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Abstract  16 

1. Background. The UK has ambitious nature recovery targets. Local communities and land 17 

managers have knowledge, expertise, and capacity to support place-based nature 18 

recovery, making them well-placed to help deliver these goals. We explore how these 19 

groups can be supported in nature recovery plans combining their local knowledge with 20 

complex ecological data, using Oxfordshire Treescape Project (OTP) as a case study. 21 

2. Methods. OTP provided free reports to interested Oxfordshire communities (focusing on 22 

parishes, the lowest tier of local government) and land managers. These contained maps 23 

showing: existing nature assets; locations where nature recovery options, e.g. woodland, 24 

agroforestry or species-rich grassland, could be suitable according to simple rules; and 25 

the resulting expected changes in ecosystem service provision, generating wider 26 

benefits and avoiding trade-offs (including food production). Further resources were 27 

developed by OTP in response to demand. A survey of community report recipients 28 

explored nature recovery challenges and opportunities they faced and which of OTP’s 29 

resources were most impactful. 30 

3. Findings. In just four years, a small, agile team with limited funding developed the 31 

mapping and delivered 76 parish and 40 land manager reports, catalysing the 32 

development of several formal nature recovery plans. A survey of parish report 33 

recipients found that this audience highly valued the combination of opportunity maps, 34 

personalised support from the OTP team, and resulting collaborations between 35 

community groups, NGOs and local experts. Land manager reports typically acted as 36 

conversation starters, prompting consideration of alternative land management options 37 

that could deliver multiple ecosystem services. Communities highly valued existing 38 

nature recovery partnerships with land managers, but were often unsure how to 39 

establish new relationships.  40 

4. Synthesis and applications. Complex ecological knowledge shared through the reports 41 

accompanied by local knowledge, personalised support and introductions to relevant 42 

partners helped communities apply their own knowledge and enthusiasm to develop 43 

local plans that supported broader nature recovery efforts. Lessons learnt can help scale 44 

up the approach. Lower land manager take-up was attributed to rapidly changing 45 

economic and policy conditions, including uncertainty over the availability of future 46 
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nature-friendly farming subsidies (ELMS). More resources are needed to support 47 

mutually beneficial community–land manager relationships.  48 

 49 
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1 Introduction 92 

The UK government has committed to reach net zero carbon emissions by 2050 and to meet 93 

the Global Biodiversity Framework’s targets, including protecting 30% of land and sea for 94 

nature by 2030 (Department for the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra), 2023a; 95 

Dinerstein et al., 2019). The 2020 Agriculture Act and the 2021 Environment Act supply 96 

legislation for schemes that are intended to support delivery of these targets. In England, 97 

these include mandatory Biodiversity Net Gain for built development from 2024 (Defra, 98 

2024a), the production of Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS) to create a national 99 

Nature Recovery Network (Defra, 2024b) and the Environmental Land Management 100 

Scheme, supporting farmers in nature-friendly farming (Defra, 2025a). Ambitious tree 101 

planting targets under the England Tree Action Plan are also key tools for delivering climate 102 

and nature goals (Defra, 2021a). These policies work alongside funding schemes such as the 103 

England Woodland Creation Offer (Forestry Commission, 2025) and Farming in Protected 104 

Landscapes (Defra, 2025b).  105 

However, delivering national policies relies ultimately on decisions made by 106 

individuals or groups which influence land-use at the local level. With 67 % of England being 107 

classified as agricultural land (Defra, 2024c), farmers and land managers (hereafter “land 108 

managers”) are key in delivering nature recovery, as recognised through an increasing 109 

emphasis on farming subsidies that support nature (Defra, 2025c). This creates potential for 110 

conflict and trade-offs between the inter-related interests of food production, other 111 

ecosystem service provision, nature recovery and land managers’ economic imperatives 112 

(Cordingley et al., 2016). While land managers have decision-making powers over large 113 

areas, it is important that adjacent local communities of place (i.e., those who live close to 114 

potential sites of nature recovery; hereafter referred to as ‘communities’) play an active role 115 

in governance of land and local natural resources (Newig et al., 2023; Reed, 2008); this is 116 

likely to be primarily land that is publicly accessible, such as village greens, sports fields, 117 

cemeteries, but could also include communities collaborating with land managers on 118 

particular projects. It is recognised that land managers are often important and active 119 

members of their local community, but they are considered separately for the purposes of 120 

this publication because having management decisions over a large area of private land 121 

distinguishes this demographic from the wider community. 122 
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Both land managers and surrounding communities hold important local (or ‘place-123 

based’) knowledge that can feed into effective nature recovery (Raymond et al., 2010; 124 

Raymond et al., 2016; Šūmane et al., 2018). They have personal connections and 125 

relationships within their community and local landscape, as well as being the recipients of 126 

locally-provided ecosystem services, such as recreation, food provision and air quality 127 

(Broitman, 2020), giving them vested interests in protecting and enhancing their local area. 128 

They can therefore provide longevity and maintain momentum in gaps between short-term 129 

funding options, which is important given the long timescales needed to rebuild ecosystems. 130 

With this in mind, we explore how local community groups and land managers can 131 

be supported in nature recovery planning that combines their local knowledge with complex 132 

ecological data in the form of nature recovery opportunity maps, using the Oxfordshire 133 

Treescape Project (OTP) as a case study. OTP’s initial aim when established in 2019 was to 134 

support a substantial increase in tree cover in Oxfordshire (England), with the expectation 135 

that this would deliver multiple policy objectives including nature recovery, climate 136 

mitigation, climate adaptation, and increased human health and wellbeing, but the project 137 

rapidly evolved to include non-tree habitats, e.g. species-rich grasslands.  138 

The project was initiated by two individuals working on a voluntary basis. In 2020 139 

they formed a collaboration with University of Oxford’s HERO (Healthy Ecosystem 140 

Restoration in Oxfordshire) project, an open forum of academics, community members, 141 

NGOs and local government set up to facilitate knowledge exchange and research 142 

partnerships. Nature recovery opportunities were identified using scientific knowledge 143 

(sensu Raymond et al., 2010), generated with support from the University of Oxford, to 144 

identify locations which would maximise ecosystem service provision while avoiding 145 

damaging trade-offs for biodiversity, food production, cultural heritage and carbon 146 

sequestration (Seddon et al., 2021, Warner et al., 2022). It was posited that this scientific 147 

knowledge could be operationalised by providing maps identifying these nature recovery 148 

opportunities to community groups and land managers, to support them in developing their 149 

own nature recovery plans using local knowledge. OTP became a learning journey akin to 150 

‘action research’ in which researchers work closely with practitioners in an iterative process 151 

to co-develop, test and refine solutions to societal challenges (Croeser et al., 2024).  152 

A substantial body of interdisciplinary literature demonstrates the benefits of 153 

community engagement for improving environmental outcomes, increasing project 154 
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sustainability, building trust and transparency in collaborative decision-making, building 155 

people-nature connectedness, and promoting pro-environmental behaviour, among other 156 

benefits (e.g., see Ferreira et al., 2020; Newig et al., 2023; Pocock et al., 2023). While there 157 

are numerous interpretations of engagement across disciplines and areas of practice, we 158 

define it as a process by which individuals, groups, and organisations can choose to take an 159 

active role in decisions which affect their lives (Hafferty et al., 2023; Reed, 2008). 160 

Engagement encompasses diverse approaches from top-down (e.g., providing information, 161 

educating or consulting communities in pre-defined nature recovery projects) to bottom-up 162 

(where environmental action is entirely community-led, e.g. grassroots and community 163 

ownership and wealth building initiatives) (see Chilvers et al., 2024; e.g. Lawrence et al., 164 

2009; Marango et al., 2020).  165 

Maps can contain a huge variety of information, e.g. physical geography, land use, 166 

political boundaries, social values, or species distributions. They can be created by 167 

professional cartographers, using national datasets and formal knowledge, but it is 168 

recognised that communities also hold extensive local knowledge, including detailed 169 

objective information about the physical environment as well as more subjective knowledge 170 

such as cultural values. The interplay between these pools of knowledge is important and 171 

makes maps and mapping processes potentially powerful tools for community engagement, 172 

as individuals and communities have opinions on how their local area is represented (Brown 173 

and Raymond, 2014). Participatory mapping aims to make the relationship between 174 

community and place visible through cartography (Cochrane and Corbett, 2020). This is 175 

associated with increased democracy in local decision making (Denwood et al., 2022), and 176 

has been used widely in relation to nature recovery, for example through mapping 177 

ecosystem service provision in coastal environments (Burdon et al., 2019), navigating trade-178 

offs in marine conservation (Calado et al, 2025), designing Natural Flood Management 179 

schemes (Lavers & Charlesworth, 2018) or exploring community values within a landscape 180 

(Ernoul et al., 2018).  181 

 We describe approaches, results and learnings from OTP’s establishment phase and 182 

first two years of providing opportunity mapping, including results from a survey gauging 183 

the effectiveness of OTP’s resources for supporting community-led nature recovery, 184 

allowing us to explore the question of how local community groups and land managers can 185 

be supported in nature recovery planning that combines their local knowledge with complex 186 
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ecological data. Learnings are presented as an objective narrative with the aim of helping 187 

inform similar initiatives globally. We discuss the challenges and successes of sharing 188 

mapped data to support nature recovery efforts by land managers and community groups, 189 

promoting communication and collaboration between these demographics, and the 190 

potential for local nature recovery planning to feed into larger scale plans, such as county-191 

scale Local Nature Recovery Strategies in England. It provides a case study for how a small 192 

team with minimal resources can integrate scientific and local knowledge to catalyse 193 

community-led conservation, working at the parish scale (the lowest tier of local 194 

government). 195 

  196 

2 Methods  197 

OTP was run by a small team with limited funding. The founders (authors VM and JH) 198 

worked in an unpaid capacity with oversight from a Management Committee of local 199 

stakeholders with relevant expertise (see Acknowledgements) in the first two years. They 200 

were then joined by a part-time staff member (MC), as Reports were made available to 201 

communities and landowners, and a further part-time staff member the following year 202 

(MS).  203 

 204 

2.1 Opportunity mapping 205 

The mapping used by OTP was a simplified version of an existing system for generating 206 

natural capital maps (Smith, 2021), developed in collaboration with HERO and with input 207 

from Thames Valley Environmental Records Centre (TVERC). The opportunity maps showed 208 

existing natural assets (e.g. woodland, species-rich grassland and high-grade agricultural 209 

land), nature recovery opportunities, i.e. where new assets such as woodland, species-rich 210 

grassland or hedgerows could be situated, and the uplift in biodiversity and ecosystem 211 

services that new assets could provide (for full details see Oxfordshire Treescape Project, 212 

2021a). 213 

The mapping system was informed and tested through workshops and informal trials 214 

with land managers and parish councils, with specialist input from local expert practitioners.  215 

 216 
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2.2 Treescape Opportunity Reports 217 

The Treescape Opportunity Reports (hereafter ‘Reports’) brought together a large body of 218 

knowledge relevant to nature recovery, primarily based on the maps of existing natural 219 

assets, nature recovery opportunities (Fig. 1), and potential uplift in ecosystem service 220 

provision (e.g. Oxfordshire Treescape Project, 2021b). Reports were generated through an 221 

automated process developed and delivered in partnership with TVERC, designed to be 222 

accessible to non-specialists while containing sufficient data to inform nature recovery 223 

activities and plans.  224 
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 225 

Reports were initially created for land managers, but interest from community groups led to 226 

development of a slightly adapted version for parishes (see rationale below). Both the Land 227 

Manager and Parish Reports were provided free of charge, thanks to funding from a partner 228 

(Woodland Trust, a charity focusing on tree and woodland creation, restoration and 229 

protection in the UK).  230 

A 

B 

Figure 1 Example maps from Treescape Opportunity Report (OTP, 2021b). A: Existing species-rich 
grassland within the parish. B: ecosystem service provision (“treescape benefits”) - biodiversity 
uplift in potential locations for species rich grassland.  
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Reports were the starting point for delivering OTP’s aims, but methods of engaging 231 

with and supporting recipients developed over time as the OTP team dynamically and 232 

responsively explored different approaches. Below, we describe how Reports were used in 233 

conjunction with other tailored approaches and resources to engage both land managers 234 

and communities. 235 

 236 

2.3 Supporting land managers 237 

Land Manager Reports were offered to those with holdings over ca. 100 ha, as the level of 238 

detail on the maps was less appropriate for smaller holdings. Partnering with land agents 239 

and other advisers failed to gain traction, so potential recipients were identified through 240 

personal connections, farmer clusters (collaborative place-based groups of farmers; 241 

Warrener, 2017), word of mouth and attendance at relevant local events.  242 

Feedback from land managers on first iterations of Land Manager Reports 243 

substantially influenced the format of the Reports. Reports were primarily intended as 244 

prompts, suggesting alternative ways of using land to provide multiple ecosystem services 245 

to complement a land manager’s detailed knowledge of their land and farming system and 246 

other expert advice. They were delivered alongside a brief summary of key opportunities, 247 

and an invitation to a follow-up meeting. Approaches to interacting with land managers 248 

evolved in response to interactions with both those who received Reports and those who 249 

declined. Farmers were also offered the ability to view layers from the Opportunity Reports 250 

in LandApp (section 2.4.2.3), when that resource had been developed.  251 

Responses to the OTP resources were not formally assessed, but key themes that 252 

emerged from informal conversations with land managers are presented in the Results. 253 

 254 

2.4 Supporting communities  255 

2.4.1 Identifying recipients 256 

OTP worked with communities at the parish scale for multiple reasons: 257 

• parish councils are the most local form of elected government, with statutory 258 

responsibilities and powers related to nature recovery, including powers to create a 259 

Neighbourhood Plan (NP), which sets out a shared vision for development and 260 
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growth, including protection and enhancement of local assets and character such as 261 

natural features and greenspace; 262 

• parishes are an approachable scale for nature recovery planning (typically 400 - 800 263 

ha (Office for National Statistics, 2024)), and typically have historical significance and 264 

longevity;  265 

• parish councils often have both official and personal relationships with a wide range 266 

of local individuals and organisations; 267 

• parish councils often have relationships with neighbouring parishes, which can form 268 

the foundations for “parish clusters”, addressing nature recovery and connectivity 269 

across administrative boundaries. 270 

Contacts were made with interested parishes through OTP presentations at public events 271 

and by working with relevant local organisations. Additionally, the ten parishes with the 272 

highest proportion of high-value nature sites in Oxfordshire were proactively approached. 273 

Parish Reports could be requested by any community member, but individuals or groups 274 

were encouraged to collaborate with their parish council.  275 

 276 

2.4.2 Providing resources for communities 277 

Parish Reports were accompanied by initial resources (a guide, story map and website) 278 

designed to support interpretation (Box 1), together with a brief assessment of key 279 

ecological points of interest or opportunities within the Report and an invitation to meet for 280 

further discussion.  Ongoing personal support was offered in the form of meetings, 281 

introductions and training sessions, tailored to their specific needs. Topics included 282 

interpreting Reports, discussing nature recovery ideas and sharing approaches taken by 283 

other groups. OTP also introduced recipients to key potential partners and advisors such as 284 

local conservation organisations, other parish groups who could act as collaborators or 285 

mentors, statutory bodies such as the Forestry Commission, local councillors, funding bodies 286 

and local farmers, according to the needs of each group. 287 

Early conversations with Report recipients identified that many lacked confidence 288 

and skills to action their nature recovery ambitions. Further resources were therefore 289 

developed to support next steps (Box 1).  290 

 291 
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Box 1: OTP Resources 292 

Initial Resources  

• Opportunity Report containing parish-scale maps of existing natural assets, 

potential nature recovery opportunities and the resulting benefits for biodiversity 

and ecosystem services. 

• Story Map, an online, interactive nature recovery map of Oxfordshire. 

• Treescape Guide providing background information to aid use of Reports. 

• OTP website: online resource with case studies, links to funding opportunities and 

articles from the OTP newsletter (please note that the OTP website is no longer 

available; resources produced are available here.  

Further resources (developed in response to experiences with Parish Report recipients) 

• Land ownership maps pdf maps of land ownership and management at parish-

scale. 

• Getting Started with Nature Recovery, a guide on how to develop a parish nature 

recovery plan (Oxfordshire Treescape Project, 2021c). 

• LandApp maps free online, interactive maps pre-populated with OTP Treescape 

Opportunity layers. 

• Guidance on collaborating with land managers delivered through presentations 

and informal communication with Report recipients. 

Personal support 

• OTP team meetings, emails, phone calls to support parish groups. 

• Introductions made by the OTP team to relevant individuals, groups or 

organisations to support parish groups with nature recovery. 

• LandApp sessions, online, to support parish groups using LandApp for nature 

recovery planning and mapping. 

 293 

2.4.2.1 Land ownership maps 294 

Land ownership and land management maps were developed from publicly available data, 295 

covering ca 80% of Oxfordshire, to aid Parish Report recipients in understanding who they 296 

might need to approach to discuss potential nature recovery projects on private land. 297 

 298 

https://naturerecovery.ox.ac.uk/projects/oxfordshire-treescape-project/
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2.4.2.2 Guide to creating Parish Nature Recovery Plans  299 

To support action based on the Reports, OTP created a guide for developing a Parish Nature 300 

Recovery Plan. Such a plan would provide structure for nature recovery ambitions and 301 

activities, and act as a formal document to inform local policy such as Neighbourhood Plans 302 

(NP), Local Plans and the Local Nature Recovery Strategy at the parish, district and county 303 

scale, respectively. NPs were given particular focus as there is a remit for them to identify, 304 

map and safeguard wildlife-rich habitats, and to promote the conservation, restoration and 305 

enhancement of priority habitats and ecological networks (Ministry of Housing, Community 306 

and Local Government, 2012). The guide (“Getting Started with Parish Nature Recovery”; 307 

Oxfordshire Treescape Project, 2021c) was developed iteratively and was not finalised in 308 

time to share with all Parish Report recipients. 309 

 310 

2.4.2.3 Interactive mapping with LandApp 311 

In response to feedback, free interactive versions of the maps were made available in 312 

partnership with LandApp (https://thelandapp.com), a company providing online mapping 313 

used widely by the farming industry. Report recipients were able to view nature recovery 314 

opportunities identified in Reports overlaid on data already available within LandApp (e.g. 315 

footpaths, habitat types, designations, etc). They could then correct any errors in the maps, 316 

add local information such as existing nature recovery activities, or add plans for future 317 

nature recovery projects. Training materials and online sessions on using LandApp were 318 

developed by OTP in collaboration with LandApp.  319 

 320 

2.4.2.4 Guidance on collaborating with land managers  321 

In response to informal feedback, resources were created and training sessions offered at 322 

relevant public events to support parish groups in approaching land managers. These helped 323 

community actors understand concerns and pressures typically faced by land managers, 324 

including economic and policy changes at the time, and suggested ways to open 325 

conversations with land managers such as finding out what they are already doing for 326 

nature, and how they are affected by changes in agricultural subsidies. Efforts were also 327 

made to focus on this area in correspondence and conversations with parish report 328 

recipients; introductions between parish groups and local land managers were made where 329 

possible, using existing local knowledge and connections of the OTP team. 330 
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 331 

2.4.3 Survey of Parish Report recipients 332 

An online survey was sent to Parish Report recipients 14 months after Reports were first 333 

made available. As nature recovery planning and implementation takes a long time, parishes 334 

were typically at a very early stage of their nature recovery journey. The survey therefore 335 

investigated what resources and support provided by OTP and others were most valued and 336 

useful in nature recovery efforts, rather than what nature recovery impacts had been 337 

achieved. The survey was conducted in accordance with guidelines from University of 338 

Oxford’s Central University Research Ethics Committee (CUREC; reference number 339 

SOGE1A2021-247); survey questions are available in the Supplementary Information.  340 

 341 

3 Results 342 

We report levels of demand for OTP resources and feedback gathered on resource 343 

usefulness, from land managers and communities. We then describe relationships and 344 

collaborations between these groups, and how OTP is being taken forward. 345 

 346 

3.1 Land Managers 347 

3.1.1 Demand for resources  348 

Land Manager Reports were requested by forty holdings representing a range of farming 349 

types from smallholders to large estates, including horticulture, arable, livestock and 350 

woodland. No Land Managers accessed the interactive mapping layers within LandApp. 351 

 352 

3.1.2 Informal observations of land manager responses to OTP resources 353 

Informal conversations with recipients showed that Reports, as intended, acted as 354 

conversation starters, allowing land managers to see their holdings from a different 355 

perspective and consider potential nature recovery actions. A minority of Land Manager 356 

Report recipients accepted the offer of an in-person meeting to discuss their Report; some 357 

also took up offers of introductions to relevant local experts (e.g. agroforestry specialists), to 358 

peers with relevant initiatives or experience on their own land, or to local community or 359 

parish groups where it was deemed to be mutually beneficial.  360 
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Responses to Reports were generally positive, although many thought they were too 361 

long. Nature recovery opportunity maps within Reports were of particular interest, 362 

especially when multiple land use options were indicated. However, inaccuracies in Reports 363 

sometimes caused frustration, e.g. where recent tree planting was not shown. A consistent 364 

theme was the ongoing uncertainty over details of the new agricultural subsidy scheme (the 365 

Environmental Land Management Scheme, ELMS), combined with economic volatility in fuel 366 

and grain prices caused by the conflict in Ukraine. Together, these factors deterred land 367 

managers from engaging in new nature recovery efforts before it was clear whether they 368 

might be funded in the future by ELMS. 369 

 370 

3.2 Communities 371 

3.2.1 Demand for OTP resources  372 

Requests were received for 76 Parish Reports, including one for a cluster of 12 parishes, 373 

covering 85 (27%) of Oxfordshire’s parishes. None of the ten parishes with the greatest 374 

proportion of high-value nature sites responded to emailed invitations to receive a Report. 375 

Of the parish groups that received a Report, ca 85% had an initial meeting with OTP to 376 

discuss their Report, and 45% then sought further support from OTP. Forty groups 377 

requested their mapping to be available within LandApp, although the majority of these did 378 

not appear to be regularly using the facility. 379 

 380 

3.2.2 Survey of Parish Report recipients 381 

There was a 20% response rate to the survey (18 responses; Crockatt et al., 2023). Although 382 

this is a small dataset, common themes were discernible.  383 

Of OTP resources, those rated as having greatest influence on nature recovery 384 

efforts were discussions with OTP (93% of respondents who used the resource rated it 4 or 385 

5 out of 5), maps provided in LandApp (86%) and introductions to relevant people or 386 

organisations (85%) (Fig. 2). Although LandApp maps were rated as one of the most 387 

influential resources, comments included both “LandApp… is awesome” and “LandApp is a 388 

potentially very useful resource but at every turn I have found it frustrating to use.” Reports 389 

ranked fifth out of the ten resources listed, but still had a high proportion of scores of 4 or 5 390 

(71%). The least influential resources were the OTP website (29%), LandApp workshops 391 

(46%) and the Getting Started with Nature Recovery guide (56%) (Fig. 2). 392 
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 393 

  394 

Figure 2 Influence of OTP resources on nature recovery efforts. In response to the survey 395 

question: Please rate the extent to which the following OTP resources influence your nature 396 

recovery efforts.  397 

 398 

Within Reports the most useful sections were maps of existing natural assets (93% 399 

scored 4 or 5 out of 5), opportunities (89%) and ecosystem services (81%) (Supplementary 400 

Information (SI) Fig. S1).  401 

Reports were most frequently used for identifying and planning nature recovery 402 

opportunities, but were also used for further communication within recipients’ 403 

communities, including parish councils, community groups, local land managers and 404 

neighbouring parishes (SI Fig. S2). For example, parish councillors often used Reports as a 405 

communication tool with the rest of the parish council. When asked what made resources 406 

particularly helpful or unhelpful, two of the 11 responses referred to maps not being 407 

accurate or detailed enough, two said that maps were not spatially targeted enough, and 408 

one thought Reports were too long and complicated. 409 

When asked to rate support for nature recovery from various groups, those rated 410 

highest were community groups (88% scored 4 or 5 out of 5), parish council (65%), and local 411 
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district or county councillors (65%) (SI Fig. S3). Local businesses (10%) and local farmers / 412 

land managers (14%) had lowest ratings. 413 

Respondents found it hardest to access information and support, from any source, 414 

about working with private land managers / farmers (no scores of 4 or 5 out of 5) and 415 

accessing funding (28%) (SI Fig. S4). It was easiest to gain information and support for 416 

information about their parish (61%), how to get started on nature recovery (56%) and 417 

ecological knowledge (56%). 418 

Thirteen respondents stated that they had or were considering a Neighbourhood 419 

Plan (NP); nine of these felt their NP was likely or very likely to support parish nature 420 

recovery. Conversations with recipients showed that Reports were seen as a valuable 421 

resource for parishes developing or reviewing NPs; at the time of writing we are aware of at 422 

least one NP (covering a cluster of 12 parishes) and two parish Nature Recovery Plans (one 423 

of which is a cluster of three parishes) which include OTP maps as data sources. This 424 

includes the parish of East Hagbourne, whose NP was used as an example of how Reports 425 

could feed into NPs by South Oxfordshire District Council (East Hagbourne, 2023). 426 

While nature recovery outcomes had not been realised at the time of the survey, comments 427 

included “Progress has been slow starting… [but] we’re gathering momentum”, and “Just 428 

sorry that we cannot move quicker”. 429 

 430 

3.2.3 Informal observations of responses to OTP resources 431 

During meetings with recipients it was clear that Report maps were powerful 432 

communication and engagement tools, providing a spatially explicit medium through which 433 

to discuss nature recovery opportunities, as well as general nature recovery concepts. 434 

Recipients were enthusiastic and curious when presented with their Reports, orienting 435 

themselves by mapped features, such as roads or rivers, or by local information not included 436 

within Reports, e.g. a privately owned field that was commonly used by local dog walkers 437 

with the owner’s informal consent. Recipients frequently noted missing features and 438 

discussed how maps related to existing local nature recovery efforts. Small errors, inherent 439 

in any desk-based mapping exercise, while noted as an issue of concern by some recipients, 440 

typically increased engagement as recipients displayed strong knowledge of their local area. 441 

The land ownership maps also generated much discussion. 442 
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Recipients were encouraged to undertake engagement with the wider community. 443 

Engagement methods varied, but were often creative; e.g. one parish held an open evening 444 

in a pub where the local community were invited to view, comment on and mark-up large 445 

printouts of the Report maps; this formed the start of a community engagement 446 

programme to develop a parish-scale nature recovery plan, run by interested community 447 

members.  448 

Parish groups frequently collaborated, some as a result of OTP introductions. Typical 449 

collaborations included providing advice or support, or planning joint nature recovery 450 

programmes in adjoining parishes. As an example of the former, OTP introduced a number 451 

of parish groups to the individual responsible for successfully integrating nature recovery 452 

into East Hagbourne’s NP (East Hagbourne, 2023), enabling other parishes to also use their 453 

Reports to inform their NPs. Joint nature recovery programmes ranged from two adjacent 454 

parishes planning a joint hedge recovery programme to a cluster of 12 parishes using 455 

Reports to propose the inclusion of nature recovery in their joint NP (Mid Cherwell 456 

Neighbourhood Plan, 2025). 457 

 458 

3.3 Collaboration between land managers and community groups 459 

The Parish Survey found that land managers were rated seventh out of eight stakeholder 460 

types for supporting community nature recovery efforts, with only local business receiving 461 

lower ratings (SI Fig. S3). Respondents also felt they had poor guidance for working with 462 

private land managers (SI Fig. S4). However, four respondents included supportive land 463 

managers as one of their parish’s greatest strengths (SI Fig. S5) while ten cited “landowner 464 

engagement” as one of their greatest challenges (SI Fig. S6), e.g. “The resources have been 465 

really helpful. The hard part is to get the engagement of local landowners”. Informal 466 

feedback from Report recipients reinforced these findings. 467 

During conversations with land managers, it emerged that some were being 468 

approached by multiple groups, creating a feeling of frustration and a drain on their time. 469 

OTP aimed to reduce this pressure by encouraging a considered, co-ordinated approach by 470 

one body, e.g. a parish council. 471 

Parish groups also considered approaches for engaging the wider community, 472 

including land managers. These included the pub event mentioned above, where OTP maps 473 

could be marked up with local connections, existing nature recovery activities and ideas for 474 
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nature recovery, and plans for an event to celebrate a parish’s existing natural resources 475 

and benefits, including food production. 476 

 477 

3.4 Continuation of Oxfordshire Treescape Project 478 

In summer 2023 OTP was integrated into Community Action Groups Oxfordshire, as the 479 

Oxfordshire Nature Project. Embedding the project within an established local organisation 480 

was intended to increase its long-term stability. Lessons learned and resources developed 481 

by OTP continue to inform the project’s direction.  482 

The approach developed by OTP was subsequently incorporated into a broader nature-483 

recovery and nature-based solutions opportunity mapping system; the mapping 484 

methodology is available for use across England using open-source software (Smith, 2024). 485 

 486 

4 Discussion 487 

4.1 Summary of key findings  488 

This study explored how land managers and local community groups can be supported in 489 

nature recovery planning that integrates their local knowledge with complex ecological 490 

data, using OTP as a case study. In four years, a small team with very limited funding 491 

succeeded in engaging 27% of parish communities in Oxfordshire, as well as 40 land 492 

managers, contributing to several formal nature recovery plans being developed as a result. 493 

Given that none of the parishes approached proactively responded, there appears to be 494 

more value in supporting community groups where there is existing enthusiasm for nature 495 

recovery, rather than trying to generate interest where there is little present. We found that 496 

communities highly valued the provision of ecological data in accessible formats, but that 497 

additional tailored support was vital to catalyse community-led nature recovery initiatives 498 

inspired by Reports. The findings represent an important addition to community-led nature 499 

recovery research (e.g. Hinson et al., 2022; Sterling et al., 2017; Lawrence et al, 2009; Reed, 500 

2008), and are intended to help increase the potential for supporting local communities in 501 

nature recovery over longer timescales and across larger areas. 502 

Below we discuss challenges in engaging with land managers, the importance of 503 

personal support and introductions, the need for more focus on community-land manager 504 

relations, the role of community-led nature recovery in delivering national policy, and the 505 
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value of integrating different knowledge systems in nature recovery planning. Finally, we 506 

discuss limitations of this study and how the approach could be scaled out more widely.  507 

 508 

4.2 Challenges in engaging with land managers 509 

Low uptake of OTP resources by land managers was attributed to complex and rapidly 510 

changing economic and policy conditions in 2021 and 2022: gradual replacement of the 511 

main farming subsidy (Basic Payment Scheme) with an uncertain new system (ELMS), 512 

together with economic impacts of war in Ukraine and frequent changes in national 513 

government leadership. Reluctance to investigate nature recovery opportunities with OTP 514 

when potential funding for such activities was uncertain, especially with the concern that 515 

early adopters might not be eligible to receive funding retrospectively, echoes a 2021 survey 516 

of over 15,000 farmers in England and Wales which found that phasing out of BPS was 517 

perceived as a major challenge by 47% of respondents and a minor challenge by 22% (RABI, 518 

2021). Further, as a new project with no track record in this area beyond personal 519 

experience and contacts of one team member, OTP had not achieved the status of a trusted 520 

advisor in this complex sector, where multiple organisations offer sometimes widely varying 521 

advice on similar topics (Immel-Parkinson & Vrain, 2024), and where uptake of agri-522 

environmental practises relies on complex social and attitudinal considerations and, in 523 

particular, economic considerations (Brown et al., 2021; Mills et al., 2016). Finally, farming is 524 

a stressful occupation, with higher levels of stress and anxiety than in the wider UK 525 

population (Wheeler & Lobley, 2022). Land managers may therefore have been be focussed 526 

on immediate operational and/or business concerns, rather than being available to 527 

exploring new approaches. This provides a contrast to community groups whose 528 

motivations for working voluntarily on local nature recovery projects are more likely to 529 

include personal factors such as health and well-being (Takase et al., 2018), developing a 530 

sense of belonging, caretaking the environment and personal learning (Bramston et al., 531 

2010). 532 

 533 

4.3 Importance of personalised place-based support for community groups 534 

Survey responses showed that personal support and introductions were highly valued, 535 

helping to build relationships that may not have happened organically. Parish groups also 536 
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supported each other by sharing information and experiences, or planning nature recovery 537 

activities across adjacent parish borders. This illustrates that data alone (in this case, 538 

opportunity maps) is insufficient to catalyse action, and how organisations such as OTP, with 539 

a strong knowledge of the local area and community, can play a key role in connecting 540 

people and resources in self-organizing nature recovery initiatives (Ruiz-Mallén and Corbera, 541 

2013). A key element of organizational success in nature recovery is resilience 542 

(Galatowitsch, 2022); the small, responsive, mission-driven OTP team was able to adapt 543 

approaches swiftly according to feedback from communities and landowners, which may 544 

have contributed to the success of the project.  545 

 546 

4.4 Land manager-community relationships need support 547 

Relationships between community groups and land managers are complex but important, as 548 

parish groups and the wider community typically have direct influence over small areas of 549 

land. Parish Report recipients recognised the importance of engaging with land managers 550 

but most were unsure how to do this, an example of “decoupling” of farmers from rural 551 

communities (Smithers et al., 2005). Strong relationships between local actors, described as 552 

“networks of deep learning”, are important to the success of placed-based interventions 553 

(Borén and Schmitt, 2022). Despite this, self-organized land manager – community 554 

collaborations for nature recovery have received little or no coverage in published 555 

literature; perhaps because these projects primarily involve non-academic participants 556 

(Sterling et al., 2017). We suggest that facilitating farmer-community relationships is a 557 

priority for the success of local nature recovery efforts in England. OTP supported 558 

community groups by suggesting how to approach land managers and making introductions 559 

where relevant, but further research and resources are needed.  560 

While communities were keen to engage with land managers, land managers saw less 561 

value in engaging with community or parish groups. In future, such relationships may 562 

emerge through funding criteria for Defra’s Landscape Recovery Scheme, the top tier of 563 

ELMS, which include “social impact” based on physical access, participation of diverse 564 

demographics and community engagement in the project’s natural heritage (Defra, 2025a). 565 

However, there is a lack of guidance on how to do this, and a need for evidence on which 566 

approaches work in practice and how they can be implemented and monitored.  567 

 568 
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4.5 Maps as a tool for integrating local and academic knowledge 569 

OTP Reports proved a valuable tool for communicating complex data to non-experts and 570 

eliciting local knowledge. The maps were excellent for starting conversations about nature 571 

recovery opportunities with both communities and farmers, especially at the parish or farm 572 

scale as opposed to individual sites. OTP’s approach aligned closely with Raymond et al.’s 573 

(2010) principles for integrating different knowledge types for environmental management 574 

through a reflexive and cyclic problem-focussed process. 575 

A key learning point was that it is important to manage expectations by emphasising 576 

that the Reports and maps are generated through desk-based study using national or 577 

regional datasets, and are a starting point for incorporation of local knowledge rather than a 578 

final plan. This ensures that recipients’ confidence in maps is not undermined when errors 579 

or omissions are identified. OTP addressed frustrations with mapping inaccuracies by 580 

collaborating with LandApp, which allowed users to integrate their local knowledge into the 581 

maps. This option was taken up by many community groups, but not by land managers, 582 

even though it is widely used in the farming community. This may be because land 583 

managers were already using their own mapping systems and did not see the immediate 584 

relevance of this new information to their businesses.  585 

OTP’s approach was akin to participatory mapping, in which local communities co-586 

create maps with “experts” or a convening organisation (e.g. Burdon et al., 2019) but, unlike 587 

the majority of such projects (Hinson et al., 2022), OTP handed the mapping over to 588 

communities for use in their own decision-making, with ongoing support as required. 589 

Combining local knowledge with maps based on existing datasets has multiple benefits, 590 

such as more accurate base-maps for decision making, inclusion of information and cultural 591 

values that are known only to local communities (Jones et al., 2020), greater community 592 

engagement, and better communication between stakeholders, ultimately leading to 593 

increased ownership of local decisions (Cochrane & Corbett 2020) and thus better 594 

conservation outcomes (Newig et al., 2023).  595 

 596 

4.6 The value of community-led nature recovery in delivering environmental policies  597 

It is now widely recognised that community involvement in nature recovery decision-making 598 

results in more equitable and effective outcomes for both biodiversity and human well-599 
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being, by increasing the legitimacy and acceptance of projects and facilitating better 600 

ecosystem stewardship (Dawson et al., 2021, Newig et al., 2023). International guidelines 601 

therefore state that nature-based solutions should be implemented with the full 602 

engagement and consent of local communities (IUCN, 2020; Seddon et al., 2021). In the UK, 603 

even though much of the land needed to deliver policies related to nature recovery (such as 604 

BNG, LNRS and ELMS) will be privately owned farmland or large estates, community 605 

involvement could help to improve project design and incorporate local knowledge, views 606 

and values, thus leading to more sustainable outcomes with multiple benefits (Dawson et 607 

al., 2021; Marango et al., 2020). In England, there is a statutory requirement for LNRS to be 608 

developed and delivered in partnership with local communities (Defra, 2023b), with 609 

recommendations from the LNRS pilot scheme that “presentation of data needs to be 610 

accessible enough to empower non-specialists to make informed suggestions about what 611 

their priorities are”, and “early engagement of a wide range of people and organisations is 612 

crucial to secure genuine engagement” (Defra, 2021b). OTP’s approaches meet these 613 

recommendations, supporting community engagement and empowerment in nature 614 

recovery, and priming communities for involvement with LNRS planning and 615 

implementation. 616 

The high demand for Parish Reports shows a strong appetite for community-led 617 

nature recovery in Oxfordshire. OTP found that parish groups were often keen to feed into 618 

local policy and planning by enshrining nature recovery within formal NPs or developing 619 

informal parish nature recovery plans. Once adopted, NPs are part of the statutory Local 620 

Plan for the wider area, so could contribute to addressing nature recovery at a larger scale 621 

and supporting implementation of LNRSs. Several parish groups have also used their Local 622 

Nature Recovery Plans to suggest refinements to the Oxfordshire LNRS opportunity maps, 623 

incorporating local knowledge into county-scale mapping (Smith et al., 2025). This chimes 624 

with the long-term success of the Parish Maps project (Crouch and Matless, 1996), an art-625 

based mapping project established in 1987 promoting “positive parochialism”, recognised as 626 

an approach that has continued relevance to contemporary parish-scale ecological concerns 627 

(Devine-Wright et al., 2018). Success of these projects indicates a potential source of local 628 

nature recovery enthusiasm, knowledge and effort that could play a key role in 629 

complementing the work of the relatively small number of professional staff engaged in 630 

delivering national nature and regional recovery policies. As well as identifying suitable 631 
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locations for nature recovery activities based on local knowledge, community groups can 632 

help with project design, implementation, maintenance and monitoring, e.g. through citizen 633 

science (van Noordwijk et al., 2021). 634 

 635 

4.7 Limitations  636 

These findings are from just four years of OTP’s activities in one county of England; it is 637 

important to adopt a place-based approach to translate this to other locations. This is 638 

especially true for working with land managers, given the smaller number of participants 639 

and unique policy and economic conditions prevalent when the project was running.  640 

This paper explores how to support community groups and land managers in starting nature 641 

recovery planning and efforts; impacts on nature recovery, which are typically realised over 642 

many years (Watts et al., 2020), are not guaranteed to follow.  643 

OTP worked at parish scale for multiple reasons (see Methods). However, low election 644 

turnouts and regular co-option mean that parish councils are actually the least democratic 645 

tier of elected government (Willett & Cruxon, 2019). This emphasises the need for wider 646 

engagement to give all sectors of society the opportunity to be part of community nature 647 

recovery efforts.  648 

Reports were provided as static snapshots, but land use, land ownership and 649 

ecosystems change over time. It would be valuable to explore options for providing the 650 

information in a more dynamic format that could be regularly updated.  651 

 652 

4.8 Scaling out 653 

Parish-scale local nature recovery planning is a form of local environmental stewardship, 654 

empowering individuals and communities to contribute to global issues of climate change 655 

and biodiversity loss through using their own expertise and knowledge to make positive 656 

changes in their local area (Bennett et al., 2018). This can be aligned with existing policies 657 

and governance mechanisms, such as LNRS and NPs, for maximum impact.  658 

OTP’s mapping approach has now been incorporated into the Agile opportunity 659 

maps (Smith, 2024) which can be applied across England, and are being used to develop 660 

LNRS in several counties. However, based on OTP’s experience and in line with other studies 661 

(e.g. James & Gittins, 2007), well-resourced and experienced local partners are needed to 662 
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deliver the people-centric resources that were highly valued by Report recipients, including 663 

the ability to make introductions to relevant local individuals, landowners, statutory bodies.  664 

As well as scaling-out across the country, there are benefits to scaling-out and collaboration 665 

within an area. These include sharing knowledge and resources (e.g. volunteers, tools, 666 

insurance); and developing a co-ordinated landscape-scale approach to support habitats, 667 

species or features that cross boundaries. OTP supported several types of parish 668 

collaborations (see section 3.2.3). The creation of such partnerships and networks should be 669 

of value to Responsible Authorities developing and delivering LNRSs.  670 

Drawing on lessons learned from OTP, it might be possible to increase landowner and 671 

stakeholder engagement by linking Reports to a specific ‘big picture’ theme, such as 672 

improving water quality (associated with a catchment partnership) or creating a habitat 673 

network (in line with the LNRS). Reports and maps could show how local farmer clusters, 674 

NGO and community groups can work together for a specific outcome, with actions being 675 

linked to specific existing nature recovery funding opportunities. However, this requires a 676 

committed person or group to “join the dots” and maintain momentum. 677 

 678 

5 Conclusions  679 

National nature recovery policies and targets ultimately rely largely on local communities 680 

and land managers to deliver action on the ground, but there are knowledge gaps around 681 

how best to achieve this in practice. OTP provided an opportunity to explore the 682 

operationalisation of complex ecological data through providing nature recovery 683 

opportunity maps to local communities and land managers. Crucially, the data, i.e. maps, 684 

were delivered in informative reports and combined with personal support, training 685 

resources, and introductions to relevant groups and individuals. In four years, a small team 686 

with limited funding succeeded in engaging 40 land managers and over a quarter of 687 

Oxfordshire’s parishes, leading to development of several local nature recovery plans and 688 

ongoing use of the project resources. 689 

Key lessons include the importance of building relationships between and within 690 

communities, managing expectations regarding map accuracy, supporting provision of maps 691 

with training and follow-up discussions, and ultimately enabling communities to take control 692 

of updating and improving their own maps, bringing in their own local knowledge. OTP 693 
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focussed on supporting groups with enthusiasm for nature recovery and let the approach 694 

evolve over time, being agile enough to learn from mistakes. Just as with a ‘rewilding’ 695 

approach to nature recovery, not all outcomes were as planned, but the elements that 696 

flourished were supported. Following this approach has led to the continuation of OTP’s 697 

work to focus on community groups rather than land managers, who are now more 698 

supported in nature recovery efforts through government funding mechanisms. The 699 

approaches and resources developed by OTP could be scaled out to support communities 700 

elsewhere in their nature recovery ambitions including through LNRS and NPs.  701 
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Supplementary Information 934 

Text of parish survey questionnaire 935 

 936 

1. Participant Consent Form 937 

We require an answer to each statement. Your data will not be used in our study unless you 938 

select "yes" for questions 1 - 8. Agreeing to statements 9 - 11 is optional. 939 

 940 

1.1 I confirm that I have read and understand the information for the above study. I 941 

have had the opportunity to consider the information, ask questions and have had these 942 

answered satisfactorily. - 943 

1.2 I understand that my participation is voluntary and that I am free to withdraw at any 944 

time, without giving any reason, and without any adverse consequences or penalty.  945 

1.3 I understand that research data collected during the study may be looked at by 946 

authorised people outside the research team. I give permission for these individuals to 947 

access my data.  948 

1.4 I understand that this project has been reviewed by, and received ethics clearance 949 

through, the University of Oxford Central University Research Ethics Committee.  950 

1.5 I understand who will have access to personal data provided, how the data will be 951 

stored and what will happen to the data at the end of the project.  952 

1.6 I understand how this research will be written up and published.  953 

1.7 I understand how to raise a concern or make a complaint.  954 

1.8 I agree to take part in the study  955 

1.9 Optional: I agree to the use of anonymised quotes in research outputs  956 

1.10 Optional: I agree for research data collected in this study to be given to researchers, 957 

including those working outside of the EU, to be used in other research studies. I 958 

understand that any data that leave the research group will be fully anonymised so that I 959 

cannot be identified 960 

1.11 Optional: I agree that my personal contact details can be retained in a secure database 961 

so that the researchers can contact me about future studies.  962 

 963 
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2. Name: 964 

3. Email address: 965 

4. Which parish are you representing? 966 

4.a. If you selected Other, please specify: 967 

5. Which of the following best describes your role? 968 

5.a. If you selected Other, please specify: 969 

6. When did you first start engaging with Treescape Opportunity maps of your parish (in 970 

an Opportunity Report OR within the LandApp)? 971 

7. Does your parish have a Neighbourhood Plan? 972 

7.a. If you selected Other, please specify: 973 

8. If you have or are considering a Neighbourhood Plan, how likely do you think it is that it 974 

will support nature recovery? (1= very unlikely; 5 = very likely) 975 

9. How would you rate support for nature recovery in your parish from the following 976 

groups? (1 = very low, 5 = very high) 977 

9.1.a. The parish council  978 

9.2.a. Local councillors (district or county)  979 

9.3.a. Community groups  980 

9.4.a. General public  981 

9.5.a. Local farmers / land managers  982 

9.6.a. Local business  983 

9.7.a. Neighbouring parishes  984 

9.8.a. Other groups not mentioned above  985 

9.a. If you have selected Other, please specify: 986 

10. How easy do you find it to get support (from any sources) for the following issues 987 

related to nature recovery? 988 

10.1.a. How to get started - 1=poor / difficult, 5 = good / easy 989 

10.2.a. Accessing information about the parish, e.g. land ownership, designation of 990 

wildlife sites, etc. - 1=poor / difficult, 5 = good / easy 991 

10.3.a. Working with private land managers / farmers - 1=poor / difficult, 5 = good / 992 

easy 993 

10.4.a. Accessing funding - 1=poor / difficult, 5 = good / easy 994 
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10.5.a. Ecological knowledge to plan and assess nature recovery projects - 1=poor / 995 

difficult, 5 = good / easy 996 

10.6.a. Organisational skills to put nature recovery plans into action - 1=poor / 997 

difficult, 5 = good / easy 998 

10.7.a. Volunteer recruitment - 1=poor / difficult, 5 = good / easy 999 

10.8.a. Other (please tell us more below) - 1=poor / difficult, 5 = good / easy 1000 

10.a. Other (please tell us about any other areas that you've received support in): 1001 

11. Please rate the extent to which the following Oxfordshire Treescape Project resources 1002 

influence your nature recovery efforts. 1003 

11.1.a. Treescape Opportunity Report - 1 = no influence at all, 5 = strong influence 1004 

11.2.a. Story map - 1 = no influence at all, 5 = strong influence 1005 

11.3.a. PDF land ownership maps - 1 = no influence at all, 5 = strong influence 1006 

11.4.a. LandApp maps with Treescape Opportunity layers - 1 = no influence at all, 5 = 1007 

strong influence 1008 

11.5.a. LandApp workshops or drop-in sessions - 1 = no influence at all, 5 = strong 1009 

influence 1010 

11.6.a. Treescape Guide - 1 = no influence at all, 5 = strong influence 1011 

11.7.a. OTP website - 1 = no influence at all, 5 = strong influence 1012 

11.8.a. 10 Steps Guide to Nature Recovery (draft) - 1 = no influence at all, 5 = strong 1013 

influence 1014 

11.9.a. Discussions with the Oxfordshire Treescape Project team - 1 = no influence at 1015 

all, 5 = strong influence 1016 

11.10.a. Introductions to other individuals or organisations for support - 1 = no 1017 

influence at all, 5 = strong influence 1018 

12. How have these resources supported you? Please tick all that apply. 1019 

12.1.a. Treescapes Opportunity Report 1020 

12.2.a. Story map 1021 

12.3.a. PDF land ownership maps 1022 

12.4.a. LandApp maps with parish Treescape Opportunity layers 1023 

12.5.a. LandApp workshops or drop-in sessions 1024 

12.6.a. Treescape Guide 1025 

12.7.a. OTP website resources 1026 
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12.8.a. 10 Steps Guide to Nature Recovery (draft) 1027 

12.9.a. Discussions with the Oxfordshire Treescape Project team 1028 

12.10.a. Introductions to other individuals or organisations for support 1029 

12.a. Other: Please tell us any other ways in which resources have helped you. 1030 

13. How have these resources supported you in engaging with the following groups? 1031 

Please tick all that apply. 1032 

13.1.a. Treescapes Opportunity Report 1033 

13.2.a. Story map 1034 

13.3.a. PDF land ownership maps 1035 

13.4.a. LandApp maps with parish Treescape Opportunity layers 1036 

13.5.a. LandApp workshops or drop-in sessions 1037 

13.6.a. Treescape Guide 1038 

13.7.a. OTP website resources 1039 

13.8.a. 10 Steps Guide to Nature Recovery (draft) 1040 

13.9.a. Discussions with the Oxfordshire Treescape Project team 1041 

13.10.a. Introductions to other individuals or organisations for support 1042 

13.a. Other: Please tell us any other ways in which resources have helped you. 1043 

14. How useful did you find the different parts of the Treescape Opportunity Report? 1044 

14.1.a. Overview of policy landscape - 1 = not useful at all; 5 = very useful. Please 1045 

select "NA" if you haven't received a report. 1046 

14.2.a. Overview of funding options - 1 = not useful at all; 5 = very useful. Please 1047 

select "NA" if you haven't received a report. 1048 

14.3.a. Maps showing what is already in the parish - 1 = not useful at all; 5 = very 1049 

useful. Please select "NA" if you haven't received a report. 1050 

14.4.a. Maps of treescape opportunities - 1 = not useful at all; 5 = very useful. Please 1051 

select "NA" if you haven't received a report. 1052 

14.5.a. Maps of natural benefits provided - 1 = not useful at all; 5 = very useful. 1053 

Please select "NA" if you haven't received a report. 1054 

14.6.a. Recommendations on meeting Climate Change Committee targets - 1 = not 1055 

useful at all; 5 = very useful. Please select "NA" if you haven't received a report. 1056 

15. Please tell us more about what made the resources particularly helpful or unhelpful. 1057 

16. How could we improve the resources provided? 1058 
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17. What do you see as your parish’s greatest strengths or opportunities for nature 1059 

recovery? This could be anything from existing nature-rich sites to supportive volunteers. 1060 

18. What do you see as your parish's greatest challenges for nature recovery? 1061 

19. What other resources or support (provided by Oxfordshire Treescape Project or 1062 

elsewhere) would help you and your parish move forwards in planning for nature 1063 

recovery? 1064 

20. Is there anything else that you would like to tell us? 1065 

 1066 

  1067 
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 1068 

 1069 

Figure S1 Usefulness of different sections of the Treescape Opportunity Report. Response 1070 

to question: How useful did you find the different parts of the Treescape Opportunity 1071 

Report? 1= not useful at all, 5 = very useful. 1072 

 1073 

 1074 

 1075 

 1076 

 1077 
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 1078 

Figure S2 How OTP resources have supported nature recovery activities, in answer to the 1079 

question: How have these resources supported you? 1080 
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 1082 

Figure S3 Support for nature recovery from different groups. In response to the question: 1083 

How would you rate support for nature recovery in your parish from the following groups? 1084 

Where there are less than 17 responses the respondent had not experience of working with 1085 

that group. 1086 

  1087 
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 1088 

Figure S4 Ease of access to support for issues related to nature recovery. In response to the 1089 

question: How easy do you find it to get support (from any sources) for the following issues 1090 

related to nature recovery?  1091 

 1092 

 1093 

 1094 

 1095 
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 1096 

Figure S5 Parish’s greatest strengths or nature recovery opportunities. In response to the 1097 

free text question: What do you see as your parish’s greatest strengths or opportunities for 1098 

nature recovery? This could be anything from existing nature-rich sites to supportive 1099 

volunteers. 16 respondents answered. Text was analysed for themes, and ideas in each 1100 

response assigned to a theme. 1101 
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 1103 

Figure S6 Greatest nature recovery challenges for parishes. In response to the free text 1104 

question: What do you see as your parish’s greatest challenges for nature recovery? 17 1105 

respondents answered. Text was analysed for themes and ideas in each response assigned 1106 

to a theme. 1107 
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