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Summary of the report  
 
In March 2010, Forestry Commission Wales (FC Wales) commissioned Wavehill to conduct a 

survey of Community Woodland Groups in Wales together with in-depth, face-to-face interviews 

with a selection of groups. The purpose of the research was to capture and map the activity of 

Community Woodland Groups (CWGs) in Wales. This is the summary of the report. 

 
How many CWGs are there in Wales and where are they located? 

 

This research has identified a total of 138 active CWGs in Wales. Of these, some 125 (91%) took 

part in an initial survey interview, and 101 (73%) undertook a full survey interview. 

 

The highest numbers of CWGs were to be found in Blaenau Gwent (15), Gwynedd (11), Bridgend 

(11) and Pembrokeshire (10). However, when the population in each local authority is taken into 

account, the highest numbers of CWGs per head of population are to be found in Blaenau Gwent, 

Merthyr Tydfil, Anglesey and Ceredigion.  

 

How much woodland are CWGs active in?  

 

We estimate that CWGs are currently active on a total of about 1,795 hectares of woodland in 

Wales.  

 
What is the status of CWGs and how long have they been in existence? 

 

Within our sample, constituted voluntary or community groups account for the largest single 

group of CWGs (39%), followed by those who classed themselves as social enterprises (18%), 

charities (17%) and public sector organisations such as town councils (14%).  

 

Over three quarters (78%) of CWGs within our sample have been active for 10 years or less. A 

greater proportion of CWGs from the Convergence / former Objective 1 area than outside it have 

been established for between 6 and 10 years, suggesting that Objective 1 may have been a trigger 

for CWG establishment. Just over half of CWGs formed for the specific purpose of undertaking 

woodland activities. 

 

What do CWG’s do? 

 

CWGs undertake a very wide range of activities, with the principal activities being in 

‘environmental improvements’ (38%), ‘community regeneration’ (30%) and ‘school visits or 

education’ (26%). In terms of specific woodland-based activities, those which figured most 

prominently were ‘recreation’ (81/101), ‘environmental improvement’ (4/101) and ‘conservation’ 

(67/101). 
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Who do CWGs work with? 

 

The highest level of engagement were found to be between CWGs and elderly people, (with 45% 

of CWGs working with this group) and young offenders (43%). Some 35% of CWGs worked with 

people with health issues. Lower levels of engagement were found amongst CWGs with homeless 

people (85% of CWGs did not work with them), ethnic minority groups (83% of CWGS did not 

work with them), people with physical disabilities (73%) and young people who are classified as 

NEETs
1
 (72%). 

 

How many people are employed by CWGs? 

 

Some 85% of the CWGs within our sample did not employ staff and over 90% did not employ full-

time staff. Most groups, who do employ a person, employ just that one person. In total, we 

estimate that approximately 130 full-time and 75 part-time employees are currently employed by 

CWGs in Wales (about 200 in total), although this figure has been inflated by the short-term 

recruitment of 30 people by one of the CWG interviewed.  

 

How many people volunteer with CWGs? 

 

We estimate that about 2,800 volunteers work with CWGs in Wales. All but 5 of the 101 CWGS 

that were interviewed had volunteers who undertook unpaid work on their behalf and nearly half 

(49%) of CWGs had between 6 and 15 active volunteers. There were a small number of CWGs 

which had large number of volunteers. 

 

Who owns the woodlands where CWGs are active? 

 

Some 73% of CWGs do not own the woodland with which they have an interest or involvement, 

but instead have an agreement with the owner or owning body. Some 27% of CWGs own their 

woodland (or part of it). The largest single owner group of land where CWGs are active are local 

authorities, accounting for 59% of all owners. 

 

What challenges and barriers do CWGs face? 

 

Funding is the most frequently-cited challenge faced by CWGs in Wales, identified by 33% of the 

sample. Anti-Social Behaviour was also a prominent challenge (23%), and was cited by a higher 

proportion of CWGS in South East Wales than elsewhere in Wales. 

 

A lack of available funding is also a key barrier to CWGs developing the woodland with which they 

are involved, with 47% of CWGs being affected by this. A lack of volunteers (17%) was the second 

most prominent barrier. 

 

How are CWGs funded? 

 

Just under half of the CWGs interviewed (48/101) had received a grant in the past 12 months and 

31% had undertaken fundraising activities. The range of funds raised by such means was wide 

with some totals raised being over £20,000. The median amount raised through fundraising was 

however £580. 

 

                                                             

 
1
 Not in Education, Employment or Training (NEETs). 
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Some 17% of CWGs had generated an income through the sale of products or provision of 

services. Again, some large amounts of money over £20,000 had been generated by CWGs via 

such means, but the median figure was significantly lower at £2,400. 

 

What kind of support do CWGs need? 

  
The majority of CWGs were satisfied with the non-financial support available to them, 73% rating 

it as ‘good’ or ‘very good.’ However, some gaps in non-financial support were identified, the main 

areas being support with developing applications for funding, legal issues and Forestry 

Commission policies and procedures, specific support for schools who are CWGs, support in 

engaging volunteers, and the geographical availability of support. 

 

Policy implications 

 

The fact that CWGs are currently only active in about 0.6% of the woodlands in Wales
2
 suggests 

that there is scope for further development. The small number of CWG compared to the number 

of third sector organisations in Wales (estimated by the WCVA to be 30,000) suggests the same.  

 

The research suggests that CWGs can potentially, in policy terms, generate a ‘double benefit’; 

CWG’s can play an active role in achieving both the Welsh Assembly Government’s socio-

economic & regeneration objective and the Assembly Government’s woodland related objectives 

as set out in the strategy for woodlands and trees, Woodlands for Wales. This research has 

however not explored the benefits generated by CWGs and it may be necessary to undertake 

further research with a small sample of CWGs to explore this further (see below).  

 

What is clear is that the potential for greater cooperation between the relevant departments with 

the Assembly Government, including Forestry Commission Wales, needs to be explored. This 

process should, we would suggest, go beyond simply broadening the understanding within the 

Assembly Government of the potential role of CWGs; it should also include discussions on how 

the various mechanisms that are available to support community and voluntary sector 

organisations in Wales and/or projects delivered by organisations in those sectors can be utilised 

for the benefit of CWGs (e.g. Communities First
3
 and the Local Environment Quality project grant 

Scheme
4
).  

 

  

                                                             

 
2
 This estimate is based on the total amount of woodland in Wales (287,400 hectares) quoted in Woodlands for Wales 

and the estimate of the amount of woodlands within which CWGs are active in this report (1,795 hectares). 
3
 http://wales.gov.uk/topics/housingandcommunity/regeneration/communitiesfirst/?lang=en  

4
 http://wales.gov.uk/topics/environmentcountryside/epq/cleanneighbour/improvementfund/2010to11/?lang=en  
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Recommended further research 

 

We would recommend that the fact that a significant number of those interviewed for this 

research were willing to participate in further research is utilised by creating a panel
5
 of CWGs. 

This panel could then be used to undertake further surveys, focus groups, etc. and also to track 

changes within the sectors over the coming years.  

 
Further, we would recommend that in-depth research is undertaken with a small sample of CWGs 

to explore the social, economic and environmental benefits that are generating. Such evidence 

would provide further evidence in terms of the potential to use CWGs as a vehicle to deliver the 

socio-economic objectives of the Assembly Government as well as the objectives of Woodlands 

for Wales.  

 
 

 

                                                             

 
5
 A research panel is a group of individuals (or businesses in this case) who agree to participate in a series of research 

studies over time. 
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1 Introduction 
 

In March 2010, Forestry Commission Wales commissioned Wavehill to conduct a survey of 

Community Woodland Groups in Wales together with in-depth, face-to-face interviews with a 

selection of groups. The purpose of the research was to capture and map the activity of 

Community Woodland Groups (CWGs) in Wales.  

 

1.1 Background 
 

The need for a more robust evidence base relating to CWGs, their activities and their 

organisational arrangements had been identified in a scoping report commissioned by Forestry 

Research in 2009
6
. It stated that there was currently no overview of CWG activity and proposed 

further research via survey. This report also outlined some of the impact of the Cydcoed 

programme, a £16m two-phase Objective 1 and match-funded programme run by Forestry 

Commission Wales, which provided support to 163 groups across the local authorities covered by 

the Objective 1 programme
7
. 

 

1.2 Aims of the research 
 

Wavehill was commissioned with a brief to: 

 

• Build a database of community woodland groups in Wales. 

• Undertake an initial survey to verify and confirm contact details, establish whether the 

groups were active or in-active, ascertain the number of people involved, whether the 

land was owned or leased and the size of the land. 

• Conduct in-depth survey to capture activities that the groups are undertaking and their 

aspiration to undertake other activities, any income received, and the general business 

health of these groups. 

• Undertake face-to-face case study visits with the aim of understanding in more depth the 

value placed on the activity provided by the project together with the perceived and 

actual impact of the groups. 

 

1.3 Summary of the methodology 
 

For the purposes of this research, a CWG was defined as: 

 

‘A community-led group which takes an active role (either independently or under the supervision) 

in the management of a woodland which it may own or lease, or work in with the owners’ 

permission.’  

 

  

                                                             

 
6
 Wilmot, A. and Harris, K., 2009. Community Woodland Baseline Report: Wales. Report for Forest Research Available 

from http://www.forestry.gov.uk/fr/INFD-7TSD7E  
7
 Objective 1 was an European Funded Structural Funds programme which ran between 2000 and 2006 which 

supported the 15 local authority areas in Wales within the ‘West Wales and the Valleys’ area (please refer to Map 1). It 

was the predecessor to the current Convergence Programme: 

http://wefo.wales.gov.uk/programmes/20002006/objective1/?lang=en 
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The database of CWGs was built by drawing together information from the following sources:  

 

• A database of CWGs provided by Llais y Goedwig
8
;   

• A database of CWGs supported by the Cydcoed project; and  

• Contacts for CWGs in their area provided by the Local Authorities in Wales. 

• British Trust for Conservation Volunteers (BTCV) Community Network Site 

 

The initial database contained just over 174 contacts, 138 of which were deemed to be active 

groups, as established as part of the initial survey or, if it was not possible to undertake an 

interview, by other means such as a brief conversation with a representative of the groups or 

evidence of current activity on the group’s website.   

 

A total of 125 CWGs were interviewed as part of the initial survey; 91% of the contacts on the 

database.  During the in-depth part of the survey, a total of 101 groups were interviewed, which 

gives a response rate for that part of the survey of 73%. Both provide excellent (and very robust) 

samples upon which to base the discussion in this report. 1,128 telephone calls were made by the 

interview team in order to complete the initial survey. A further 342 calls were then made to 

complete the in-depth survey. 

 

During the survey, each CWG was asked a series of questions concerning their status and 

constitution, their ownership, lease or other arrangements in respect of the woodland they 

managed or within which they were active, the range of activities they undertook there, their 

income, and their community engagement mechanisms and activities.  

 

The survey was undertaken by telephone using a CATI system (Computer Aided Telephone 

Interviewing). To maximise the response rate, all interviewees were offered a pre-booking option; 

once first contact was made an offer of an appointment was given to undertake the full interview. 

All participants were also offered the choice of undertaking the interview either in Welsh or in 

English. The pre-booking stage is considered imperative when dealing with volunteers and 

community groups as they have limited time. If they did not have time to conduct the interview 

there and then we offered them an alternative time including evenings and weekends. 

 

Following the survey, we also undertook more in-depth fieldwork with 20 CWGs, selected in order 

to reflect the breadth of activities undertaken in Wales and also the geographical spread of all the 

groups interviewed during the survey. This phase of the research was undertaken in order to 

explore further some of the findings that presented themselves during the survey, through the 

capture of qualitative data relating to groups’ history, current status, activities and future 

aspirations, and to gain an insight into the challenges of delivering their activities, and 

maintaining their stake in their woodland.  

 

1.3.1 Limitations of the methodology 

 

We acknowledge that no survey of this kind can claim to be definitive in capturing all CWGs, 

especially given the inclusive nature of the definition used. We do claim a high degree of 

accuracy, however, and are confident that robust conclusions can be made on such an identified 

research universe and high response rates within it. 

 

                                                             

 
8
 Llais y Goedwig is a voluntary association of woodland community groups that formed in Nov 2009 to provide a voice 

for community woodlands: http://llaisygoedwig.org.uk/  
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1.4 Structure of the report 
 

In keeping with the rationale of the methodology, we have presented the findings under a series 

of headings, and have used both quantitative and qualitative data in each section to validate, 

enhance, and at times to challenge, the conclusions that can be drawn from each data type. 

 

The remainder of this report is structured as follows:  

 

• Section 2 presents findings on the survey sample, distribution and key features of CWGs 

in Wales. 

• Section 3 outlines the range of activities that CWGs in Wales are involved in undertaking. 

• Section 4 discusses some of the challenges and barriers facing CWGs in Wales. 

• Section 5 presents data on ownership and the extent of woodland in Wales with CWG 

involvement. 

• Section 6 is an analysis of funding, income, support and advice received by CWGs. 

• Section 7 deals with non-financial support and advice provided to CWGS. 

• Section 8 looks at CWGs’ forthcoming plans and confidence about the future. 

• Section 9 concludes the report by drawing together the key conclusions of the research.  
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Map 1: A map of Wales showing the Convergence / Objective 1 region (per Local Authority) 

 
Source: Wales European Funding Office (WEFO) 
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Map 2: A map of Wales showing the location of CWGs 
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2 Overview of Community Woodland Groups in Wales 
 

This section will provide an overview of the sample of CWGs that were identified during the 

research, and that participated in the survey, and draws some conclusions about the geographical 

distribution of organisations throughout Wales. For ease of reference, maps showing the 

Objective 1 / Convergence area in Wales and the location of the CWGs have been included on the 

previous pages.  

 

 

Key findings 

 

• Blaenau Gwent, Gwynedd, Bridgend, Rhondda Cynon Taff, and Pembrokeshire have the 

highest numbers of active CWGs. 

• Blaenau Gwent, Merthyr Tydfil and Anglesey have the highest number of CWGs relative 

to population size. 

• ‘Constituted’ or ‘Incorporated Voluntary or Community Groups’ account for the largest 

group of CWGs (39%), whilst 18% of respondents classed themselves as Social Enterprises 

and 17% were charities. 

• The largest single group of CWGs are those that have been active for less than five years 

(41%), followed by those that have been active between 6 and 10 years (37%). 

• Just over half (51%) of CWGs had been formed for the specific purpose of undertaking 

woodland activities, while 49% had not. 

• A total of 187 people were currently employed by the CWGs within the sample, a mean of 

1.5 per CWG. If the mean is applied to all CWGs identified by the research, ‘the sector’ 

would employ approximately 200 people.  

• Our sample of CWGs had a total of 2,538 volunteers, a mean of 20.3 per CWG. By 

applying this mean to all CWGs identified, we can estimate that approximately 2,800 

people are volunteers with CWGs in Wales.  

 

 

2.1 Distribution of CWGs by Local Authority 
 

The table below shows the geographical spread of CWGs in Wales that were identified as being 

active organisations during the initial phases of the research before survey interviews were 

undertaken: i.e. the research ‘universe’. The final column in each data series shows the 

population of each local authority divided by the number of active CWGs in that area. This figure 

is presented to give some idea of the levels of activity in each local authority area given its 

comparative size. 

 

As the table shows, Blaenau Gwent, Gwynedd, Bridgend, Rhondda Cynon Taff, and 

Pembrokeshire have the highest numbers of active CWGs. However, when we divide the 

population numbers by the number of CWGs in each authority, we see that the highest levels of 

activity (relative to local authority size) are to be found in Blaenau Gwent, Merthyr Tydfil and 

Anglesey. Furthermore, 9 of the 10 ‘most active’ local authority areas are in the counties that 

were European Union’s Objective 1 Programme areas (currently part of the Convergence 

Programme), and 4 out of the 5 ‘least active’ areas (again relative to size) were counties that did 

not qualify for Objective 1, suggesting that there is a correlation between current levels of activity 

and the legacy of the Objective 1 funded Cydcoed project. 
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Indeed, this was validated by the information collected during the Case Study visits, where almost 

all of those CWGs visited which fell within the Convergence / Objective 1 area had received 

Cydcoed funding, and many of them had used it as ‘seedbed’ funding to establish themselves as 

groups, or significantly extend the scope of their work.  

 

Table 1: Local Authorities by Population Size and Number of active CWGs  

 

Local Authority No. of Active 

CWGs 

Population (2009) Population per active CWG 

Blaenau Gwent 15 68,600 4,573 

Merthyr Tydfil 7 55,700 7,957 

Anglesey 8 68,800 8,600 

Ceredigion 8 76,400 9,550 

Gwynedd 11 118,800 10,800 

Pembrokeshire 10 117,400 11,740 

Bridgend 11 134,200 12,200 

Conwy 9 111,400 12,378 

Neath Port Talbot 7 137,400 19,629 

Vale of Glamorgan 6 124,600 20,767 

RCT 11 234,400 21,309 

Carmarthenshire 8 180,800 22600 

Denbighshire 4 96,700 24,175 

Swansea 9 231,300 25,700 

Powys 4 131,700 32,925 

Caerphilly 4 172,700 43,175 

Flintshire 3 149,900 49,967 

Torfaen 1 90,700 90,700 

Wrexham 1 133,200 133,200 

Newport 1 140,400 140,400 

Cardiff 0 336,200 NIL 

Monmouthshire 0 88,000 NIL 

All Wales 138 2,999,300 21734 

No. of CWGs = 138; (Source for population data: Office for National Statistics, 2009 mid-year population 

estimates, published 24 June 2010) 
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We also conducted an analysis of CWGs as a proportion of the total number of third sector 

organisations based in each local authority
9
. This was done by dividing the number of CWGs in 

each local authority by the total number of third sector organisations based there, and expressing 

it as a percentage. This analysis revealed consistency with the findings above, namely that the 

three counties with the ‘highest’ levels of CWG activity relative to population (Blaenau Gwent, 

Merthyr Tydfil and Anglesey) were also those where CWGs accounted for a higher percentage of 

voluntary organisations.  

 

These three local authorities did not have significantly higher or lower levels of third sector 

organisation activity generally, but a higher percentage of CWG activity relative to the size of their 

voluntary sector (as defined by the number of third sector organisations active in the area). This 

validates the assertion, from another perspective, that these counties are the ‘most active’ in 

terms of CWGs. 

 

2.2 Distribution of CWGs by Welsh Index of Multiple Deprivation 
 

Table 2 shows the distribution of the CWGs identified according to their ranking within the Welsh 

Index of Multiple Deprivation (WIMD)
 10

. The WIMD rankings used are based on the location 

(defined by postcode) that the CWG gave when interviewed. 

 

Table 2: Distribution of CWGs by WIMD ranking  

 

 WIMD category ranking (1 = most deprived; 1896 = least 

deprived) 
Number of CWGs % of CWGs 

WIMD Score 1 – 372 (20% most deprived wards) 24 18% 

WIMD Score 373-747 21 16% 

WIMD Score 748 – 1120 35 27% 

WIMD Score 1121-1494 28 21% 

WIMD Score 1495 – 1896 (20% least deprived wards) 24 18% 

N= 132. Postcode data was not available for 6 CWG’s within the database 

 

As the table shows, there would not seem to be a clear focus of CWGs in either the most deprived 

or the least deprived parts of Wales. Eighteen percent of the CWGs are within the 20% most 

deprived wards in Wales. Just 5 (4%) CWGs are based within the 100 most deprived wards in 

Wales and 14 (11%) were within the 200 most deprived. Eighteen percent of CGWs are within the 

20% least deprived wards in Wales; the same percentage as are within the 20% most deprived. 

 

Eighty three percent (20/24) of the CWGs in the 20% most deprived wards in Wales had received 

support from the Cydcoed project in the past.  

  

                                                             

 
9
 As per the WCVA’s All-Wales Database of Voluntary Organisations which was last update in July 2010 – 

 http://www.wcva.org.uk/all/dsp_pub_list.cfm?catid=11&display_sitedeptid=9  
10

 The Welsh Index of Multiple Deprivation (WIMD) is the official measure of deprivation in small areas in Wales. It is a 

relative measure of concentrations of deprivation at the small area level. Further information is available from: 

http://wales.gov.uk/topics/statistics/theme/wimd/?lang=en  
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2.3 Type of Organisation 
 

We asked those CWGs which took part in the initial interviews about their status as an 

organisation. The bar graph below shows that 

Community Groups’ account for 

respondents classed themselves as Social Enterprises (

Public sector organisations account

the CWGs interviewed were schools.

 

Figure 1: Response to the question: Which of the following applies to your organisation?

No. of CWGs = 125. Please note that some respondents have classed 

An informal cooperative (a group of businesses 

working together but not formally linked)

An association or trade body (representing the 

interests of other organisations / the sector)

An unofficial group (unconstituted in any way)

A formal cooperative (the same but formally linked by 

a constitution/written agreement)

Private company (distributing profit to its owners 

limited company or partnership –

Voluntary / community group (unconstituted / not a 

formal company)

Public sector organisation (funded by the Government) 

A registered charity (registered with the Charity’s 

Commission) 

Social enterprise (does not distribute profit to its 

owners)

Voluntary  / community group (constituted / formal 

company)
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The CWGs that described themselves as public sector organisations were: 

 

• Community Councils (8) 

• Schools (including PTAs) (10) 

 

The following table listed those respondents who defined themselves as ‘social enterprises’, 

showing the local authority within which they are based, whether they fall within a Strategic 

Regeneration Area in Wales
11

 (SRA) and their WIMD ranking. 

 

Table 3: Respondents who defined their organisation as a ‘social enterprise’, their local authority, 

the SRA status of their location and the WIMD ranking of their location 

 

Organisation name Local Authority Strategic 

Regeneration 

Area? 

WIMD ranking (1 = 

most deprived; 

1896 = least 

deprived) 

Cwmni Tref Llangefni Anglesey YES 1,683 

Moelyci Industrial and Providence Society Gwynedd YES 1,180 

Coed Hills Rural Artspace Vale of Glamorgan NO 1,765 

Troserch Woodlands Association Swansea NO 1,648 

Friends of Parc Nant Y Waun Blaenau Gwent YES 920 

Merthyr Tydfil Angling Association Merthyr Tydfil YES 1,122 

Ecodysgu-Ecolearn Bridgend NO 1,020 

Carreglwyd Woodland Group Anglesey YES 945 

Llanelli and Mynydd Mawr railway company Carmarthenshire YES (See below) 

Maerdy Regeneration Ltd Rhondda Cynon Taf YES 108 

Golygfa Gwydyr Conwy NO 1,028 

Cwmaman Community Woodland Ltd Rhondda Cynon Taf YES 377 

Mumbles Development Trust Swansea NO 1,668 

Pembroke 21C Community Association Ltd Pembrokeshire NO 730 

Hilltop Regeneration Group Blaenau Gwent YES 1,286 

Pobl Y Fforest Carmarthenshire NO 766 

Seaside Community Association Ltd Carmarthenshire NO 195 

Deudraeth Cyf Gwynedd NO 1,336 

Merthyr Tydfil and District Naturalist Society Rhondda Cynon Taf YES 212 

Oakdale and Penmaen Community Partnership Caerphilly YES 698 

Menter Bro Machno Conwy NO 1,099 

Daerwynno Forest Trails and Activity Centre Rhondda Cynon Taf NO 458 

Bangor Forest Garden Gwynedd YES 1,031 

 

The WIMD rankings are based on the location (defined by postcode) of the registered office for 

the CWG. The Llanelli and Mynydd Mawr railway company’s registered office is based in the Vale 

of Glamorgan. However, the Gwendraeth valley, north of Llanelli, where Mynydd Mawr, Tumble 

is located is part of the Western Valleys Strategic Regeneration Area. 

 

                                                             

 
11

 At the time of writing this report there were five Strategic Regeneration Areas (SRAs) in Wales. They are Heads of the 

Valleys Programme, Môn a Menai, North Wales coast, Western Valleys and Swansea. Further information is available 

from: http://wales.gov.uk/topics/businessandeconomy/regeneration/strategicareas/?lang=en  
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Twelve of the 23 social enterprises

Government as SRA’s. None are however located in areas within the 100 most deprived 

communities of Wales as defined by the WIMD and just 5 are within the 200 most deprived areas. 

 

2.4 Length of time as an Active Group
 

Groups were also asked how long they had been active. The bar graph below shows that the 

largest single group of CWGs are those that have been active fr

followed by those that have been active fr

over three quarters of active CWGs (78

Figure 2: Response to Question 

 

There was no obvious correlation between the length of time which groups had been established 

and the range of activities undertaken 

established for a greater length of time, it did not necessarily mean th

more diverse, or vice versa that newly

 

Of the three CWGs that had generated more than £20,000 in trading income in the past 12 

months (please refer to Section 6.5)

Study examples showed that many

and objectives whilst other more newly

become social enterprises quite quickly. For example, the 

was formed in 2006 and has developed a range of training provision and 

income stream, earning over £5,500 in the past twelve months from training courses.
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Twelve of the 23 social enterprises are within areas of Wales designated by the Welsh Assembly 

None are however located in areas within the 100 most deprived 

communities of Wales as defined by the WIMD and just 5 are within the 200 most deprived areas. 

as an Active Group 

asked how long they had been active. The bar graph below shows that the 

largest single group of CWGs are those that have been active from  less than five years (42

followed by those that have been active from between 6 and 190 years (37%). This means that 

ee quarters of active CWGs (78%) have been established for 10 years or under.

 

Response to Question - How long has the group been active? 

 

No. of CWGs = 125 

There was no obvious correlation between the length of time which groups had been established 

and the range of activities undertaken – that is to say that just because groups had been 

length of time, it did not necessarily mean that their activities were 

more diverse, or vice versa that newly-established groups were necessarily narrow in focus. 

Of the three CWGs that had generated more than £20,000 in trading income in the past 12 

6.5), one had formed in 2006 and one in 2010. Indeed, the Case 

many long-established CWGs had stuck to a small core of activities 

more newly-established groups had diversified their activities and 

ises quite quickly. For example, the Coppicewood College in Pembrokeshire 

in 2006 and has developed a range of training provision and established a steady 

income stream, earning over £5,500 in the past twelve months from training courses. 

10%

5% 5%
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10 years 11-15 years 16-20 years 21+ years don't know
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are within areas of Wales designated by the Welsh Assembly 

None are however located in areas within the 100 most deprived 

communities of Wales as defined by the WIMD and just 5 are within the 200 most deprived areas.  

asked how long they had been active. The bar graph below shows that the 

om  less than five years (42%), 

%). This means that 

%) have been established for 10 years or under. 

 

There was no obvious correlation between the length of time which groups had been established 

s to say that just because groups had been 

at their activities were 

established groups were necessarily narrow in focus.  

Of the three CWGs that had generated more than £20,000 in trading income in the past 12 

Indeed, the Case 

core of activities 

established groups had diversified their activities and 

Coppicewood College in Pembrokeshire 

established a steady 
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We also undertook an analysis of the length of time that groups had been active against their 

geographical location. The table below shows that there is greater a preponderance of CWGs who 

have been active for between 6 and 10 years in the Convergence / former Objective 1 area (39% 

of CWGS in these counties, compared with 14% outside this area), although it must be 

acknowledged that the non-Objective 1 cohort is a significantly smaller population. This could 

further suggest that Cydcoed has had a lasting impact in establishing sustainable CWGs in West 

Wales and the valleys. 

 

We can further validate this assertion by looking at the number of CWGs still active which 

received funding under the Cydcoed Objective 1 programme. Of the 163 projects funded under 

Cydcoed funding (40 under Phase 1, and 123 under Phase 2), some 96 CWGs are still active: 24 

from Phase 1 and 72 from Phase 2. Expressed as percentages, this means that 59% of CWGs 

funded under Cydcoed are still active (60% from Phase 1 and 59% from Phase 2). 

 

Table 4: Response to the question: How long has the group been active? by Objective 1 area and 

Non-Objective 1 area 

 

 Non - Objective 

1 (%) 

Non - Objective 

1 (frequency) 

Objective 1 (%) Objective 1 

(frequency) 

Under 5 43% 6 41% 46 

6 to 10 years 14% 2 40% 44 

11 to 15 years 14% 2 10% 11 

16 to 20 years 14% 2 5% 5 

21 + years 14% 2 4% 4 

Don't know 0.0% 0 1% 1 

Total 100 14 100 111 

No. of CWGs = 125 

 

This too was attested to by the information collected during Case Study visits, with many of the 

CWGs we visited having formed during the lifetime of the Objective 1 programme. 

 

2.5 Reason for Formation of Group 
 

We asked CWGs whether or not they had been formed for the specific purpose of undertaking 

woodland activities; just over half (51%) had been established specifially for this purpose, while 

49% had not. When this data is cross-tabulated with the area where the CWG are based, we find 

that a greater proportion of CWGs outside the former Objective 1 area (now the Convergence 

area), were formed for the specific purpose of undertaking woodland activities. Although the 

issue was not explored during the research, one possible explanation for this is that groups within 

the Objective 1 area have a broader remit in order to utilise the funding opportunities available to 

them. 

 

  



A survey of Community Woodland Groups in Wales  

 

 
©Copyright Wavehill 2010                 19 | P a g e  

 

Table 5: Response to the question: Was your group established specifically to undertake woodland 

activities? Vs. Objective 1 area 

 

 
Non - Objective 

1 (%) 

Non - Objective 

1 (frequency) 
Objective 1 (%) 

Objective 1 

(frequency) 

No 38% 5 50% 44 

Not sure 0 0 1% 1 

Yes 62% 8 49% 43 

Total 100 13 100 88 

No. of CWGs = 101 

 
As will be discussed further later in the report, there was some qualitative evidence gathered 

from the Case Study visits that a small number of CWGs had developed beyond their initial remit 

of woodland activities, forestry or land reclamation into a wide range of activities and functions 

(see Section 3). 

 

2.6 Staff and volunteer profile 
 

2.6.1 Staff 

 

The data collected shows that a total of 187 people are currently employed by the CWGs, a mean 

of 1.5 per CWG). If the mean is applied to all CWGs identified, ‘the sector’ would employ 206 

people.  

 

Other key findings in relation to CWGs and employment are that: 

 

• The large majority of CWGs do not employ any staff at all (85% - 106/125), and over 90% 

CWGS (113/125) employ no full-time staff. 

• Of those CWGs that do employ staff, the largest response groups are those who employ 

one person on a part-time basis (7), or one person on a full-time basis (6). 

• At the time of the survey, our data shows that the CWGs employed a total of 120 full-time 

employees. However, it is important to note that this figure was inflated by the fact that 

one CWG, which had previously employed 34 people, had just taken on 60 employees on 

six-month contracts. 

• A further 67 employees are employed on a part-time basis by the CWGs, although it is not 

possible to convert this into FTEs. 

 

Also worth noting is that, of the CWGs which employed staff, all of those that employed full-time 

staff were situated in the Objective 1 areas of Wales, as were all but one CWG which employed 

part-time staff. The only CWG which employed a member of staff outside the Objective 1 area 

was in Wrexham. Again, this suggests a possible link between local capacity and the Cydcoed 

programme. 
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Several of the CWGs that did employ staff were schools, whose staff were

and support assistants, rather than forestry or woodland professionals. A small number of CWGs, 

which were involved in training and 

trading activities, but this was not widespread

patrol woodland to prevent misuse or anti

often on a casual basis, to manage the woodland and undertake specific physical works. Also 

worth noting is that a small number of Case Study CWGs employed contractors to undertake this 

type of work.  

 

2.6.2 Volunteers 

 

Our sample of CWGs had a total of 2

mean to all CWGs identified, we can estimate that 

with CWGs in Wales. Indeed, the bar graph below shows that all but 5 of the 125 CWG

interviewed had volunteers who undertook unpaid work on their behalf. 

 

The largest response group of CWGs were those who had between 6 and

CWGS; 30%) followed by those with be

the four largest response groups 

interviewed had between 6 and 20 volunteers. 

 

It is, however, encouraging that 16 CWGs, 

volunteers (31+), suggesting that there is potential for group

Again, activity is higher in the former Objective 1 areas than elsewhere with only one CWG from a 

local authority outside the Objective 

volunteering levels. 

 

Figure 3: Response to the question:  Number of volunteers?
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Several of the CWGs that did employ staff were schools, whose staff were, of course

and support assistants, rather than forestry or woodland professionals. A small number of CWGs, 

which were involved in training and trading, had employed trainers and managers to oversee 

trading activities, but this was not widespread, and a small number had wardens who would 

woodland to prevent misuse or anti-social behaviour. Other CWGs employed people, 

often on a casual basis, to manage the woodland and undertake specific physical works. Also 

small number of Case Study CWGs employed contractors to undertake this 

a total of 2,538 volunteers, a mean of 20.3 per CWG. By applying this 

to all CWGs identified, we can estimate that approximately 2,800 people are volunteers 

he bar graph below shows that all but 5 of the 125 CWG

interviewed had volunteers who undertook unpaid work on their behalf.  

The largest response group of CWGs were those who had between 6 and 10 volunteers (38 

followed by those with between 11 and 15 (23 CWGs or 18%). If we group together 

 in the lower range, we can see that some 71% of CWGs 

6 and 20 volunteers.  

It is, however, encouraging that 16 CWGs, representing 13% of the sample, had high number

+), suggesting that there is potential for groups to grow their volunteers base

Again, activity is higher in the former Objective 1 areas than elsewhere with only one CWG from a 

local authority outside the Objective 1 area, appearing in the highest ten CWGS as regards 

: Response to the question:  Number of volunteers? (frequency) 

 

No of CWGs = 125 
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of course, teachers 

and support assistants, rather than forestry or woodland professionals. A small number of CWGs, 

had employed trainers and managers to oversee 

, and a small number had wardens who would 

. Other CWGs employed people, 

often on a casual basis, to manage the woodland and undertake specific physical works. Also 

small number of Case Study CWGs employed contractors to undertake this 

By applying this 

2,800 people are volunteers 

he bar graph below shows that all but 5 of the 125 CWGs (4%) 

10 volunteers (38 

%). If we group together 

, we can see that some 71% of CWGs 

high numbers of 

to grow their volunteers base. 

Again, activity is higher in the former Objective 1 areas than elsewhere with only one CWG from a 

est ten CWGS as regards 
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The Case Study visits enabled us to explore further the situation with regard to recruiting and 

retaining volunteers. One of the striking findings was the high number of CWGs that told us that 

they rely on older and retired volunteers and have difficulty attracting younger people to 

volunteer. This had led to worries about the sustainability of CWGs in the longer term, but also 

concerns over not having enough young people to undertake some of the more strenuous work.  

 

A member of the Friends of Parc Nant-Y-Waun group in Blaenau Gwent, when asked about 

sustainability commented that:  

 

• “The group will keep going because we have quite a few committed people, though a lot 

of them are getting on a bit now – if they stay fit and healthy we’ll be fine!” 

 

At Maes Y Pwll Community Woodland Group in New Quay, Ceredigion, a CWG representative 

told us that a serious shortage of young, able bodied and enthusiastic volunteers meant that 

regular meetings did not take place. 

 

One element of good practice in volunteer’s recruitment had been to contact local Universities, 

so as to engage student volunteers. Students from Cardiff University had volunteered at Nelson 

Wern Park in Caerphilly, and at Coed y Bobol, Devil’s Bridge, Ceredigion, students from 

Aberystwyth University had provided the CWG with steady stream of both volunteer labour and 

technical expertise:  

 

• “It is really useful because the students tend to come for the entire time they are here (3 

years) and we get a lot of advice and knowledge because most of them are doing courses 

such as countryside management so they often go back to their tutors and ask questions 

and then come back and tell us the answers”. 

 

The Case Study visits showed that volunteers were mainly involved in assisting with the routine 

maintenance of the woodland (clearing scrubland, maintaining paths, coppicing etc.), but also 

undertook some specific project work where CWGs had planned to reclaim an area of land, plant 

new trees or improve access. In a small number of cases, volunteers were involved in 

representing the CWG on local partnerships. 

 

2.6.3 Children Participating in CWGs 

 

CWGs were also asked how many children were recently participating in activities involving the 

woodland in which the organisation had a stake or interest. The bar graph below shows that: 

 

• Some 88% of CWGs interviewed (110/125) had no children participating in activities.  

• However, amongst most of the CWGs where children were participating in activities, the 

numbers engaged are high, with 9 CWGs having engaged over 100 children. However, it 

should be pointed out that 7 of these 9 CWGs were themselves schools. Just 6 of the 114 

CWGs in the sample who were not themselves schools had children participating in 

activities. 

• The full dataset show that a total of 2,114 children were participating in activities 

involving CWGs, mostly schools, at the time of the survey. 
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Figure 4: Response to the question: 

 

Several of the CWGs that participat

nurseries. Whilst such bodies did draw attention to some of the suitability of advice and support 

available to them (see Section 7.3), 

impact community woodland had had on children, and 

input, which was said to be even more enthusiastic once parents had seen for themselves the 

woodland, and the effect it had had on the c

 

The Head Teacher of the Gurnos Nursery School, which manages Coedwig Sibrwd, a small parcel 

of woodland adjacent to the school and in a deprived area of Merthyr Tydfil, commented that:

 

• “Even the quietest child seems to have a sense of worth down

their shells and take ownership.”

 

Melin Infants School, which is situated

an acre of woodland adjacent to it

School’ for children who are at risk of becoming disaffected. The Head Teacher

 

• “To climb trees, take risks in things they don’t normally have a chance to do, building their 

confidence and self-esteem.  

do and we can measure their self

 

2.7 Inactive CWG’s 

 

This research has focused on those CWGs which were identified as being active. In passing, we 

would however note that the 36 inactive groups identified were located in the following local 

authority areas: 

 

• Caerphilly (5) 
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• Swansea (5)  
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: Response to the question: Number of children participating? (frequency)

 

No of CWGs = 125 

Several of the CWGs that participated in both the survey and Case Studies were school

nurseries. Whilst such bodies did draw attention to some of the suitability of advice and support 

), during the case study visits they were very positive about the 

impact community woodland had had on children, and commented on the value of parental 

input, which was said to be even more enthusiastic once parents had seen for themselves the 

woodland, and the effect it had had on the children. 

the Gurnos Nursery School, which manages Coedwig Sibrwd, a small parcel 

of woodland adjacent to the school and in a deprived area of Merthyr Tydfil, commented that:

“Even the quietest child seems to have a sense of worth down there: they come out of 

their shells and take ownership.” 

situated in a disadvantaged area of Neath, maintains Coed Melin, 

an acre of woodland adjacent to it and uses it as an ‘outdoor classroom space’ to run a 

for children who are at risk of becoming disaffected. The Head Teacher stated that:

“To climb trees, take risks in things they don’t normally have a chance to do, building their 

esteem.  These children come out of their shells, show others what to 

do and we can measure their self-confidence.” 

This research has focused on those CWGs which were identified as being active. In passing, we 

the 36 inactive groups identified were located in the following local 

• Pembrokeshire (2) 

• Rhondda Cynon Taff (2) 

• Blaenau Gwent 
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(frequency) 

 

tudies were schools or 

nurseries. Whilst such bodies did draw attention to some of the suitability of advice and support 

they were very positive about the 

commented on the value of parental 

input, which was said to be even more enthusiastic once parents had seen for themselves the 

the Gurnos Nursery School, which manages Coedwig Sibrwd, a small parcel 

of woodland adjacent to the school and in a deprived area of Merthyr Tydfil, commented that: 

there: they come out of 

Neath, maintains Coed Melin, 

to run a ‘Forest 

stated that: 

“To climb trees, take risks in things they don’t normally have a chance to do, building their 

show others what to 

This research has focused on those CWGs which were identified as being active. In passing, we 

the 36 inactive groups identified were located in the following local 



A survey of Community Woodland Groups in Wales  

 

 
©Copyright Wavehill 2010                 23 | P a g e  

 

All of the inactive groups identified were therefore based within the Convergence / Objective 1 

region of Wales. Thirty four of the 36 groups had been funded by the Cydcoed project.   

 

Those inactive groups who we were able to contact were asked to explain why they were no 

longer active. Of the 23 in question, 18 said that it was because the task (or work) that they had 

set up to undertake had come to an end; there was therefore no need for the group to continue.  

 

• “We achieved what we wanted to achieve with preserving the woodlands” 

 

Of the others:  

 

• One respondent identified what they described as “a loss of impetus” after the project for 

which the group was originally established came to an end’;  

• Three highlighted the fact that they had been unable to maintain interest in their group 

amongst a sufficient number of people; and 

• One could no longer access the woodlands where they had been active.  

  

 

  



A survey of Community Woodland Groups in Wales  

 

 
©Copyright Wavehill 2010                 24 | P a g e  

 

3 Community Woodland Group Activities 
 

In both the initial and in-depth survey interviews, the CWGs that participated were asked a series 

of questions about the range of activities they participated in. The results of these questions are 

discussed in this section of the report. 

 

 

Key findings 

 

• Environmental Improvement is the most popular main activity among CWGs, followed by 

Community Regeneration and School Visits / Education. 

• In terms of specific woodland activities, Recreation is the most popular among CWGs, 

followed by Environmental Improvement, Conservation, and Wildlife. 

• As regards to how often CWGs were active in their woodland, the largest response group 

were those that were active weekly, followed by those who were active daily, and then 

monthly . 

• Some 69% of CWGs undertook activities outside the woodland. 

• Young offenders and Elderly People were the ‘client groups’ most likely to have been 

engaged in activities by CWGs. 

 

 

3.1 Main Activities 

 

Groups were asked to tell us (from a pre-coded questionnaire) the main activities with which they 

were involved where the woodland provided a setting, backdrop or resource for this activity.  

 

As shown in table 5, Environmental Improvement is the most popular main activity, with 48 

groups (38%) undertaking this activity. This included a broad range of activities mainly 

characterised by routine maintenance of woodland and pathways, coppicing, removal of invasive 

and non-native species, clearing scrubland and encouraging biodiversity. When asked to define 

their activities more specifically, there was significant crossover between Environmental 

Improvements and Conservation, with some CWGs citing similar activities but some having 

chosen environmental Improvements as their principal activity, while others termed it 

Conservation. Five CWGs chose both these categories to define their main activity. There was one 

difference of emphasis between the two categories in that a small number of those CWGs who 

termed their activities as Conservation had a specific aspect of their woodland (such as historic 

features, an orchard, or par of it being a SSSI) that was subject to conservation. 

 

The second most frequent activity was Community Regeneration (30% - 38/125) followed by 

School Visits / Education (26% - 32/125). Community regeneration involved similar activities to 

those outlined under environmental improvements but many had a community focus such as 

involvement of local communities in the maintenance, or where the woodland had a specific link 

to regeneration, leisure or community use. Education and school visits included nature walks, 

bird-watching and some creative activities, based on the woodland experience. 

 

Only one CWG was directly involved in timber production as a main activity, and perhaps 

surprisingly only one group was involved in wildlife activities as a main activity. However, this 

data, when taken alone, gives a slightly misleading picture, as ‘wildlife’ is a popular activity with 

many CWGs, but not their main activity (please refer to Section 3.2). 
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Table 6: Response to the question:  What are the main activities of your group? 

 

  Frequency Percent % 

Environmental improvement 48 38% 

Community Regeneration 38 30% 

School visits / Education 32 26% 

Conservation 29 23% 

Recreation 20 16% 

Skills Training 13 10% 

Events 9 7% 

Health and wellbeing 3 2% 

Arts 2 1% 

Firewood production 1 1% 

Timber production 1 1% 

Wildlife 1 1% 

 No. of CWGs = 125. Please note that several CWGs chose more than one activity 

 

There were clear differences in the specific activities undertaken by those CWGs who cited Health 

and Wellbeing, as their main activity, and those who cited Recreation. Generally, but not 

exclusively, those who cited recreation stated that the woodland was open to general 

recreational use, whilst those citing Health and Well-being had all engaged a specific cohort 

group, such as disadvantaged children or young people with disabilities. 

 

The Case Studies offered an opportunity for us to explore in more depth the links between CWG 

activity and regeneration, and environmental improvement. We visited several CWGs that had 

been actively involved in the reclamation of former industrial land in the former South Wales 

coalfield, and in some instances had been active in campaigns to stop housing being built on 

woodland, or reclaimed land. 

 

 

The Beaufort Hill Ponds and Woodlands group was formed in March 2005 in response to the threatened 

loss of the Beaufort Ponds, which were owned by the Corus Steel Company which closed its Ebbw Vale 

Plant in 2002. The CWG was a key part of the campaign to save the ponds, which are area of great 

biodiversity, when they were threatened with drainage and development.  

 

Similarly, the Nantyglo Action Group had formed in response to proposals to develop housing on 7 

hectares of derelict post-industrial land, which today is a community woodland, high in biodiversity and is 

a lasting monument to Trevor Rowson, a local historian who advised the novelist Alexander Cordell, 

author, appropriately, of the historical novel The Rape of the Fair Country (1959), which documented the 

industrialisation of Nantyglo and Blaenavon. 
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3.2 Activities Specifically Relating to Woodland
 

As part of the in-depth survey, groups were asked about specific woodland

they undertook in their woodland. 

significant differences between general activities of CWGs (both within and outside the 

woodland) and those which focussed specifically on activities directly relating to the woodland. 

The results which are presented in the bar graph 

differences in the order within which activities appear (i.e

compared with 3.1: 

 

• Recreation is the most popular woo

groups are involved with recreation by virtue of making woodland accessible for general 

recreation, but that it is not the most popular main activity (see table 5 above).

• This is followed by Environmental Improvement (74/101), Conservation (67/101), and 

Wildlife which whilst not a main activity for many groups (see immediately above), is 

popular in the range of activities CWGs are involved in (56/101).

crossover between these three categories as concerns specific activities, with general 

maintenance, maintenance of habitats, removal of invasive and non

considered to be activities that span all of these categories.

• Some 36/101 groups were involved in woodland management. 

the prevalent use of woodlands 

(32/101), education (42/101)

explanatory, uses such as skills training covered the teaching of woodworking skills, as 

well as woodland maintenance skills such as path cutting and coppicing. Other Education 

was less specific and covered a varie

learners and outdoor pursuits such as the Duke of Edinburgh Award.

Figure 5: Response to the question:

No of CWGs = 101. CWGs were able cite more than one activity.
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Activities Specifically Relating to Woodland 

roups were asked about specific woodland-related activities that 

they undertook in their woodland. This question was intended to gauge whether there were any 

significant differences between general activities of CWGs (both within and outside the 

and those which focussed specifically on activities directly relating to the woodland. 

The results which are presented in the bar graph below, shows that there were some small 

differences in the order within which activities appear (i.e. how frequently they were cited) when 

Recreation is the most popular woodland-related activity (81/101), suggesting that many 

groups are involved with recreation by virtue of making woodland accessible for general 

t is not the most popular main activity (see table 5 above).

Environmental Improvement (74/101), Conservation (67/101), and 

Wildlife which whilst not a main activity for many groups (see immediately above), is 

tivities CWGs are involved in (56/101). As with 3.1 there is some 

crossover between these three categories as concerns specific activities, with general 

maintenance, maintenance of habitats, removal of invasive and non-native species 

ities that span all of these categories. 

Some 36/101 groups were involved in woodland management. The other point to note 

the prevalent use of woodlands by CWGs for educational purposes: e.g. skills training 

education (42/101) and school visits (51/101). Whilst school visits are self

, uses such as skills training covered the teaching of woodworking skills, as 

well as woodland maintenance skills such as path cutting and coppicing. Other Education 

was less specific and covered a variety of uses such as work with college groups, adult 

learners and outdoor pursuits such as the Duke of Edinburgh Award. 

 

Response to the question: What activities does your organisation undertake relating 

specifically to woodland? 

 

101. CWGs were able cite more than one activity. 
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related activities that 

This question was intended to gauge whether there were any 

significant differences between general activities of CWGs (both within and outside the 

and those which focussed specifically on activities directly relating to the woodland. 

there were some small 

how frequently they were cited) when 

related activity (81/101), suggesting that many 

groups are involved with recreation by virtue of making woodland accessible for general 

t is not the most popular main activity (see table 5 above). 

Environmental Improvement (74/101), Conservation (67/101), and 

Wildlife which whilst not a main activity for many groups (see immediately above), is 

As with 3.1 there is some 

crossover between these three categories as concerns specific activities, with general 

native species 

The other point to note is 

skills training 

Whilst school visits are self-

, uses such as skills training covered the teaching of woodworking skills, as 

well as woodland maintenance skills such as path cutting and coppicing. Other Education 

ty of uses such as work with college groups, adult 

What activities does your organisation undertake relating 
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Several CWGs we visited during the Case Study 

woodland into a location for recreation and leisure. 

potential for the development of recreational opportunities in woodland was to be found at the 

Glyn Corrwg Ponds Co-op in Neath Port Talbot, which is 

manager’s estimate:  

 

• “We have developed the best mountain bike centre in the UK and 10

 

The CWG had also recently made links with Ramblers Cymru with a view to becoming the first 

walking hub in Wales. 

 

3.3 Frequency of Activity in the Woodland
 

When they were asked how often they were active in the woodland, the largest response 

of CWGs were those that were active 

(23%), and then monthly (21%). 

 

Figure 6: Response to the question: 
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Several CWGs we visited during the Case Study phase of the research had developed their 

woodland into a location for recreation and leisure. Perhaps the most striking example of the 

ment of recreational opportunities in woodland was to be found at the 

op in Neath Port Talbot, which is a thriving mountain biking centre, by the 

We have developed the best mountain bike centre in the UK and 10
th

 in the world.”

The CWG had also recently made links with Ramblers Cymru with a view to becoming the first 

Frequency of Activity in the Woodland 

When they were asked how often they were active in the woodland, the largest response 

of CWGs were those that were active weekly (31%) followed by those who were active 

: Response to the question: Generally, how often is your group active in the woodland?

 

No of CWGs = 101 

3%
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17%

21%
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31%
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had developed their 

Perhaps the most striking example of the 

ment of recreational opportunities in woodland was to be found at the 

thriving mountain biking centre, by the 

in the world.” 

The CWG had also recently made links with Ramblers Cymru with a view to becoming the first 

When they were asked how often they were active in the woodland, the largest response group 

%) followed by those who were active daily 

Generally, how often is your group active in the woodland?  

 

35%
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3.4 Activities outside the Woodlands 
 

CWGs were asked whether or not they undertook activities other than those which took place in 

the woodlands. Interestingly, some 70/101 CWGs stated that they did (69%). 

 

The Case Studies again offered an insight into the sheer range of activities undertaken by CWGs 

outside the woodland: 

 

• A large number of CWGs were involved in community outreach activities outside their 

woodlands, such as environmental improvements, seeding, planting, landscaping, 

parkland and pathway maintenance and regeneration work. For example, Beaufort Hill 

Ponds & Woodlands undertakes a number of other activities not in the woodland. The 

community has a strong sense of identity which focuses on activities and adult educational 

opportunities at the Beaufort Hill Welfare Hall. The group has also helped Beaufort Hill 

Primary School, Pen-y-Cwm School, a facility for children with special educational needs, to 

secure playing fields. 

 

• A number of groups were involved in community regeneration on a more strategic level, 

being themselves Communities First groups, or active in Communities First partnerships, 

residents groups, or community councils. While other groups had a remit to represent 

local communities in community planning, or to respond to consultations and planning 

applications that might affect their communities and the natural environment in and 

around them. Some CWGs had other interests and activities in other sectors which were 

closely related to forestry, such as mountain-biking, gardening, fishing and wildlife. For 

example, Oakdale and Penmaen Community Partnership is itself a CWG and has worked 

closely with its local partners to identify funding opportunities and co-operate on 

regeneration projects. These bodies include: Caerphilly Council, Cydcoed, Groundwork and 

Oakdale Comprehensive School. 

 

• Some groups who were themselves schools, PTAs or youth clubs, or were closely 

involved with them, delivered a range of other activities, such as after-school clubs, walks, 

outdoor pursuits and wildlife-based bio-diversity activities, both within and outside the 

woodlands. Please refer to section 2.6.3 for examples. 

 

A small number of groups have moved from initially concentrating on woodland activities and 

conservation to activities that are more diverse – the most obvious example being Glyn Corrwg 

Ponds Co-op which has moved over 20 years to become a leisure activity provider. However, the 

pattern of development for most CWGs had been to identify a set of key objectives early in their 

development, and work towards achieving them via volunteer activity and/or accessing funding; 

and some had identified new (mainly woodland-based) challenges as they developed.  

 

Most of the CWGs that had generated a trading income had set out to do so initially, and it 

seems that few CWGs who were community-based have made this transition to social 

enterprise. It is difficult to discern then, from the data gathered, a ‘road-map’ of development 

towards social enterprise or sustainability for CWGs, given the diversity of experiences. 
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3.5 Proportion of CWGs’ activities 
 

The proportion of activity that takes place within the woodland varies across CWGs. Whilst the 

largest single response group were CWGs whose activities w

(31/101), the distribution across the ranges is relatively evenly spread. The bar graph below also 

shows that 46% of CWGs conduct 40% or less of their activities in the woodland.

 

Figure 7: Response to the question:

undertaken in the woodland

3.6 Working with particular g
 

All 101 of the CWGs that participated in the in

which they undertook with sub-groups of the population (e.g. 

people with health issues). The question was structured so that work undertaken by CWGs 

general with these groups, in the woodland 

general could be captured.  

 

The example given below shows the structure of the question, and as asked in relation to 

different client groups – square brackets denote an editorial insertion in this report only fo

purposes of clarity: 
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ctivities that are undertaken in the Woodland 

The proportion of activity that takes place within the woodland varies across CWGs. Whilst the 

largest single response group were CWGs whose activities were 81-100% woodland

cross the ranges is relatively evenly spread. The bar graph below also 

% of CWGs conduct 40% or less of their activities in the woodland. 

: Response to the question: As a percentage, roughly how much of the group activities are 

undertaken in the woodland  

 

No. of CWGs = 101 

 

 

ticular groups of the population and other Community G

ll 101 of the CWGs that participated in the in-depth interviews were asked about any work 

groups of the population (e.g. elderly people, homeless people, 

The question was structured so that work undertaken by CWGs 

in the woodland with these groups, and both in the woodland and in 

The example given below shows the structure of the question, and as asked in relation to 

square brackets denote an editorial insertion in this report only fo

20%
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The proportion of activity that takes place within the woodland varies across CWGs. Whilst the 

woodland-based 

cross the ranges is relatively evenly spread. The bar graph below also 

how much of the group activities are 

 

and other Community Groups 

about any work 

lderly people, homeless people, 

The question was structured so that work undertaken by CWGs in 

both in the woodland and in 

The example given below shows the structure of the question, and as asked in relation to seven 

square brackets denote an editorial insertion in this report only for the 
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Which if any of the following groups do you work with

 

• Work in general [only] 

• Work in general and work in the woodland [both]

• Work in the woodland [only] 

• Neither 

 

The groups of the population about whom we asked were:

 

• Elderly people, homeless people, people with health issues, l

ethnic minority groups, young offenders, young people who are NEET, people with physical 

disabilities. We also asked about work

 

 

For the sake of clarity, rather than reproduce eight

presented one consolidated graph and outlined 

analysis. The key point to note, in all questions, 

with each of the client groups. 

 

Figure 8 - CWGs that answered yes 

Some client groups were however 

of CWGs did work with young offenders, with most of this 

woodland, or with the woodland as 

people, again with very little of this work (4

 

In the next ‘tier’ of activity where CWG involvement was concerned were 

issues’, with 35% of CWGs working with this group, and again only

completely outside the woodland. Also, 

with the majority of this work (19%) taking place ‘in general’ and ‘in the woodland’.

Homeless People

Ethnic Minority Groups

People with Physical Disabilities

Young People who are NEET

Unemployed People

People with Health Issues

Young Offenders

Elderly People
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Which if any of the following groups do you work with (Elderly People, Homeless People etc.)

Work in general and work in the woodland [both] 

population about whom we asked were: 

Elderly people, homeless people, people with health issues, long-term unemployed people

ethnic minority groups, young offenders, young people who are NEET, people with physical 

bout work with other Community Groups. 

rity, rather than reproduce eight separate (and similar) data tables, we have 

one consolidated graph and outlined the main findings from this data, followed by

The key point to note, in all questions, is that over 50% of CWGs surveyed did not

answered yes - they do work with the identified client groups

 

No. of CWGs = 101. 

 

however more likely to be engaged with CWGs than others. 

offenders, with most of this work taking place either in the 

woodland, or with the woodland as the setting. Similarly, 45% of CWGs worked with elderly 

th very little of this work (4%) taking place solely outside the woodland.

In the next ‘tier’ of activity where CWG involvement was concerned were ‘people with health 

% of CWGs working with this group, and again only 6% of this work t

completely outside the woodland. Also, ‘unemployed people’ had been engaged by 32

with the majority of this work (19%) taking place ‘in general’ and ‘in the woodland’. 
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People etc.)? 

term unemployed people, 

ethnic minority groups, young offenders, young people who are NEET, people with physical 

separate (and similar) data tables, we have 

data, followed by 

did not work 

work with the identified client groups 

 

engaged with CWGs than others. Some 43% 

work taking place either in the 

% of CWGs worked with elderly 

%) taking place solely outside the woodland. 

people with health 

6% of this work taking place 

had been engaged by 32% of CWGs, 

43%

45%

50%
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Groups that had been engaged less prevalently by CWGs were ‘homeless people’ (85% of CWGs 

did not work with them), ‘ethnic minority groups’ (83% of CWGS did not work with them 

currently), ‘people with physical disabilities’ (73%) and ‘young people who are NEET’ (72%). 

However, some 66% of CWGs did work with other community groups, with just 9% of this work 

being undertaken completely outside the woodland. 

 

All bar one of those CWGs working with ‘young people who were NEET’ were situated in the 

Objective 1 / Convergence area of Wales. Moreover, the four local authorities identified in the 

Welsh Assembly Government Strategy, Reducing the Proportion of Young People not in Education, 

Employment or Training in Wales
12

 (Welsh Assembly Government, 2009) as having the highest 

NEET levels were also those with the highest levels of CWG engagement of this cohort, namely: 

Rhonda Cynon Taf (5 CWGs), Neath Port Talbot (4) and Blaenau Gwent (3). 

 

Such a stark correlation was not observed with regard to working with unemployed people, 

although only one CWG outside the Objective 1 / Convergence area was found to work with 

unemployed people. However, no such activity was taking place in Caerphilly (which in 2009 had 

the third highest unemployment rate in Wales). Some activity was seen to take place with 

unemployed people in the local authorities with the highest unemployment rates (Blaenau Gwent 

(2 CWGs) and Merthyr Tydfil (2)) but this was no more pronounced than in other local authorities 

with lower employment rates (e.g. Pembrokeshire (4) and Bridgend (3)
13

). 

 

With specific regard to BME (Black and Minority Ethnic) groups, we cross-tabulated the data with 

that for the geographical area within which CWGs were situated. The results showed that activity 

with BME groups was largely concentrated in South West and South East Wales, with 16% and 

14% of CWGS undertaking activities with this group, and some activity also taking place in North 

Wales (9%). None of the CWGs in mid-Wales were working with BME groups. The results in all 

probability reflect the nature of the demographic of rural mid-Wales, and of the more 

cosmopolitan conurbations of South and North Wales. 

 

Table 7: Response to the question: Which of the following groups do you work with? - Ethnic 

Minorities vs CWGs by region. 

 

  Region 

Mid 

% (frequency) 

North 

%(frequency) 

South 

East% 

(frequency) 

South 

West% 

(frequency) 

Work in general 0% (0) 9% (3) 4% (2) 0% (0) 

Work in the woodlands 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 6% (2) 

Both work in general and work in 

the  woodlands 
0% (0) 0% (0) 10% (5) 10% (3) 

Total 0% (0) 9% (3) 14% (7) 16% (5) 

No. of CWGs = 101 

 

                                                             

 
12

 A copy of the report is available here: 

http://wales.gov.uk/topics/childrenyoungpeople/publications/reducingneets/;jsessionid=45PnMJqhV4NyNQXwKHdj8D

nNnFgxC9gzNwtRLKsDXnTwJxgJ33pB!338689221?lang=en  
13

 Source: StatsWales, Welsh Assembly Government: http://statswales.wales.gov.uk/index.htm  
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4 Challenges and barriers facing Community Woodland 

Groups 
 

This section analyses some of the challenges and barriers faced by CWGs in Wales. 

 

 

Key findings 

 

• ‘A lack of funding’ and ‘anti-social behaviour’ were the main barriers that were identified 

by CWGs. 

• Anti-Social behaviour was more pronounced as a challenge to groups in South East 

Wales. 

• A large majority of CWGs stated that there were activities that they would like to 

undertake, but we unable to do so currently, suggesting that they have ambitions to 

increase the scope of their activity. 

• Funding was the main barrier to undertaking these activities followed by a lack of 

volunteers and a lack of time. 

 

 

4.1 Challenges faced by CWGs 
 

A lack of funding (33%) and anti-social behaviour (23%) are the main challenges that were 

identified by CWGs.  

 

In terms of funding, the main issue identified by CWGs was a lack of ongoing funding (i.e. not 

project specific) for the maintenance of the woodlands and to cover some ‘core costs’ such as 

insurance.  

 

• “(The biggest challenge is) probably funding for maintenance and sustainability, we have 

a core funding budget so do sometimes use some of that for some things but it's a 

struggle.” 

• “The main challenge we've got is a lack of funding for sustaining the woodland, a lack of 

money for mending and repairs to fencing, etc.” 

• “Financial as we are running out of funds… we insure ourselves as the woodland is open to 

the public and the trustees need protection just in case and I don't know how we are going 

to find the money to do this” 

 

The most common form of anti-social behaviour identified was vandalism in the woodlands. 

 

• “(The) biggest problem is the vandalism, we are very limited in what we can put in there 

as people come in and wreck it because of the area we're in,  I don't know what we can do 

to stop them though as it's all fenced off.” 

• “Vandalism - we have a lot of young people who go there drinking and making a mess.” 

  

Other issues identified included what could be described as low-level anti-social behaviour such 

as dog fouling and general litter left by visitors to the woodland. 
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It is also particularly striking that just 

yet 13% cited the lack of ‘skilled people’ 

supportive and keen people, but have more difficulty in acquiring the right skills.

discussed later in the report, 20% of groups 

people.  

 

Figure 9: Response to the question: 

the woodland, what are the main challenges that you face?

No. of CWGs = 101. No. of responses= 112. 

 

The ‘Other’ response category comprised of a diverse range of answers, and given that all 

responses were verbatim and coded during the analysis, they did not ‘fit’ into the other coding 

categories. These responses concerned very specific issues such as chargin

time, land management issues, relationships with landholding bodies, regulations and over use of 

paths. The verbatim responses appear in the box below:
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It is also particularly striking that just 1% of CWGs cited ‘attracting more people’ as a challenge, 

% cited the lack of ‘skilled people’ as one. This may suggest that CWGs are able to attract 

supportive and keen people, but have more difficulty in acquiring the right skills. However, as 

, 20% of groups still stated that they would like to attract more 

: Response to the question: Thinking specifically about the activities that you undertake in 

the woodland, what are the main challenges that you face? 

 

No. of responses= 112. Some CWGs cited more than one challenge

‘Other’ response category comprised of a diverse range of answers, and given that all 

responses were verbatim and coded during the analysis, they did not ‘fit’ into the other coding 

categories. These responses concerned very specific issues such as charging for events for the first 

time, land management issues, relationships with landholding bodies, regulations and over use of 

paths. The verbatim responses appear in the box below: 
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% of CWGs cited ‘attracting more people’ as a challenge, 

as one. This may suggest that CWGs are able to attract 

However, as 

would like to attract more 

Thinking specifically about the activities that you undertake in 

 
ne challenge. 

‘Other’ response category comprised of a diverse range of answers, and given that all 

responses were verbatim and coded during the analysis, they did not ‘fit’ into the other coding 

g for events for the first 

time, land management issues, relationships with landholding bodies, regulations and over use of 

33%

35%
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Other responses were: 

 

• ‘We run a woodland festival once a year so it will be a challenge to have an admission 

charge for this as we didn't last year, to see if we are able to charge as we've had a grant.’ 

• ‘Over use the footpath is eroding badly and we are not sure how we are going to fix it, we 

are struggling with how to balance who we are and what we want for the place.’ 

• ‘We work under a Community Management Agreement with the Forestry Commission as 

we don't own the land and are confined as to what we can do.’ 

• ‘Working against statutory designations and the stipulations that come with that.’ 

• ‘Management.  We have quite a lot of young trees to look after, keep free of weeds and 

keeping them all healthy.  Maintaining the big old trees, safety issues of overhanging 

branches etc.’ 

• ‘Getting it all back to native woodland and maintaining the paths.’ 

• ‘Working with Forestry Commission as our woodland is leased from them, the initial vision 

we had included more woodland management within the estate but we are restricted by 

what we can do and we're unable to have any of the commercial activities we had hoped 

to. Sometimes the local authority make it difficult for you to find out who you need to 

contact.’ 

 

 

There were some differences in the response trends among groups citing lack of funding and their 

tenure arrangements: for example, 42% of CWGs who leased their woodland cited lack of funding 

a challenge, as did 37% of those who owned it. Other response groups were largely in line with 

the overall figures. 

 

However, when we cross-tabulated this question with geographical area, we were able to map 

the challenges cited to particular areas of Wales. It emerged from this geographical analysis that 

CWGs in South East Wales were more likely to cite anti-social behaviour as a challenge, with 50% 

of them doing so, compared to 23% of the sample across Wales as a whole. 

 

Some of the Case Study CWGs we visited were actively attempting to find ways of stopping anti-

social behaviour and vandalism occurring in their woodland. It was noticeable, and in line with 

the survey findings, that this was especially pronounced in (but by no means confined to) 

deprived areas. Some CWGS organised regular litter picks, and Coed Melin Infants School in 

Neath has been forced to undertake a risk assessment of the woodland prior to every visit by 

pupils, owing to littering and damage. 

 

 

The Friends of the Wern Park in Nelson, Caerphilly County Borough were planning to pay a 

member of the CWG to open and close the gates to the park twice daily to prevent cars from 

driving into the park at night and to cut down on anti-social behaviour occurring there. 

 

Similarly, The Beaufort Hill Ponds & Woodland Group would very much like to introduce a ranger 

scheme to help police the sites located in the Ebbw Fach Trail. This would help to deter vandalism 

as a large amount of young people congregate in the woodland areas, where they drink and leave 

a mess. In order to facilitate this, the group would require an additional grant to fund the post. 
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Some CWGs had taken advice from local p

against crime and anti-social behaviour taking place there.

on anti-social behaviour with that relating to tenure

proportion of CWGs who owned their woodl

challenge. However the sample size (25 CWGs) is rather small so this disaggregation should be 

approached with caution. 

 

Table 8: CWGs by tenure type who cited anti

 

Anti-social behaviour 

  

Owned 

Leased 

Managed 

Other 

Mixed owned and leased 

Total 

 

4.2 Activities that CWGs would like to provide but are currently unable to.
 

A large majority (68%) of CWGs stated that there were activities that they would like to 

undertake, but we unable to do so currently.

 

Figure 10: Response to the question:

would like to undertake but are unable

 

Those that answered ‘yes’ gave a range of activities that they would like to undertake, the most 

frequently-cited being ‘woodland d

‘woodland clearance and thinning’ (10%).

 

  

31%
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Some CWGs had taken advice from local police on the best way to protect their woodland areas 

social behaviour taking place there. Further, we cross-tabulated the data 

social behaviour with that relating to tenure-type, and found that a significantly lower 

owned their woodland complained of anti-social behaviour as a 

However the sample size (25 CWGs) is rather small so this disaggregation should be 

CWGs by tenure type who cited anti-social behaviour as a challenge 

Frequency Percent, %

4 14.8

6 23.1

8 25

6 28.6

1 100

25 100

Activities that CWGs would like to provide but are currently unable to.

%) of CWGs stated that there were activities that they would like to 

we unable to do so currently. 

: Response to the question: Are there any activities relating to the woodland that

e to undertake but are unable to do at the moment? 

 

No. of CWGs = 101 

es’ gave a range of activities that they would like to undertake, the most 

woodland development’ (20%), ‘attracting more people’ 

(10%).] 

68%

1%

Yes

No

D/K
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their woodland areas 

tabulated the data 

significantly lower 

social behaviour as a 

However the sample size (25 CWGs) is rather small so this disaggregation should be 

Percent, % 

14.8 

23.1 

25 

28.6 

100 

100 

Activities that CWGs would like to provide but are currently unable to. 

%) of CWGs stated that there were activities that they would like to 

Are there any activities relating to the woodland that you 

 

es’ gave a range of activities that they would like to undertake, the most 

 (20%) and 
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Figure 11: Response to the question: 

 

Woodland development, as distinct from woodland management, was generally taken by CWGs 

to mean further development of their woodland, including extension, development of new routes 

and improvements in legibility – activities that extended or enhanced the woodland, rather than

maintained and managed it.  

 

Responses included: 

 

• ‘Would like to put a lot more signage up 

information boards so people can go there and almost look after themselves making it a 

more interesting learning environmen

extend the woodland.’ 

• ‘To create more of a walking group, there are a lot or dead ends in the forest so to create 

more of a loop, to open it up more and link it up to other paths.’

• ‘To create a circular walk ar

manager/project manager and to create an office/base for them in the woodland.’

• ‘Create more footpaths in the woodland, raise funding for maintenance.’

 

4.3 Barriers to undertaking a
 

For 47% of groups, funding was the main barrier

activities they identified, whilst 18% cit

of time’ was the key barrier. 
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: Response to the question: If yes, what other activities would you like to undertake?

 

No of CWGs = 69 

as distinct from woodland management, was generally taken by CWGs 

to mean further development of their woodland, including extension, development of new routes 

activities that extended or enhanced the woodland, rather than

‘Would like to put a lot more signage up - maps showing the area, way finders and 

information boards so people can go there and almost look after themselves making it a 

more interesting learning environment and also looking at how we might be able to 

‘To create more of a walking group, there are a lot or dead ends in the forest so to create 

more of a loop, to open it up more and link it up to other paths.’ 

‘To create a circular walk around the woodland.  We would like to get in a woodland 

manager/project manager and to create an office/base for them in the woodland.’

‘Create more footpaths in the woodland, raise funding for maintenance.’ 

activities 

as the main barrier stopping them from undertaking the additi

% cited ‘lack of volunteers’ and 17% of CWGS said 
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If yes, what other activities would you like to undertake? 

 

as distinct from woodland management, was generally taken by CWGs 

to mean further development of their woodland, including extension, development of new routes 

activities that extended or enhanced the woodland, rather than 

maps showing the area, way finders and 

information boards so people can go there and almost look after themselves making it a 

t and also looking at how we might be able to 

‘To create more of a walking group, there are a lot or dead ends in the forest so to create 

ound the woodland.  We would like to get in a woodland 

manager/project manager and to create an office/base for them in the woodland.’ 

stopping them from undertaking the additional 

% of CWGS said that a ‘lack 

25%
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Figure 12: Response to the question: 

No. of CWGs = 69. Please note that some C

  

 

Many of the Case Study CWGs we visited told us about activities they would like to undertak

cannot currently fund. For example, a

stated that the group would like to be able to offer

members of the community: 

 

• “Offering guided walks would 

afford to do this” 

 

A representative of the Caerphilly Wo

Caerphilly County Borough, stated that the lack of volunteers and the lack of machinery and 

specific skills in operating machinery among volunteers presented a difficulty to the group in 

achieving the things it wanted to achieve.

 

• “The main challenges are lack of volunteers and the inability to use heavy machinery

everything has to be done manua

professionals in to do it for us”.

 

Of the six groups that cited “Management Agreement Restrictions” as a problem, four worked in 

Local Authority woodlands, one on Welsh Assembly Government land (managed 

in a woodland belonging to a private owner. 

  

Lack of skilled people

Management Agreement Restrictions

Lack of time

Lack of volunteers
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: Response to the question: What, if anything, is preventing you from undertaking these 

activities at the moment? 

 

No. of CWGs = 69. Please note that some CWGs cited more than one barrier 

Many of the Case Study CWGs we visited told us about activities they would like to undertak

not currently fund. For example, a representative of Ruperra Conservation Trust in Newport 

ould like to be able to offer guided walks for partially sighted and elderly 

“Offering guided walks would involve more management and the trust cannot currently 

A representative of the Caerphilly Woodland Trust, which manages Coed Y Werin in Wernddu

Caerphilly County Borough, stated that the lack of volunteers and the lack of machinery and 

specific skills in operating machinery among volunteers presented a difficulty to the group in 

achieving the things it wanted to achieve. 

“The main challenges are lack of volunteers and the inability to use heavy machinery

everything has to be done manually as we haven’t got the machinery and have to get 

professionals in to do it for us”. 

Of the six groups that cited “Management Agreement Restrictions” as a problem, four worked in 

on Welsh Assembly Government land (managed by FCW) and one 

private owner.  
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What, if anything, is preventing you from undertaking these 

 

Many of the Case Study CWGs we visited told us about activities they would like to undertake but 

representative of Ruperra Conservation Trust in Newport 

guided walks for partially sighted and elderly 

involve more management and the trust cannot currently 

Coed Y Werin in Wernddu 

Caerphilly County Borough, stated that the lack of volunteers and the lack of machinery and 

specific skills in operating machinery among volunteers presented a difficulty to the group in 

“The main challenges are lack of volunteers and the inability to use heavy machinery, 

lly as we haven’t got the machinery and have to get 

Of the six groups that cited “Management Agreement Restrictions” as a problem, four worked in 

by FCW) and one 

47%

50%
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5 Extent of woodland area that CWGs are involved with 
 

This section presents key data relating to the area of woodland with which CWGs in Wales have 

an involvement or stake, and the nature of their tenure or agreement with the owner. 

 

 

Key findings 

 

• It is estimated that CWGs are involved with approximately 1,795 hectares of woodland in 

Wales. 

• The large majority of CWGs are involved in comparatively small areas of woodland: some 

66% were involved with land areas of 5 hectares or less. 

• Most CWGs (73%) do not own the land but have some form of agreement with the 

owner, whilst 27% of CWGs do own their land, or part of it. 

• Local authorities account for the majority of owners of woodland that CWGs are involved 

with. 

 

 

5.1 Area of Woodland 
 

As shown in Table 9, the survey found that the large majority of CWGs are involved in 

comparatively small areas of land:  

 

• The largest response group 39% of CWGs (33/125) are those who were involved with 

woodlands between 1 and 5 hectares in size. 

• Further, the majority of CWGs - 66% (82/125) - were involved with woodlands of 5 

hectares or less. 

• A smaller number of CWGs were however involved with much larger areas of woodland; 

some 3/125 CWGs (2.4%) were involved with woodlands of over 100 hectares in size. 

 

Table 9: Response to the question: What is the size of the woodland that your group is involved 

with?  

 

Hectares Frequency   Percent  % 

<1 33 26.4% 

1-5 49 39.2% 

6-10 19 15.2% 

11-20 11 8.8% 

21-50 6 4.8% 

51-75 3 2.4% 

76-100 1 0.8% 

100+ 3 2.4% 

Total 125 100.0% 

No. CWGs = 125 
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CWGs were also asked what proportion 

in, was woodland. The results show that t

areas that are between 91-100% woodland.

land where 50% or less of the land was woodland.

of tenure and size of woodland: small woodlands were also subject to management agreements 

with the owner as well as larger ones, and both large and small woodlands were in CWG 

ownership. 

 

The total area of woodland which the CWGs surveyed were involved with was 1,575 hectares, an 

average of 12.6 hectares per CWG. 

database we can estimate that CWGs are active in approximately 1,

Wales. 

 

5.2 Status of Land 

 
CWGs were also asked about the tenure, ownership and management arrangements in respect of 

the land that they were involved in. 

 

• Some 73% of CWGs do not own the land but have some form of agreement with the 

owner. 

• Amongst those who do not own the land with which they are involved, the largest group 

are those that have a managemen

who lease the land (24%).  

• Some 21% stated ‘other’, 

agreements. 

 

Figure 13: Response to the question: 

  

Mixed - Owned and leased

Mixed - Owned and managed
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proportion of the land that they were involved with, or had a stake 

The results show that the largest response group (64 CWGs; 51

100% woodland. Some 38 CWGs (30%) were however involved with 

where 50% or less of the land was woodland. No correlations were observed between type 

of tenure and size of woodland: small woodlands were also subject to management agreements 

with the owner as well as larger ones, and both large and small woodlands were in CWG 

the CWGs surveyed were involved with was 1,575 hectares, an 

average of 12.6 hectares per CWG. By applying this average to the 138 groups within the 

database we can estimate that CWGs are active in approximately 1,795 hectares of woodland in 

CWGs were also asked about the tenure, ownership and management arrangements in respect of 

the land that they were involved in. The bar graph below shows that: 

do not own the land but have some form of agreement with the 

Amongst those who do not own the land with which they are involved, the largest group 

are those that have a management agreement with the owner (28%), followed b

 

, and it is likely that many of these will be informal or verbal 

: Response to the question: Is the land used for your community woodland owned or 

leased? 

 

No. of CWGs = 124 

1%
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with, or had a stake 

st response group (64 CWGs; 51%) concern 

involved with 

ations were observed between type 

of tenure and size of woodland: small woodlands were also subject to management agreements 

with the owner as well as larger ones, and both large and small woodlands were in CWG 

the CWGs surveyed were involved with was 1,575 hectares, an 

By applying this average to the 138 groups within the 

hectares of woodland in 

CWGs were also asked about the tenure, ownership and management arrangements in respect of 

do not own the land but have some form of agreement with the 

Amongst those who do not own the land with which they are involved, the largest group 

%), followed by those 

will be informal or verbal 

Is the land used for your community woodland owned or 

 

28%

30
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5.3 Land ownership 
 

The CWGs that were not themselves the owners of the lan

asked who owned the land. As illustrated by the graph below

 

• Local authorities account for 67

• Private owners make up 15% of owners

• WAG / Forestry Commission account for 

 

Figure 14: Response to the question: 

  

When we cross-tabulated the data regarding

found that management agreements were

involvement in local authority owned woodland 

management agreements with CWGs accounts for equal proportions (27%) of the tenure types on 

Welsh Assembly Government / Forestry Commission

‘other’. The data for the Woodland Trust is only based on one response, so has been overlooked 

in this analysis. 

 

Table 10: Cross-tabulation of the ownership

ownership) and the tenure type 

 

 WAG 

Leased 27%

Managed 27%

Other 36%

Mixed owned and leased 0%

Mixed owned and 

managed 
9%

Total 100% (11)

No. of CWGs = 110 
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The CWGs that were not themselves the owners of the land with which they were involved

As illustrated by the graph below: 

account for 67% of owners of land that CWGs are involved with;

% of owners; and 

WAG / Forestry Commission account for 10%. 

: Response to the question: If not owned by community groups please can you tell us who 

owns the land? 

 

No. of CWGs = 110 

the data regarding ownership with that relating to tenure type, we 

management agreements were most common with local authorities, with 48

involvement in local authority owned woodland subject to a management agreement.

management agreements with CWGs accounts for equal proportions (27%) of the tenure types on 

orestry Commission owned, but the largest response category is 

The data for the Woodland Trust is only based on one response, so has been overlooked 

ownership of the woodlands used by CWG (other than their own 

WAG / FC 
Woodland 

Trust 

Local 

Authority 

Private 

Owner 

27% 0 22% 50% 

27% 100% 48% 6% 

36% 0 30% 38% 

0% 0 0% 6% 

9% 0 0% 0 

100% (11) 100% (1) 100% (74) 100% (16) 

15%
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Government / 
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were involved were 

and that CWGs are involved with; 

please can you tell us who 

 

at relating to tenure type, we 

, with 48% of CWG 

subject to a management agreement. Leases and 

management agreements with CWGs accounts for equal proportions (27%) of the tenure types on 

owned, but the largest response category is 

The data for the Woodland Trust is only based on one response, so has been overlooked 

CWG (other than their own 

Other 

63% 

25% 

13% 

0 

0 

100% (8) 
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6 Funding and Income 
 
CWGs were asked a series of questions about any funding they had gained and income they had 

generated in the past 12 months. This section presents the findings relating to funding and 

income. 

 

 

Key findings 

 

• Just under half (48%) of CWGs had received grant funding in the past 12 months. 

• Some 31% had generated money through fundraising, via a wide range of activities. The 

median figure for CWG money raised through fundraising in the past year was £580. 

• Some 17% of CWGs had generated income through trading in the past 12 months. The 

median figure for CWG money raised through trading in the past year was £2,400. 

 

 

6.1 Grant Funding 
 

We first asked CWGs if any of the activities they had undertaken in the past year had been grant-

funded. A majority (53/101) stated that they had not received a grant with 48/101 stating that 

they had.  

 

Figure 15 illustrates the distribution of the CWGs that have received a grant in the last 12 months 

and shows that the largest groups are in the Rhondda Cynon Taf and Blaenau Gwent area; two of 

the areas with the greatest number of CWGs in Wales. Interestingly, 83% (40/48) of the CWGs 

who had received grant funding were within the region of Wales supported by the European 

Union’s Convergence Programme and the previous Objective 1 Programme which may suggest 

that they had access to additional support due to their location.  
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Figure 15: The distribution of CWG’s who 

woodland

Base: 48 CWGs who have had activities in 

 

When asked to identify the source of the funding, some respondents were able to identify the 

actual programme in question whilst others could only identify the organisation that provided the 

support. A range of organisations and programmes were identified. However, t

organisation identified was Environment Wales

Authority (5). The most common programme identified was 

between Keep Wales Tidy and the Welsh

Government. The full list of grant sources accessed in the last 12 months is below:
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: The distribution of CWG’s who have received grant funding to support activity in the 

woodland by local authority area in Wales 

 

Base: 48 CWGs who have had activities in the last 12 months funded by a grant 

When asked to identify the source of the funding, some respondents were able to identify the 

actual programme in question whilst others could only identify the organisation that provided the 

ations and programmes were identified. However, the most common 

Environment Wales (9) followed by Keep Wales Tidy (5) and the 

(5). The most common programme identified was Tidy Towns (4) a joint

the Welsh Local Authorities, funded by the Welsh Assembly 

The full list of grant sources accessed in the last 12 months is below: 
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received grant funding to support activity in the 

 

When asked to identify the source of the funding, some respondents were able to identify the 

actual programme in question whilst others could only identify the organisation that provided the 

he most common 

) and the Local 

) a joint initiative 

Local Authorities, funded by the Welsh Assembly 

14%



©Copyright Wavehill 2010 

• The Big Lottery - Awards for All (2)

• British Trust for Conservation 

Volunteers (BTCV) 

• Better Woodland for Wales (2)

• Biffaward - (3) 

• Carmarthenshire County Council

• Countryside Council for Wales (CCW)

(2) 

• Cefn Croes Wind Farm Community 

Trust Fund 

• Cleaner Greener Communities

• Communities First 

• Conwy Arts & Heritage   

• Conwy County Borough Council (2)

• Cydcoed 

• Dowcorning Ltd 

• Environment Wales (9) 

• Forestry Commission Better Woodlands 

for Wales (BWW) grant scheme

 

CWG’s were subsequently asked for their opinions on the level of financial support available to 

groups such as themselves. The largest single response group were those who felt the financial 

support was ‘good’ (37%), followed by those who felt it was

percentage points for CWGs that rated the financial support

‘poor’ and ‘very poor’ (33%), we can see that the largest response group are those 

support positively. 

 

Figure 16: Response to the question: 
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Awards for All (2) 

British Trust for Conservation 

Better Woodland for Wales (2) 

Carmarthenshire County Council 

Countryside Council for Wales (CCW) 

Cefn Croes Wind Farm Community 

Cleaner Greener Communities 

Borough Council (2) 

Better Woodlands 

for Wales (BWW) grant scheme 

• Future Jobs Fund 

• Groundwork (2) 

• Gwynedd Council 

• International Tree Foundation

• Keep Wales Tidy (5) 

• Key Fund 

• Myristca Trust 

• Pembroke 21C Community Interest 

Company 

• Rural Development Plan 

• Tidy Towns (4) 

• Welsh Assembly Government, 

including Local Environment Quality 

(LEQ) scheme (3) 

• Wales Council for Voluntary Action 

(WCVA) 

• Waste Recycling Environmental Ltd 

(WREN) 

• Welsh Church Fund  

asked for their opinions on the level of financial support available to 

groups such as themselves. The largest single response group were those who felt the financial 

%), followed by those who felt it was ‘poor’ (25%). If we add together the 

percentage points for CWGs that rated the financial support as ‘very good’ and ‘good’ (46

%), we can see that the largest response group are those who 

: Response to the question: How would you rate the level of financial support available to 

organisations like yours? 

 

No of CWGs = 101 
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International Tree Foundation 

Pembroke 21C Community Interest 

Welsh Assembly Government, 

Local Environment Quality 

Wales Council for Voluntary Action 

Waste Recycling Environmental Ltd 

asked for their opinions on the level of financial support available to 

groups such as themselves. The largest single response group were those who felt the financial 

%). If we add together the 

ood’ (46%) and 

who rated the 

How would you rate the level of financial support available to 
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One of the key challenges identified during the Case Study visits in respect of funding was that the 

short-term nature of funding cycles did not allow CWGs sufficient time to develop their 

woodlands to produce a viable income source that would ensure sustainability. A member of the 

Rupera Conservation Trust noted that:  

 

• “The main gap in the support available is the short term availability of the grants, this 

woodland is not going to be producing decent timber for 25 years and the grants are all 

short term.” 

 

6.2 Fundraising 
 

On the subject of raising funds, some 31% (31/101) had undertaken fundraising activities during 

the last 12 months, and 67% had not, the remainder being unable to answer the question. Among 

the groups that had undertaken fundraising activities, a wide range of community events, 

sponsored activities and appeals were cited: 

 

• Annual Fetes • Groups using site 

• Auctions, raffles, barbeques, litter picks • Guided walk with MENCAP 

• Bird box painting day 

• Bonfire Night 

• Holding training, performances, sale of goods 

- DVD's and occasional room hire 

• Calendar and CDs sales 

• Carnival / Christmas Event 

• Honesty Box for Bike Trail / Horse Menage 

Membership 

• Coffee mornings, race nights, hot pot 

suppers and subscriptions 

• Local Produce Market / Food Festivals 

• Local Village Shows / Car Boot Sales 

• Donations • Members Subscriptions 

• Dress down day in local school 

• Earthly Encounters Event 

• Music Event 

• Open Day 

• Easter Egg Hunt 

 

• Removing conifer hedges or trees for a 

donation 

 

The 31 CWGs that had held fundraising events or activities were then asked how much they had 

raised during these events in the past year. The tables below show that the majority of CWGs 

raised small amounts, with 74% of CWGs stating that they had raised £1,000 or less by such 

means. The mean amount raised was £836.70, although this figure is somewhat inflated by some 

larger amounts over £3,000 raised by a small number of CWGs. The median figure is, in this case, 

a more appropriate indicator of average income at £580. 

 

Table 11: Response to the question: How much was raised? 

 

£ Frequency Percent  % 

1-500 14 45% 

501-1000 9 29% 

1001-1500 4 13% 

1501-2000 1 3% 

2001+ 3 10% 

Total 31 100% 

No. of CWGs = 31 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Mean 836.70 

Median 580 

Mode 500 

No. of CWGs = 31 

 

6.3 Trading 
 

When asked about whether or not they sold any products or services relating to woodlands, some 

17% (17/101) of respondents stated that they did, with 80% (81/101) answering ‘no’. 

 

The 17 CWGs that had generated income from trading were then asked about the activities that 

they had undertaken to raise income via trading. The answers were diverse, even amongst such 

as small group of respondents, and are tabulated below with crafts (8/17) and courses and 

training (5/17) figuring most prominently: 

 

Table 12: Response to the question: If yes, what are the types or products / services sold? 

 

 Frequency 

Charcoal burning 2 

Corporate  events 1 

Courses and training 5 

Crafts 8 

Felling 1 

Firewood 7 

Outdoor activities 1 

Project management 1 

Woodland visits 1 

Number of CWGs = 17 

 

6.4 Trading Income 
 

The group of 17 CWGs who had generated trading income were then asked how much they had 

generated in the past 12 months. As with fundraising, modest amounts accounted for most of the 

income generated with 47% (8/17) of the sums generated by CWGs being of £1,000 or under. 

However, it is worth drawing attention to the fact that 3 CWGs had generated trading income of 

£20,000. Again, as with the fundraising income, the mean value is inflated by this small number of 

high amounts at £6,618, whereas the median figure gives a more balanced picture of trading 

income at £2,400. 
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Table 13: Response to the question: …If yes, how much income has this generated in the last 12 

months? 

 

 No. of CWGs = 17 

 

Descriptive Statistics 

Mean £6,618 

Median £2,400 

No. of CWGs = 17 

  

£ Frequency 

500 4 

1,000 4 

1,600 1 

2,400 1 

3,000 1 

5,000 1 

6,500 1 

20,000 3 

Don't know 1 
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7 Advice and Support 
 

This section deals with the non-financial support and advice received by CWGs in Wales, and 

presents a range of data gathered via survey and the Case Studies. 

 

 

Key findings 

 

• 78% of CWGs had received non-financial support in the past 12 months. 

• 73% CWGs rated the non-financial support available to them as ‘good’ or ‘very good’. 

• Nevertheless a range of gaps in support were identified, including help with developing 

applications for funding, help with legal issues and Forestry Commission policies and 

procedures, support in engaging volunteers and specific support for CWGs who were 

schools. 

• In future, CWGS wanted to receive information about funding opportunities, woodland 

management and other woodland community groups. 

 

 

7.1 Non-Financial Support 
 

The large majority of CWGs - some 78% - that participated in the survey had received non-

financial support in the past 12 months. A wide range of bodies were cited during the Case Study 

visits, as having provided support, advice and information to CWGs in Wales. Among these were: 

 

• Local Authorities in a number of areas 

of Wales 

• Community Volunteer Connections 

(CVCs) in several parts of Wales 

• British Trust for Conservation 

Volunteers (BTCV) 

• Forestry Commission 

• Llais y Goedwig 

• Countryside Council for Wales 

• Universities 

• Environment Wales 

• The National Botanical Garden of 

Wales 

• The National Trust 

• Coed Lleol 

• Small Woods Association (SWA) 

 

 

This probably reflects the wide range of activities being undertaken by the CWGs. 

 

We subsequently asked the CWGs for their opinions on the non-financial support available to 

organisations such as theirs. The largest response group rated the support as ‘good’ (47%), with a 

further 26% rating it ‘very good’, which gives an approval rating of 73%. Some 13% of CWGs rated 

the support as ‘poor’ or ‘very poor’ (Figure 17). 
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Figure 17: Response to the question: 

  

 

We undertook an analysis of CWGs’ opinions on the non

then disaggregated by support provider. We present some of the findings in the table below, but 

have confined the analysis to those providers who were cited 

participated in the survey. This is because a total of 51 providers of non

cited, but the vast majority were only named by one or two CWGs, and so further quantitative 

analysis is not meaningful 

 

Table 14: CWGs’ opinions of non-financial support disaggregated by main providers

 

  
Very good

County Council 17% (4) 

Forestry Commission (8%) 1 

Keep Wales Tidy 9% (1) 

Llais y Goedwig 0% (0)0 

Groundwork  0% (0) 

 

Clearly, local authorities are seen to be particularly helpful to CWGs seeking non

support, with 69% rating them as ‘v

the non-financial support provided by Groundwork T
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: Response to the question: How would you rate the level of non-financial supp

organisations like yours? 

 

No. of CWGs = 101 

We undertook an analysis of CWGs’ opinions on the non-financial support provided which we 

then disaggregated by support provider. We present some of the findings in the table below, but 

have confined the analysis to those providers who were cited over 5 times by CWGs who 

participated in the survey. This is because a total of 51 providers of non-financial support were 

cited, but the vast majority were only named by one or two CWGs, and so further quantitative 

financial support disaggregated by main providers 

Very good Good No opinion Poor Very poor

 52% (12) 4% (1) 17% (4) 9% (2)

38% (5) 15% (2) 23% (3) 15%(2)

45% (5) 18% (2) 27% (3) 0% (0)

 57% (4) 43% (3) 0% (0) 0% (0)

0% (0) 0% (0) 83% (5) 17% (1)

Clearly, local authorities are seen to be particularly helpful to CWGs seeking non

very good’ or ‘good’. Although the response numbers are small, 

d by Groundwork Trusts would not seem to be highly rated.

46%

11%

2%

15%

Good Poor Very poor No opinion
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financial support to 

 

financial support provided which we 

then disaggregated by support provider. We present some of the findings in the table below, but 

by CWGs who 

financial support were 

cited, but the vast majority were only named by one or two CWGs, and so further quantitative 

Very poor 
No. of 

responses 

9% (2) 23 

15%(2) 13 

0% (0) 11 

0% (0) 7 

17% (1) 6 

Clearly, local authorities are seen to be particularly helpful to CWGs seeking non-financial 

ood’. Although the response numbers are small, 

highly rated. 
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7.2 Gaps in Support 
 

When asked whether they believed there were any gaps in support to CWGs: 49% answered ‘Yes’ 

and 46% answered ‘No’ with the remaining 6 CWGS answering ‘Don’t know’. The CWGs that 

answered ‘Yes’ (49/101) were then asked to specify the type of support that was required. 

 

The key gap identified relates to help with developing applications for funding. Specifically, 

several CWGs pointed to a lack of support with areas such as identifying opportunities to access 

funding, filling in forms and help with gathering the evidence required to submit a bid. A few 

groups stated that they did not have the capacity to undertake the process of ‘drawing down 

money’, and would appreciate support to help them do so. One CWG representative commented 

that:  

 

• “Not everyone has a development officer to help you through grant processes.” 

 

Or, as one member of the Caerphilly Woodland Trust put it: 

 

• “It’s knowing what’s out there and knowing how to go about applying for it.” 

 

Another gap in support that CWGs felt to be an issue was help with legal issues and Forestry 

Commission policies and procedures. Several groups listed areas of their work where they had to 

ensure legal compliance but did not have the resources to commission professional advice, such 

as their responsibilities towards volunteers, health and safety, disabled access and insurance. One 

CWG representative commented that:  

 

• “It can be very hard to get legal advice, we've had it in the past from Pro Help but they are 

not available anymore and support is erratic because of funding.’ And another stated that 

their organisation had difficulty bridging ‘The gap between Forestry Commission policies, 

litigation, risk assessments, red tape and the practical aspects of a functioning community 

group.” This second view was put forward by a CWG that was active on Forestry 

Commission-owned land, but did not have a management agreement. 

 

A number of groups felt that support in engaging volunteers was needed: 

 

• “It would be really good if there was a central bank of volunteers as we struggle to find 

the one's that want to work outdoors.” 

 

There were a small number of comments about the geographical availability of support. One 

interviewee commented:  

 

• “We are members of Llais y Goedwig but they seem to be prevalent in North and Mid 

Wales, we need something in the south, I've not attended any meetings yet with them as 

they are too far away.” 

 

And finally, some schools felt that there was a lack of practical advice available that took account 

of their specific needs as schools involved in woodland activities, rather than community-based 

CWGs, and who they felt to be better served by the support available. The Head Teacher of 

Gurnos Nursery School noted that:   

 

• “There does not seem to be any support out there: any that is available seems to be aimed 

more at community groups and not schools.” 
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7.3 Receiving future information 
 

CWGs were then asked about the type of information by subject that they would like to receive in 

future. As one would expect given the previous discussion, ‘Funding Opportunities’ (92/100) was 

the most frequently-cited, followed by information about ‘Woodland Management’ (80/101) and 

‘Other Woodland Community Groups’ (79/101). The full range of responses is tabulated below: 

 

Table 15: Response to the question: would you like to hear more about…? 

 

  Frequency 

Funding opportunities 92 

Woodland management 80 

Other woodland community groups 79 

Training opportunities 70 

Skills development 71 

Business advice 36 

No. of CWGs = 101. Some CWGs cited more than one subject 

 

When asked, some 88% of CWGs said they would search for information on these subjects on the 

internet. 
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8 The Future 
 

This section provides an overview of CWGs forthcoming plans and their confidence about the 

future. 

 

 

Key findings 

 

• 94% of CWGs were confident that they would still be active in 12 months time. 

• In terms of future objectives, most CWGs had been planning ahead but their plans were 

varied, including maintaining current woodland, continuing their current work, 

undertaking physical works and enhancements, submitting funding applications and 

tackling invasive and non-native plants and trees. 

 

 

8.1 Future Plans 
 

All CWGs were asked about their future plans for the woodland in which they were involved. As 

may be expected, there was a wide range of responses.  

 

For many CWGs simply maintaining the woodland to its current standard and continuing with the 

activities they were currently undertaking or delivering was their primary objective. For some 

this meant drafting maintenance and management plans, and co-ordinating volunteer input, 

while for others it involved funding bids or recruitment to retain current capacity. Several groups 

talked of their plans to develop and submit funding applications for a wide range of projects and 

service provision, including physical enhancement, education and training. 

 

A high number of respondents had plans for physical enhancements in the woodlands, most of 

which were general improvements in accessibility and legibility, through the improvement of 

pathways, signposting and facilities. A number of CWGs pointed towards plans to tackle invasive 

and non-native species in their woodland, whilst developing indigenous plants and trees. Others 

were planning physical improvements and had more specific plans such as orienteering trails, 

cycle trails, child play areas, disabled access and sculpture trails.  

 

Interestingly, some CWGs were looking to develop and improve their links in the community, 

through initiating outreach projects, holding open day events, festivals and through engaging 

with local schools, residents groups and voluntary organisations. 

 

8.2 Confidence about the future 
 

We asked every CWG how confident they were that their organisation would still be active in the 

woodlands in 12 months’ time; some 94% (93/101) said ‘confident’, 81% being ‘very confident’. 

Some 2% of CWGs (2/101) stated that they were ‘not very confident’. No significant differences in 

levels of confidence going forward were observed between CWGs with different tenure 

arrangements. 
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Figure 18: Response to the question: 

the woodlands in 12 months’ time?

 

The most common reason given by CWGs to explain why they were confident was the level of 

commitment amongst those involved (noted by 49 o

following are typical examples of the comments made:

 

• “Determination. The crux will be the establishment of a steering group to get a dozen 

people proud of their achievement therefore getting a broadly based community approach 

and getting the school and everyone committed to the culture trail.

• “We have survived for eight years and have got over the hump of financial stress.  There is a 

lot of real enthusiasm and some very skilled people who support us and we have a good 

conservation manager.” 

• “Because we have a good core of volunteers that run the project and organisations that 

support what we're doing and a good landlord.

  

Interestingly, although they expressed confidence in the future, 

cautious when asked to explain:  

 

• “We're a bit of a cash strapped organisation and made a loss last year so we are basically 

just trying to stay afloat, as long as we can get through this and reopen in August we 

should be alright.” 

• “As long as I am still alive it will still be going, I do worr

that the group may not carry on.

• “Because we are all still young enough to do it

 

Two of these comments make reference to the age of the volunteers; the same 

the  CWGs who was not very confident that they would be active in 12 months time

reason other than general uncertainty as an explanation for their response

 

• “(I’m not confident) due to the age of most of the volunteers, need to recruit younger 

committed volunteers.” 
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: Response to the question: How confident are you that your group will still be active in 

the woodlands in 12 months’ time? 

 

No. of CWGs = 101 

The most common reason given by CWGs to explain why they were confident was the level of 

commitment amongst those involved (noted by 49 of the 96 respondents concerned);

following are typical examples of the comments made: 

he crux will be the establishment of a steering group to get a dozen 

people proud of their achievement therefore getting a broadly based community approach 

nd everyone committed to the culture trail.” 

years and have got over the hump of financial stress.  There is a 

lot of real enthusiasm and some very skilled people who support us and we have a good 

we have a good core of volunteers that run the project and organisations that 

support what we're doing and a good landlord.” 

Interestingly, although they expressed confidence in the future, a few (3) CWGs were more 

re a bit of a cash strapped organisation and made a loss last year so we are basically 

just trying to stay afloat, as long as we can get through this and reopen in August we 

As long as I am still alive it will still be going, I do worry that if anything happened to me 

that the group may not carry on.” 

Because we are all still young enough to do it, but in 12 years time we'll be too old.

Two of these comments make reference to the age of the volunteers; the same issue identified by 

not very confident that they would be active in 12 months time 

reason other than general uncertainty as an explanation for their response: 
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9 Conclusions and policy implications 
 

This final section will draw together the key findings of the research and consider possible policy 

implications.   

 

9.1 Key findings and policy implications  
 

The research has found that at least 138 CWGs are active in Wales. Whilst this is almost certainly 

an underestimate (it is extremely unlikely that the research has identified all CWGs in Wales), 

Wales is certainly not awash with CWGs when the fact that the WCVA estimate that there are 

30,000 voluntary, community and not-for-profit organisations in Wales. However, the key 

question is how beneficial and valuable is the work or activities of those CWGs that do exist? 

  

The Welsh Assembly Government’s Woodlands for Wales strategy has four key themes: 

 

• Responding to climate change – the effects of climate change can be eased by woodlands 

and trees;  

• Woodlands for people – increasing Wales’ woodlands will provide a wide range of 

opportunities from people of all walks of life to enjoy their woodlands as places of 

recreation and learning and  make it easier for people to be more active and healthy as 

part of their daily lives;  

• A competitive and integrated forest sector – the strategy sets out how innovative and 

skilled industries can be developed and levels of timber production can be maintained in 

line with the Welsh Assembly Governments efforts to promote and increase demand for 

this renewable resource; and 

• Environmental quality – the development of woodlands and trees will also help to make 

a positive contribution to biodiversity, landscapes and heritage and assist us in reducing 

other environmental pressures. 

 

This research has found that CWGs are undertaking activities that can play a role in delivering all 

four of these objectives but especially the outcomes relating to ‘woodland for people’: 

 

• More communities benefit from woodlands and trees. 

• More people enjoy the life-long learning benefits of woodlands and their products. 

• More people live healthier lives as a result of their use and enjoyment of woodlands. 

• More people benefit from woodland related enterprises. 

 

The obvious question therefore is whether CWGs could deliver social and environmental benefits 

to a greater level than they currently are as a vehicle for achieving the objectives of Woodlands 

for Wales? The fact that CWGs are currently only active in about 0.6% of the woodlands in 

Wales
14

 suggests that there is indeed scope for further development. The small number of CWGs 

compared to the number of third sector organisations in Wales suggests the same.  

 

  

                                                             

 
14

 This estimate is based on the total amount of woodland in Wales (287,400 hectares) quoted in 

Woodlands for Wales and the estimate of the amount of woodlands within which CWGs are active in this 

report (1,795 hectares). 
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The research has also found that not all the activities of CWGs are in the woodlands or indeed 

woodland related. CWGs also work with a wide range of groups within the community including 

older people and young offenders. This suggests that there is the potential to create stronger 

links between other key strategic objectives of the Welsh Assembly Government; CWG’s don’t 

just achieve FC Wales objectives.  

 

CWGs can potentially therefore, in policy terms, generate a ‘double benefit’; CWG’s can play an 

active role in achieving both the Welsh Assembly Government’s socio-economic & regeneration 

objective and the Assembly Government’s woodland related objectives, essentially, at the same 

time.  

 

This research has however not explored the benefits generated by CWGs; it has only estimated 

their number and identified their activities. Other research has however explored the benefits 

generated. For example, the evaluation of Cydcoed (Forest Research, 2008) found that more than 

half of the sample of those involved in a CWG reported considerably improved health and well-

being. That and other relevant research is available on the Forest Research website
15

. It may 

however be necessary to undertake further research with a small sample of CWGs to explore this 

further (see below).  

 

What is clear is that the potential for greater cooperation between the relevant departments with 

the Assembly Government, including Forestry Commission Wales, needs to be explored. This 

process should, we would suggest, go beyond simply broadening the understanding within the 

Assembly Government of the potential role of CWGs; it should also include discussions on how 

the various mechanisms that are available to support community and voluntary sector 

organisations in Wales and/or projects delivered by organisations in those sectors can be utilised 

for the benefit of CWGs (e.g. Communities First
16

 and the Local Environment Quality project grant 

scheme
17

). Further, the potential to encourage community groups supported by schemes such as 

Communities First to undertake woodland based activities should be explored.  

 

Discussions should however not focus just on making funding available to CWGs. The key gap in 

support to CWGs identified by the survey relates to help with developing applications for funding. 

Forestry Commission Wales or another organisations could, obviously seek to address this by 

providing that support. However, again, the overlap with the support that is available to 

community groups in Wales should be considered. Could programmes such as Communities First 

provide some of the support necessary? These are issues that Forestry Commission Wales needs 

to explore with its partners within the Assembly Government.  

  

                                                             

 
15

 http://www.forestry.gov.uk/website/forestresearch.nsf/ByUnique/INFD-5STBZ2  
16

 http://wales.gov.uk/topics/housingandcommunity/regeneration/communitiesfirst/?lang=en  
17

 http://wales.gov.uk/topics/environmentcountryside/epq/cleanneighbour/improvementfund/2010to11/?lang=en  
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9.2 Recommended further research 
 

We would recommend that the fact that a significant number of those interviewed for this 

research were willing to participate in further research is utilised by creating a panel
18

 of CWGs. 

This panel could then be used to undertake further surveys, focus groups, etc. and also to track 

changes within the sectors over the coming years.  

 

Further, we would recommend that in-depth research is undertaken with a small sample of CWGs 

to explore the social, economic and environmental benefits that they are generating. Such 

information would provide further evidence in terms of the potential to use CWGs as a vehicle to 

deliver the socio-economic objectives of the Assembly Government as well as the objectives of 

Woodlands for Wales.  

  

                                                             

 
18

 A research panel is a group of individuals (or businesses in this case) who agree to participate in a series of research 

studies over time. 
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Appendix 1: Initial Survey 
 

1. Is your group still active?  

 

1a. If no, why is the group not active? 

 

1b. if yes, how long has the group been active? 

 

2. How many people are involved in your community group on a regular basis? 

 

Full time employees:   

Part time employees:   

Volunteers:  

  

3. What are the main activities of your group? 

 

4. Please confirm which of the following applies to your organisation: 

 

• Sole trader / micro-business (not registered for VAT) 

• Private company (distributing profit to its owners - limited company or partnership – 

registered for VAT) 

• Social enterprise (does not distribute profit to its owners) 

• Voluntary / community group (unconstituted / not a formal company) 

• Voluntary  / community group (constituted / formal company) 

• An informal cooperative (a group of businesses working together but not formally linked) 

• A formal cooperative (the same but formally linked by a constitution/written agreement) 

• A registered charity (registered with the Charity’s Commission)  

• Public sector organisation (funded by the Government)  

• An association or trade body (representing the interests of other organisations / the 

sector) 

• An unofficial group (unconstituted in any way) 

• Other (please specify) 

 

5. Please can you tell us the size of land that your group is involved with and of that the 

amount that is woodland? 

 

Size of land in acres or hectares:  

Area of woodland in acres or hectares:  

 

6. Please can you tell us if the land you use for your community woodland group is owned or 

leased? 

 

Owned:   

Leased:   

Management Agreement:  

Other arrangement:  
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7. If not owned by community group please can you tell us who owns the land? 

 

Welsh Assembly - FC  

Woodland Trust  

Local Authority   

Private Owner   

Other  

  

8. We would like to conduct a more-in-depth interview with Community Woodland Groups 

in the near future in order for Forestry Commission to help encourage community 

involvement in woodlands and provide the right kinds of support needed to enable it to 

happen, are you happy for us to contact you again? 

 

9. Finally; would you like Llais y Goedwig to contact you with information on their 

organisation and how they may be able to support you? 
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Appendix 2: In-depth Survey 
 

Section A - Activities 

 
1. Can you please briefly describe the activities that your organisation undertakes relating 

specifically to woodland?  

 

2. In what year was your group established?  

 

3. Was your group established specifically to undertake woodland activities? 

 

Yes  

No  

Not sure  

 

4. If no, in what year did your group start undertaking activities in the woodland? 

 

5. Generally, how often is your group active in the woodland? (Please tick one only) 

 

• Daily 

• Weekly 

• Monthly 

• Bi-monthly 

• Every 6 months 

• Once a year 

• Other, please specify 

  

6. Does your group undertake any other activities other than those undertaken in the 

woodlands?  

 

Yes  

No  

 

7. If yes, please describe these activities 

 

8. As a %, roughly how much of the group’s activities are undertaken in Woodland? 

  



A survey of Community Woodland Groups in Wales  

 

 
©Copyright Wavehill 2010                 59 | P a g e  

 

 

9. Which, if any, of the following groups do you work?  

  

 Work with in general Work within the woodlands 

The elderly   

The homeless   

People with health issues   

The long-term unemployed   

Ethnic minority groups   

Young offenders   

NEET’s    

People with learning disabilities   

People with physical disabilities   

Other community groups   

Other, please specify   

 

10. Thinking specifically about the activities that you undertake in the woodland what are the 

main challenges that you face?  

 

11. Are there any activities relating to woodland that you would like to undertake but are 

unable to at the moment? 

 

Yes  

No  

Don’t know   

 

11a. If yes, what are they? 

 

12. What, if anything, is preventing you from undertaking these activities at the moment? 

        

Section B – Funding and Income 
 

We would like to know more about how your type of organisation is funded. Please note that any 

comments that you make will be confidential and that the information that you provide will only 

be used for the purposes of this research.  

 

13. Are you currently receiving grant funding specifically to support your activities in the 

woodland? I.e. have any activities undertaken in the last 12 months been funded by a 

grant? 

 

Yes  

No  

Don’t know   
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14. If yes; which grants have funded activities in the last 12 months and how much were they 

worth per year? 

 

Grants receiving Value of grant per year Comments: i.e. if don’t know 

value per year what is total 

value worth.. 

   

   

   

   

 

15. Have you undertaken any fundraising activities in the last 12 months to helpsupport your 

woodland activities? 

 

Yes  

No  

Don’t know   

 

16. If yes, how much money have you raised in the last 12 months and how has it been 

raised? 

 

Fundraising Activities in last 12 months Amount raised in last 12 months 

  

  

  

  

  

  

17. Do you sell any products or services relating to woodlands? E.g. training, timber, crafts 

etc. 

 

Yes  

No  

Don’t know   

 

18. If yes, roughly how much income has this service or product generated in the last 12 

months? 

 

Type of product / service sold Amount generated in last 12 months 
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Section C – Advice and Support 
 

19. Has your group received any non financial support in the last 12 months? Anything other 

than a grant or any other kind of financial support. For example advice, guidance etc. 

 

Yes  

No  

Don’t know   

    

20. If yes, please state the support that you have received and who provided it. 

 

Organisation providing the support Type of support received 

  

  

  

  

 

21. We would like to know how you rate the level of support that is available to organisations like 

yours. 

 

 

22. How do you rate the level of financial support available to organisations like yours?  (I.e. 

grants etc) 

 

1 - Very Poor 2 3 - No opinion 4 5 - Excellent 

     

 

23. Please explain your answer 

 

24. How do you rate the level of non-financial support available to organisations like yours? 

(I.e. help and advice etc) 

 

1 - Very Poor 2 3 - No opinion 4 5 - Excellent 

     

 

25. Please explain your answer 

 

26. Are there any gaps in the support that is available to organisations like yours? 

 

Yes  

No  

 

27. If yes, please specify 
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28. Would you be interested in receiving information and/or advice on any of the following? 

  

 YES NO 

Funding opportunities   

Woodland management   

Other woodland community groups   

Training opportunities   

Skills development   

Business advice (e.g. how to set up a business, business planning etc)   

 

29. How would you prefer to receive this information? (Post, email, phone etc) –  

  

Post  

Email  

Telephone  

 

30. Would you look for information on any of the aforementioned subjects yourself on the 

internet? 

 

Yes  

No  

Not sure   

 

Section D – The future 
 

31. What are your organisations plans for the future relating to woodland?  

 

32. How confident are you that your group will still be active in the woodlands in 12 moths 

time? 

 

1 - Not at all confident 2 3 - No opinion 4 5 - Very confident 

     

 

33. Please explain why your answer 
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Appendix 3: Case Study Template 
 

Name of Community Woodland Group: 

 

Project Name: 

 

Name of person assisting with visit: 

 

Section A – Group Background / Overview 

 

• Please give examples of the kinds of activities undertaken 

• How often does the group meet? 

• Do you undertake other activities not in the woodland? 

• What kind of people do you work with? 

• What kind of activities would you like to do but can’t and why? 

• Do you have problems recruiting volunteers? If yes, what? 

• Do you experience problems training volunteers? 

• Is there a skills shortage when it comes to recruiting volunteers or staff? 

• What are the aims and objectives of the group? 

• Do you work with any other partners / organisations? 

• What have been the group’s achievements? 

 

Section B – Income and Funding 

 

• What kind of grants have you received? 

• In what way have the grants supported you? 

• Do you sell any products or services?  

• What further financial support would you like to receive and what would it enable you to 

do?   

 

Section C – Advice and support 

 

• What kind of non-financial support do you / have you received and from who? 

• Is the support you receive of a high standard? 

• What would you like to see more or less of in terms of support?  

• Are there any gaps in the kind of support that is available to you?  

• Do you network with other community groups? If no, would you like to? If yes, who do 

you network with? 

 

Section D – The Future / Sustainability 

 

• What are your plans for the future of your community woodland group? 

• Will you still be active next year and for the foreseeable future? 

• What resources do you have to support the group going forward?  

 

Finally, what do you perceive the impact of your woodland group’s activities to be on: 

 

• Participants (people who have benefited but not contributed) 

• Volunteers involved in the community woodland group 

• The wider community   


