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Supporting sustainable landscape transitions in rural catchments in the North of England:

Using Q methodology to interpret stakeholder priorities and future landscape scenarios
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How stakeholders prioritise different landscape characteristics in three contrasting upland catchments in the north of
England and how these perspectives can inform planning towards expanding treescapes.

Q Methodology study with local stakeholders in three UK
catchments reveals common priorities for landscape
evolution with context-specific values and trade-offs.

Ecological goals focussed on habitat restoration and
connectivity are widely supported.
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Commercial forestry and over-tourism consistently
viewed as incompatible with the cultural, ecological, and
relational values of these landscapes.

In

Management interventions need to deliver clear public
and ecological benefits without reinforce existing
privileges.

Background

Investigation of stakeholder priorities for landscape management across three contrasting catchments in the North of
England. The goal was to understand how different stakeholders perceive and prioritise landscape elements, and how
these perspectives can inform integrated, pluralistic landscape planning in the context of expanding treescapes.

Participants were asked to sort the statements related to their priorities for the case study landscapes of Ennerdale
(Lake District, Cumbria), Eamont (Eden Catchment, Cumbria) and Colne Valley (South Pennines, West Yorkshire),
followed by interviews to explore their reasoning.
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Findings: Common themes

e Commercial forestry: Although participants saw the need for
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Implications & Recommendations

Embrace Interdisciplinary, Collaborative, Place-Based Approaches: Ecological restoration, heritage, and
community wellbeing are shared priorities with their interpretation varying by context. Understanding and
integrating Plural Values, especially of Heritage Features, is a crucial aspect of landscape governance towards
meeting these goals.

Prioritise Habitat Connectivity and Restoration: Habitat and connectivity restoration were widely supported
across all case studies and factors. These interventions are seen as accessible, non-contentious entry points that
can build trust and support for broader ecological goals.

Support Community Resilience Through Equitable Governance: Address perceived threats to community
wellbeing, including over-tourism and power imbalances favouring large landowners. Design participatory
processes that include underrepresented voices—not just the most vocal or powerful stakeholders.

Link Climate Action to Local Priorities: Restoration projects should explicitly demonstrate how they contribute to
climate mitigation or adaptation to secure public support and funding.

Promote Responsible, Inclusive Recreation: All participants value access to nature, but irresponsible use (e.g.
dog control, fire risk) is a major concern. There is broad support for national and local initiatives to foster
ecological literacy.

Deprioritise Commercial Forestry in Catchment Landscapes: Commercial forestry is widely viewed as
incompatible with the cultural, ecological, and relational values of these landscapes.

Clarify and Communicate Ecosystem Service Funding Mechanisms: Ensure payments for ecosystem services
(PES) deliver clear public and ecological benefits and do not reinforce existing privileges.
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