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1. Introduction 
In 2009, a private, commercial company approached the South East England Biodiversity Forum (SEEBF) asking it if would be able to help identify existing woodlands that could both supply wood for charcoal and firewood production and which stood to gain the most in terms of conservation benefits from supplying this wood. 

It was agreed that the SEEBF woodland group would commission initial research, and then carry out further analysis, to identify and recommend suitable areas of woodland in the region. 
The initial analysis was undertaken by Thames Valley Environmental Record Centre (TVERC) in October 2009 and the data was further refined by representatives of the following SEEBF woodland group members: the Forestry Commission, Natural England, the Wildlife Trusts and the Woodland Trust. 
Butterfly Consultation, the Bat Conservation Trust, Hampshire Country Council and the RSPB also contributed to the analysis of data. 
The final ‘priority woodland areas’ that met the agreed selection criteria were submitted in December 2009. This summary paper outlines the methodology used for this analysis. 

2. Criteria for selecting priority woodland areas 
Following discussion with the company and internal discussion between the SEEBF woodland group members, it was agreed that the ‘priority woodland areas’ would be identified using the following criteria: 

 Each area contained at least 2,000ha of broadleaf woodland (initial selection criteria). 

 The area would deliver for biodiversity (ie. conservation benefits) as well as wood fuel. 

 The woodland resource would be predominantly UK BAP woodland, including ancient woodland. 

 The woodland type and its management were considered appropriate for charcoal and wood fuel production ie. areas should be able to support production on a sustainable basis - such as through rotational woodland management, thinnings from high forest management, etc. (Areas that only generate wood as a result ‘one-off’ management operations, such as heathland restoration, would be excluded.) 

 That Forestry Commission (FC) ownership should be low and, particularly, that FC ownership should not dominate the woodland area. The Forestry Commission stated at the outset that it believed the maximum conservation benefits would come through selecting undermanaged woodlands. . 

 The company requires FSC certified timber so priority areas should contain a high proportion of certified woodland (i.e. UKWAS/ FSC). 

It was also agreed that each priority woodland area would have the following information recorded:

- The area of woodland in existing management schemes (HLS, WGS or EWGS) or subject to a current felling licence (higher being more favourable). 

- Area of SSSIs with woodland features. 

- RSPB woodland bird data. 

- Butterfly Conservation woodland butterfly data. 

- Areas of importance for woodland bats (particularly where management for charcoal production might impact on bat species). 

Given the pilot nature of this project, and the need to quickly source and secure a wood supply from certified woodland, it was considered by the SEEBF woodland group that a further criterion should be a consideration of land ownership. 
It was agreed that each area should have a high proportion of woodlands where the appropriate management and wood fuel supply could be agreed in the short rather than long term. 
It was also agreed that, as well as considering the area of certified woodland, analysis should include the area of woodland owned or managed by conservation agencies/ NGOs. This was considered to have the additional benefit of supporting woodlands where conservation was the key management aim. It was anticipated that this analysis would be done at the later stages of the wood resource mapping. 

3. Analysis of wood resource squares 
‘Priority woodland areas’ were agreed based on several stages of analysis*. These are outlined below:

Step 1 – TVERC identifies 10km squares

TVERC identified 10km squares containing 2,000ha or more of hardwood woodland.
Step 2: Square selection narrowed down
These 10km squares were further examined using the following data: 

1. Area under existing management schemes (HLS, WGS or EWGS) or subject to a current felling licence. 

2. Area of woodland SSSI. 

3. RSPB woodland bird data. 

4. Butterfly Conservation woodland butterfly data. 

As a result of this analysis, 26 x 10km squares were identified (outlined in red on Map 1, below). 
These squares were: 
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Map 1. 10km squares identified by TVERC supporting hardwood woodland areas >2,000ha 
Step 3: Overlapping squares added
The SEEBF woodland group was concerned that using 10km squares could exclude a large woodland area which would in its entirety meet the selection criteria, but which only featured in a small part of the 10km square. 
This was considered to be the case for the Blean complex in Kent, where square TR05 did not fully reflect the importance of these woodlands. The ‘overlapping’ square TR15-16 was therefore added to the analysis. An additional overlapping square, TQ93-TR03, covering the Orlestone Forest/ Ham Street Woods NNR complex in Kent, was also added to the analysis. 

Step 4: Additional information gathered
A ‘woodland resource squares’ spreadsheet was produced to record the different types of information for each of the squares. Additional information (e.g. area of certified woodland and land ownership) was based on GIS analysis and discussion between SEEBF woodland group members. 
Step 5: Squares discounted based on woodland type/ structure 
Some of the squares identified by TVERC were discounted if they had either: 

- A low proportion of ancient woodland compared to secondary woodland 

- Were considered, overall, to have a woodland structure unsuitable for sustainable charcoal/ firewood production. 

This analysis was partly based on the Forestry Commission’s National Inventory of Woodland and Trees (2000), which records woodland types such as broadleaved, coniferous, coppice, etc., and the Ancient Woodland Inventory. It was also partly based on the knowledge and expertise of the SEEBF woodland group members. 
The squares not considered as priority areas for further analysis were: 

SU20/21/30: New Forest – predominance of wood pasture, but see also comments below on land ownership. 

SU83: Predominantly common land around Hindhead in Surrey - low proportion of ancient woodland to secondary. 

SU95/96: Predominantly secondary woodland on heathland around Pirbright and Chobham Common, Surrey. 

TQ04: Surrey Hills south of Albury - low proportion of ancient woodland to secondary. 

TQ14/15: Surrey Hills – large area of common land. 

Step 6: Land ownership information gathered
The area of woodland owned or managed by conservation organisations in each of the remaining, or ‘prioritised’ woodland resource squares was then recorded, based on GIS land ownership data that is available to the SEEBF woodland group showing: Forestry Commission sites, RSPB (woodland sites), Wildlife Trusts (woodland sites), woodland National Nature Reserves (NNRs), and Woodland Trust sites. 
This information was added to the spreadsheet to be used when ranking the woodland squares (see Step 9). 
The percentage of the woodland area in each 10km square owned or managed by these organisations is shown in Table 1, below. The table also shows the percentage of the ownership area managed by the Forestry Commission.
Table 1. Conservation organisation land ownership in the prioritised woodland resource squares 

	10km square 
	Combined ownership as % of total woodland area 
	% of combined area managed by FC 

	SU71 
	40.9 
	100.0 

	SU78 
	5.2 
	83.0 

	SU79 
	10.6 
	95.2 

	SU81 
	33.2 
	97.8 

	SU82 
	1.9 
	100.0 

	SU91 
	39.8 
	100.0 

	SU92 
	0.0 
	0.0 

	SU93 
	22.7 
	99.1 

	TQ23 
	15.3 
	100.0 

	TQ33 
	8.3 
	99.6 

	TQ42 
	17.6 
	88.7 

	TQ43 
	0.0 
	0.0 

	TQ53 
	11.6 
	15.3 

	TQ63 
	3.2 
	77.1 

	TQ71 
	16.8 
	76.1 

	TQ73 
	40.0 
	96.8 

	TQ93-TR03 
	33.9 
	67.7 

	TR05 
	33.5 
	74.4 

	TR15-TR16 
	51.5 
	19.5 


Step 7: Area of certified woodland calculated 
For the remaining prioritised woodland squares, the area of certified woodland was calculated. This was based on two data sources: 

- GIS data (December 2009) from the Forestry Commission, of woodland areas under an approved English Woodland Grant Scheme agreement that are flagged as being certified woodland. 

- Forestry Commission land and Woodland Trust, as this has been certified. 

Based on this data, a percentage of the certified woodland area in each square was calculated, as shown in Table 2. 
Table 2. Certified woodland in the prioritised woodland resource squares 

	10km square 
	Total certified area as % of all woodland 

	SU71 
	59.2 

	SU78 
	2.5 

	SU79 
	9.5 

	SU81 
	50.8 

	SU82 
	22.9 

	SU91 
	42.8 

	SU92 
	40.6 

	SU93 
	23.7 

	TQ23 
	17.9 

	TQ33 
	9.4 

	TQ42 
	16.8 

	TQ43 
	0.0 

	TQ53 
	5.0 

	TQ63 
	3.1 

	TQ71 
	14.4 

	TQ73 
	40.7 

	TQ93-TR03 
	24.5 

	TR05 
	46.6 

	TR15-TR16 
	30.6 


Step 8:  Addition of ‘no go’ areas 
The Bat Conservation Trust recommended that 1km ‘no go’ areas should be kept around areas within squares SU81, SU92, and SU93. 

Step 9: Final ranking of woodland squares to produce ‘priority woodland areas’
Based on the information gathered, each woodland square was given a ranking against the following attributes: 

- % Area of ancient woodland 

- % Area of UK BAP woodland habitat 

- % Area under agreement (Woodland Grant Schemes, England WGS, Higher Level Stewardship) 

- Area of woodland in SSSIs (ha) 

- Total certified area as % of all woodland 

- Woodland bird resource (number of species) 

- Woodland butterfly resource (number of species) 

- Woodland bats resource (number of species) 

- Combined ownership as % of total woodland area 

Scores for each square were then combined into one cumulative score.

Lastly, the degree to which the FC was the major landowner in terms of combined conservation organisation ownership in each square was taken into consideration. The aim being to weight against squares where the FC was by far the dominant landowner (not taking into account private woodland ownership). 
So for each square the following values were added in order to come up with final score: 

FC ownership <50%= 10 

FC ownership > 50% and < 80% = 5 

FC ownership > 80% = 0 

No combined ownership = 0 

The results of this are shown in Table 3. 

Table 3. Final ranking of prioritised woodland squares 

	10km square 
	Cumulative score 
	% of combined ownership area managed by FC 
	Weighted ownership 
	Cumulative score and weighted ownership combined 

	TR15-TR16 
	115 
	19.5 
	10 
	125 

	SU81 
	97 
	97.8 
	0 
	97 

	TQ93-TR03 
	90 
	67.7 
	5 
	95 

	TR05 
	84 
	74.4 
	5 
	89 

	TQ73 
	83 
	96.8 
	0 
	83 

	TQ53 
	72 
	15.3 
	10 
	82 

	SU71 
	81 
	100 
	0 
	81 

	SU79 
	80 
	95.2 
	0 
	80 

	SU91 
	80 
	100 
	0 
	80 

	SU93 
	80 
	99.1 
	0 
	80 

	SU92 
	80 
	0 
	0 
	80 

	TQ71 
	68 
	76.1 
	5 
	73 

	TQ43 
	72 
	0 
	0 
	72 

	TQ33 
	71 
	99.6 
	0 
	71 

	TQ42 
	68 
	88.7 
	0 
	68 

	TQ63 
	62 
	77.1 
	5 
	67 

	SU82 
	57 
	100 
	0 
	57 

	SU78 
	56 
	83 
	0 
	56 

	TQ23 
	53 
	100 
	0 
	53 


Map 2, below, shows the location and broad description of the final ‘priority woodland areas’ as colour coded squares – red is highest score, through to dark green for the lowest score. 

Map 2. Ranking of priority woodland resource squares in the South East
* The first stage of the analysis, undertaken by TVERC, is detailed in the accompanying document ‘SE Woodland Resource mapping 09’. 

�Do we need a listing of squares here? Can’t see why it’s necessary?? If it is, then should put at end of Step 2





