to the rural
economy and eschew the desire to try to reduce

all the benefits to a single monetary value.
Previous work on forestry has tended to reduce
its economic contribution to either forest-related
market outputs or the estimation of non-market
values. Instead, the UFIRD project recognizes
that a number of types of non-additive values
may be of interest to practitioners and policy
makers.

Four main groups of values are identified in the
study:

1 Forestry values derive from forest-related
activity by forest managers and the upstream
and downstream connections with other parts
of the economy arising from such forestry
activity. The key economic contributions arise
from employment and output contributions
in the rural and wider economy. These can be
direct, indirect or induced. Where forest
managers engage in diversified enterprises in
forests (e.g. game management, or commer-
cial recreation), these are also considered as
forest values. Where forest work is contracted
out to remote contractors, this will be mani-
fested in leakage of benefits out of the
locality. In addition to production forestry,
there is a need to look at the employment and
output associated with amenity tree manage-
ment. It seems highly probable that a sub-
stantial part of landscape management in
tree-rich areas relates to the management of
trees for amenity and such labour-intensive
activity can contribute significantly to overall
forest-related employment.

2 ‘Shadow’ values arise as a result of other
economic activities benefiting or experiencing
loss as a result of forestry. We use the term in
a different sense to that used previously in
cost—benefit type studies where it indicates esti-
mates of real resource costs where distortions
exist in extant prices. The shadow value we
consider is that generated by the metaphorical
shadow of forest activity on surrounding
economic activity. In most situations in the UK,
it might be expected that these values would be
positive, but if forest environments are deemed
unattractive places to live or work, then a
negative shadow effect is by no means imposs-
ible. As a result of the outbreak of foot and
mouth disease in the UK in 2001, more atten-
tion has been given to what are termed here
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shadow values. For example, hotels suffered a
large loss of trade because of the closure of
footpaths. This indicates the capacity of the
tourism sector to extract value from the public
good of footpaths and mirrors a role played by
forestry in the wider countryside.

There are two main types of shadow values:
those arising from business activity as a result of
their locational decisions (or profitability/turnover)
being influenced by forests; and those arising from
household location decisions.

The shadow businesses are of two principal
types in relation to forestry. First, there are
tourism and recreational businesses that make
use of nearby forests as free-entry attractions and
often use the forests as part of their marketing
strategy. Where these businesses are internalized
by the forest owner, they are forestry values and
are readily picked up in surveys of forest owners.
Deer stalking comprises a typical example.
However, in the penumbra of many forest and
woodland areas, there is a constellation of tourist
and recreational businesses, ranging from camp-
sites to bed and breakfast enterprises that
depend, in part at least, on the existence of the
forest, but where they are not owned by the forest
proprietor. The second type of shadow business
is that where a business location decision is influ-
enced by the presence of forests. Where new firms
have locational flexibility, selection of a location
near a forest may be partially conditioned by the
presence of forest or woodland. This is probably
more likely for home-based businesses, where
household and business location decisions are
effectively merged.

The second type of shadow value is that arising
from household location decisions. There is a
substantial literature that indicates that house
values are higher in tree-rich neighbourhoods.
These values have often been investigated using
hedonic pricing methods (e.g. Morales, 1983;
Anderson and Cordell, 1988; Tyrvidinen, 1997)
and are seen essentially as increments in
cost/capital values of property arising from prox-
imity to trees and woodland. However, if there
are economic flows arising from the affluent resi-
dents living in these tree-rich areas, they must be
at least partially attributable to the forest. Con-
sequently, there must be a forest-induced com-
ponent of residential spending.

3 Non-market values are the external effects
associated with forests and woodland. They
can be positive or negative. What is or is not a
non-market value is conditioned by property
rights and excludability and rivalry in con-
sumption (Mantau et al., 2002). Forestry
externalities have been flagged in relation to
informal recreation, biodiversity, carbon
storage, health, soil and water effects and land-
scape. The different external effects might be
expected to be of very different magnitudes in
different places. Some, such as recreational
values, are strongly conditioned by proximity
to people; others such as carbon storage are
completely unaffected by location with respect
to people and are conditioned by rates of
growth and decomposition of trees and timber.
In this study we focus exclusively on two types
of non-market value. The omission of bio-
diversity values is only partial and relates to
non-use biodiversity values, as the use values
associated with biodiversity should be
captured as recreational trips.

4 Social values comprise the sum of values to
local communities arising from identity and a
sense of belonging, social capital building
attributable to trees and social entrepreneur-
ship arising from the development of tree-
related projects. Such values are not a
necessary product of proximity to trees; they
are more likely to arise where there is some
engagement of communities and trees or where
trees occupy important symbolic space in a
community.

These various values can be illustrated dia-
grammatically (see Table 1), which also identifies
the preferred methods to use in their estimation.

As shown in Table 1, a range of techniques was
needed to assess the contribution of forestry to
rural development in these areas. Surveys were
conducted of forest and woodland owners,
forestry-connected businesses and of firms and
households in the sub-region. A common core of
general questions was used with all respondents
to enable a degree of triangulation between
different stakeholders.

The development of the toolkit to estimate the
full range of impacts was achieved through a
heuristic process in three case-study areas. The
case-study areas were selected so as to reflect the
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Table 1: Methods used in the UFIRD study to estimate forestry’s contribution to rural development

Type of Value Proposed Methods Outcome
Stage 1 Stage 2
Task 1 Forest values Surveys with forest
e  Planting and managers and other Keynesian local
maintenance, forestry-related local income and
e Harvesting businesses employment
e Amenity forest multipliers
management
Task 2a Shadow values Surveys with tourism
from forest-related specialists As above
tourism and recreation
e  Day visits Estimation of level and
e Overnight visits pattern of forest-related
tourism expenditures Understanding
Task 2b Shadow values Analysis of findings Fores.try S
attributed to households from focus groups and contribution to
influence of forests on follow-up interviews rural
location decisions As above development

e  Households
e  Business

Estimation of
proportion of
household and business
expenditures
attributable to the
presence of forest and
woodland in the
locality

Task 3 Non-Market Values
e  Carbon sequestration

Collect information on
characteristics of

e Cultural
e  Symbolic

follow-up interviews
with local households

e Biodiversity woodland(s) (eg Benefit Transfer
e Air Quality locational methods
e Recreation characteristics, species
types, age etc)
Task 4 Social Values Collect information Interpretive
e Historic though focus group & methods
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range of conditions encountered in different rural
areas in the UK. These comprised part of
Powys in mid-Wales, a substantial proportion of
mid-Bedfordshire, including parts of the green-
sand ridge and the clay vale, including the
Marston Vale Community Forest, and Breckland
at the border of Norfolk, Suffolk and Cam-
bridgeshire (see Figure 1 for a map of the study
areas).

As the piloting proceeded, a number of adjust-
ments was made to the approach. Generally,
there were far fewer problems with conducting
fieldwork in the two English study areas. This
was attributable to changed administrative
arrangements, the different cultural context and
some changes made to the actual process of
collecting data.

For the forest values and shadow values, infor-
mation was collected from a survey of a range of
forest and shadow businesses and households.
More detailed information was sought on forest
businesses, whereas, in the case of the shadow
businesses, it was necessary only to know the
extent to which their locational decision was
forest-related and the knock-on impacts in the
local economy arising from that locational

1 Mid Wales
2 Mid Bedfordshire
3 Breckland

03060 120
e iloreters

Figure 1. Study areas for the UFIRD study 2002-2003.

decision (i.e. spending and re-spending within the
defined rural area). In the case of households, it
was necessary to ascertain the extent to which the
household was motivated by a desire to live close
to a forest, and the spatial pattern of household
expenditure. So as to focus solely on injections
into the local economy, only commuters and
retirees whose locational decisions were stated to
be influenced by the presence of trees were con-
sidered.

For the estimation of non-market values,
benefit transfer models were used. Although a
range of amenity benefits from forestry have been
identified, including landscape, biodiversity and
recreation, it is likely that there is a degree of
double counting. The methods used were based
on work by Brainard et al. (2001). The two most
important non-market benefits identified in the
literature survey (recreational and carbon
storage) were selected for further study. Of the
two values, the recreational values are highly
spatially variant and the benefit transfer
approaches relating to recreation are still under
development. In the case of carbon storage
values, although the issues have been widely
debated, the values remain hotly contested (CJC
Consulting use a value of £6.67 per tonne C
sequestered). The approach adopted in this study
was to adopt a value that reflected a general con-
sensus of opinion (£6 per tonne of C
sequestered). The subsequent CJC Consulting
estimate of almost the same figure vindicated this
approach. In the case of informal recreational
values, Brainard’s best-fit model, which explained
over 80 per cent of trip variation in her case
study, was used. This model focused both on
forest attributes (length of walks, car park
capacity) and the nature of the population in the
catchment.

In order to elicit the social values, a range of
techniques was used. (1) The identical subset of
questions asked of all respondents (including atti-
tudes to changing levels of forestry, use of forests
and membership of groups involved with forests)
enabled effective triangulation of the social
values and assessment of consistency of results.
(2) Focus groups were held in a number of com-
munities in each of the study areas. These
provided further scope for triangulation and, in
addition, offered scope for exploring more deeply
the interactions among those with different
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attitudes to forestry. (3) Face-to-face interviews
were held in the communities with a range of key
actors. (4) Checklists of social value indicators
were used. (5) Secondary sources of information
on the value of forests to local communities were
explored. (6) Visual ethnographic methods were
used to identify the role of trees and woodland in
the case-study areas.

Interim results

In this section, some results are presented for one
of the study areas, mid-Bedfordshire. The study
area in mid-Bedfordshire was chosen to include
three distinct landscape types: the relatively
lightly forested boulder clay plateau in the north
of the area; the Oxford clay vale in which a Com-
munity Forest is being developed in a landscape
scarred by clay extraction and brick manu-
facture; and a greensand ridge which has a high
level of forest cover.

Within part of the mid-Bedfordshire study
area, the recreation and conservation manage-
ment of much of the woodland, which is under
both private and public sector ownership, has
been handed to the Greensand Trust, a local
NGO (non-government organization). In many
ways, it provides an interface between the various
local authorities, the woodland owners and the
recreational user groups that make extensive use
of what is still in some places very much a pro-
duction forest. To the north of the Greensand
ridge, the mid-Bedfordshire study area also

contains one of the 12 Community Forests jointly
sponsored by Countryside Agency, Forestry
Commission and local authorities. The Marston
Vale Community Forest is located in the Oxford
clay vale, which has been and still is used for clay
extraction and brick making. Former workings
have become either water-filled or have been used
for waste tipping on a large scale. Some have
been transformed for recreational use and a
major visitor centre and conference centre stands
at the heart of the vale as the hub of the develop-
ing community forest.

The results shown in Table 2 suggest that pro-
duction forestry is relatively unimportant in this
area in terms of its overall impact on the
economy. There is a small processing sector con-
sisting of a couple of small sawmills and a modest
forest contracting industry. In contrast, the
impact of residential and tourism shadow effects
accounts for more than 95 per cent of the esti-
mated total forest-related income injection into
the local economy.

Almost one-quarter of mid-Bedfordshire resi-
dents asserted that forests were highly important
in their residential locational decision. About
one-third of households commuted out of the
area to work and 22 per cent of the households
in the area were retired. The results published
below are based on households responding that
trees and woodland were very important or
important to their locational decisions and relate
only to retirement and commuting households,
not households who might have chosen to live in
the area and then taken up local employment

Table 2: Forestry and shadow values in mid-Bedfordshire (£ million/year)

Net forest- Impact on
dependent injection local economy
(£ million/year) Multiplier (£ million/year)
Forestry
Forestry 0.453 1.404 0.636
Shadow
Retiree and commuter households 12.5 (@25%%) 1.075 13.44 (@ 25%*%)
37.51 (@ 75%%) 40.32 (@ 75%*)
Tourism expenditure 2.183 1.395 3.043

* Proportion of total expenditure of those households who are commuters or retirees, who live in the forest
‘shadow’ and whose locational decision was strongly affected by trees.
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opportunities. An estimate was then made using
GIS (Geographical Information System) of house-
holds resident within 2 km of areas of woodland
of 10 ha or more. This results in well under 1 per
cent of the population of commuters and retiree
households in the sub-region being considered in
the calculation. The questionnaire obtained
information on the extent to which the house-
holds purchased goods and services locally. Two
estimates were made: (1) 75 per cent of the local
expenditures of woodland-adjacent households
that stated that forests were very important in
their locational decision were attributed to
forests; (2) a lower estimate was made based on
25 per cent of the expenditure of the households
stating that forests were very important in their
locational decisions. In spite of a low estimated
income multiplier of 1.075, the net contribution
of this to the overall value of forests is consider-
able.

As might be anticipated, the two non-market
value estimates are very different (see Table 3).
The modest amount of forestry and the consider-
able extent of scrub and semi-natural ancient
woodland reduces the carbon values, but the high
level of adjacent population and the popularity of
the forest as a recreational destination results in
high informal recreational values.

In mid-Bedfordshire, the non-market values of
forestry are very small in comparison to the
shadow effects, even using the most cautious attri-
bution method of attributing household expendi-
ture to forestry. Given the high values for informal
recreation in comparison to forestry values, this
suggests that, as a proportion of the overall con-
tribution of forestry to rural development, the
shadow effect may be very considerable indeed.

The social values were elicited by the means
identified in Methods. From the household ques-
tionnaires, it was evident that people valued trees

Table 3: Non-market values of forestry in mid-
Bedfordshire (£ million/year)

Low Medium High

Informal recreation  1.453 2.034 2.615
Carbon 0.035 0.076 0.114

Carbon values based on £2, £4 and £6 per t C
sequestered.

and woodland very highly. Local woodlands were
important recreational destinations but were in
some cases seen as intensely local resources. Trees
and woodland were seen to be associated with
higher property values and to provide a stream of
benefits to almost all households.

Some respondents were resentful of the com-
munity forest, partly for the superimposition of
its authority over existing community projects,
partly because of the restricted hours when access
was permitted, and partly for its more overtly
commercial stance in the provision of informal
recreation opportunity.

Forests and woodlands were important identi-
fiers of place, both in terms of people’s sense of
occupying a wooded territory or living space and
in their enjoyment of trees as landscape elements,
and in terms of trees and wood products in and
around their homes. A combination of factors at
both landscape and more local level contributed
to the high social values they placed on trees.
These values may have economic dimensions,
particularly in increments to property values, but
were rarely articulated in such terms.

Discussion

The Bedfordshire case study showed that it is
possible to use a number of complementary
methods to elicit the multiple impacts of forestry
and woodland on local economies. Not only do
the methods expose the range of values, but also
they provide cross-checks (or triangulation in
modern social-science parlance), which enable
the results from the different methods to be
appraised for consistency. In mid-Bedfordshire,
the consistency between the economic results
revealing large ‘shadow’ effects and the house-
hold and key contact responses to social ques-
tions gave a high degree of confidence about the
relative values of the different contributions.
Whilst forest and woodland are highly valued,
there is concern about the community forest, the
largest forestry-based project in the area. The
future development of the community forest is
impeded by a number of factors. (1) There is
necessarily a considerable emphasis by managers
of the community forest on making the large
visitor centre pay (or, more modestly, to recover
at least some of the running costs). As well as
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concentrating on establishing a forest, managers
are thus focusing on another task. Visitors are
thus charged to enter the exhibition area in the
centre and conference facilities must be adver-
tised and let. (2) There are outline planning pro-
posals for major new residential and industrial
(warehousing/distribution) developments in the
area, which already accommodates several major
developments of this type. Consequently, few
landowners are willing to plant trees when there
is prospect of the substantial profit to be made
from the selling of land with development rights
and where any existing woodland areas might be
seen as meriting protection from development.
However, use of Section 106 agreements (Section
106 of 1990 Town and Country Planning Act)
may allow some forestry to be established around
new developments. (3) The development of this
particular community forest is also impeded by
the range of uses that are broadly antagonistic to
amenity enhancement, including waste manage-
ment and an air of industrial dereliction that still
hangs over the area. (4) Within the clay vale,
there are sensitivities about the management of a
number of residual broadleaved woodlands
(especially Kings Wood, Houghton Conquest)
where village-based groups have taken an active
part in their management as conservation
resources. Some of these groups are sensitive
about the takeover of their ‘patch’ by a bigger
body, not least because it is perceived to lead to
greater general public use, rather than to preserve
the woodland as a local community and conser-
vation resource.

Overall, there is a stark contrast between the
industrial villages of the clay vale (Brogborough,
Marston Morteyne and Stewartby) and the tree-
rich commuter towns and villages of the green-
sand ridge including Ampthill, Clophill and
Aspley Guise. Given the abundance of oppor-
tunity for recreation on the nearby greensand
woodland and heathland, the justification for a
new community forest in the clay vale is, perhaps
with the benefit of hindsight, questionable, at
least on economic grounds.

At a general level, the principal challenge
exposed by the case study is the need to adapt
forestry to the particular socio-economic
contexts of different areas. Forestry contributes
to rural development in many ways, some direct
and others indirect. Forestry needs to be adapted

and nuanced to local socio-economic factors
rather than managed by a one-size-fits-all policy.
Where there are significant amounts of private
woodland that yield high levels of benefits for
recreation and conservation and these benefits
cannot be internalized by the owner, there is a
strong case for public support for the delivery of
these quasi-public goods. However, there clearly
is substantial local capture of these benefits and,
in many ways, these goods approximate club
goods, with adjacent residents treating their local
woodlands as if they were a club good. Further,
in relation to community use and evident incre-
ments in property values, the proximity of forest
and woodland to the village is a crucial factor in
influencing value, with a rapid fall off in values
over relatively short distances.

A simple economistic vision is insufficient if the
object of attention is the wider functioning and
well-being of the rural economy. Forestry can
also deliver social values and help give places
identities, as well as giving people association
with those places. It can provide platforms on
which social capital is built and which make com-
munities more vibrant places to live.

If the social development of rural communities
is a cause of concern (and wider rural policy
thinking in recent rural white papers and other
policy documents suggests it ought to be), there
is a need to consider the role of forests in address-
ing social exclusion. In the study areas in this
project, forestry probably contributes little to
resolve problems of social exclusion. Even within
the poorer communities of mid-Bedfordshire,
access to forest recreational opportunity is
usually dependent on a car. Elsewhere in the UK,
where forests have become major objects of
concern by local residents, it is often the more
affluent who engage with forest-related concerns,
although there are some notable exceptions in
some crofter forestry schemes in Scotland and in
some community forest areas.

In order to function as platforms for local
development, institutions must exist (or be
created) to provide the structures that guide
development processes. There are many different
types of institution including LEADER+
projects, local partnerships, Community Forests
and other local NGOs. In some of the study
areas, there are strong cross-sectoral institutions
that are intimately connected to forests and
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woodlands and their multi-purpose manage-
ment; in others, there was less evidence of these
cross-sectoral institutions and more evidence of
institutional competition. Successful multi-func-
tional forestry may depend more on these cross-
sectoral institutions than production-focused
industry clusters.

Forestry’s contribution to the rural economy is
multi-faceted. Ensuring that forests and wood-
lands are managed so as to maximize their con-
tributions to rural development is no easy task.
Forestry (and the forester) need to be attuned to
spatial variations in values. This is relatively
straightforward when dealing with market values
but rather more complex when dealing with non-
market or social values. They also need to be
aware of how different values are measured and
the level of public and academic confidence in
different approaches to measurement. It is also
important to recognize that there are complex
systemic implications of a change in one value on
another (e.g. water quality and volume effects of
new planting). However, there are ways of
measuring forestry’s wider contribution to the
rural economy, which, although more demanding
than standard investment appraisal models, are
conceptually straightforward and readily imple-
mented at a range of spatial scales.

There are still likely to be some areas where a
production model should continue to dominate
forestry practices. Typically, these will be in rela-
tively remote rural areas, where tourism is
weakly developed and where environmental
values are modest or where there is limited local
demand for forest recreation (either due to
remoteness or plentiful alternative sites). Where
communities abut forests, there may be a call for
substantial engagement between forest and
woodland owners and those communities,
especially in relation to the forests as potential
providers of non-market goods and services. In
the more densely populated parts of the UK, the
case for a wider and deeper analysis of the actual
and potential benefits arising from forest and
woodland is strong. There are complex trade-offs
between production and consumption functions
of forests and unless these are elicited in site-
specific studies, the wrong type of forestry may
result. Further, the value of forest recreational
opportunity is likely to be reduced by the
presence of complementary sites.

In the spending of public money, issues of addi-
tionality and displacement dominate the concerns
of policy analysts. In the case of forestry, the
critical question is what would be lost from the
overall level of economic activity if forestry were
not supported by public funds. On the evidence
presented the additional economic activity arising
in some local/sub-regional economies from
forestry is very considerable. Clearly some of this
economic activity constitutes displaced economic
activity from major urban centres outside the
study region. However, some forests will provide
national additionality when, for example,
overseas visitors take holiday trips in their
shadow. Further, a net transfer from cities to rural
areas may be considered a socially and politically
legitimate form of displacement, although
whether disadvantaged groups are well placed to
benefit from these transfers is more open to
question.

It is probable that over large areas of lowland
England the non-market, social and shadow
values of forest and woodland are much more
important than the conventional forestry values
for local development. This does not imply that
no forestry production should take place, but it
does imply that a production orientation to
forestry is probably inappropriate if the aim is to
support the broader development of the locality.
Forest owners, whether in the public or private
sector have long been unintended contributors to
rural economic activity through the shadow
effects. In places such as the greensand ridge of
mid-Bedfordshire, the shadow values of forestry
are far more important to the rural economy than
production forestry values. People living in tree-
rich environments (especially broadleaved trees)
are more likely to be wealthy and will spend
money not just in local shops but also on a range
of local services including gardeners and tree
surgeons. These local demands from residents
who live but do not work locally (that is com-
muters and retiree households) generate multi-
plier effects thus connecting rural well-being to
the presence of trees. What has long been self-
evident should now be capable of enumeration,
using a suite of techniques developed in the
UFIRD study. However, the forest owner often
receives no credit at all (and almost certainly no
reward) for providing such a catalyst to local
economic activity.
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The types of method designed in the past to
assess forestry’s contribution to rural economies
have been partial in that they have only recog-
nized forestry values (including the non-market
values) rather than other forest-related values
that still have potentially very important market
consequences. This paper has presented a method
which allows a more thorough appraisal than one
those techniques have been used in the recent
past and still dominate policy debates about
forestry.

However, when looking at forests there is a
need for humility. Past forestry ‘mistakes’ can be
physically and visually apparent for a long time.
They may not have been ‘mistakes’ at the outset.
Without divine foresight, we can predict the
future but cannot know it with certainty. The
length of typical forest rotations in the UK ensures
that the contribution of current management
decisions about trees will be seen (and have
effects) over a very long period of time. Conse-
quently, as societal preferences change over time
this will expose the time-bound nature of previous
demands. Changed preferences place new
demands on existing as well as on new forestry.

A broad-based approach to estimating the
various actual and potential contributions of
forestry to rural development is thus an essential
starting point in guiding decisions about how
forestry can better contribute to the rural
economy. Tools are needed to explore the range
of social and economic contributions to throw
light on their spatial variability and to give clues
as to how the contribution of forest and
woodland to the rural economy can be enhanced
and how any case for additional forest and
woodland can be better presented.
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