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Headlines 

• Since farm diversification became a significant policy tool in 1986 there has 
been much attention focussed on the development of tourism enterprises on 
farms.  The backdrop of continuing decline in agricultural incomes plus the 
‘bombshells’ of Foot & Mouth Disease and other food / environment scares has 
only fuelled interest.  However, there has been a lack of data on which to base 
assessments, and the last full survey of operators (supply) in the South West 
region was in 1990. 

• There is no comprehensive database of farm tourism operators, and although 
the annual DEFRA farm census now has a question on non-agricultural 
enterprises it has not been able to produce valid data.  Instead, to understand 
the extent and rates of involvement by enterprise type it is necessary to conduct 
a sample survey and gross up the results to produce totals for the region. 

• In the autumn of 2001 a sample of 1,000 farmers was contacted by post and 
phone to update the 1990 figures, and to provide an insight on the dynamics of 
involvement - and non-involvement.  512 replied: a healthy response rate of 
51%.  The sample was divided equally into five areas based on postcode 
geography: 

◊ Cornwall - the Plymouth and Torquay postcode areas. 

◊ Devon - Exeter and Torquay postcode areas. 

◊ Somerset - Bath, Bristol and Taunton postcode areas. 

◊ Glos & North Wilts - Gloucester and most of Swindon postcode areas. 

◊ Dorset & South Wilts - Dorchester and most of Bournemouth and 
Salisbury postcode areas.   

• The survey covered the following aspects: 

◊ Activities involved in - Length of time involved; importance to overall 
farm business; change in importance in last two years; expected change 
in importance in next two years; written Business Plan before starting. 

◊ Accommodation enterprises - Total capacity; months open; months 
where higher occupancy desired. 

◊ Involved operators - Motivations for setting up the enterprise; reasons 
encouraging setting up the enterprise; marketing methods; enough 
information, advice and support; desired assistance with specified 
business aspects. 
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◊ Interested operators - Reasons for interest but no involvement; enough 
information, advice and support; desired assistance with specified 
business aspects. 

◊ Disinterested operators - Reasons for not being interested. 

◊ Farm and farmer profiling - Farm family background; origin; age; non-
farming job experience; Formal agricultural training; reliance on 
agricultural income; total size and number of holding(s); tenure; main 
enterprise type. 

• The following involvement rates and total number of operators were identified: 

◊ Any tourism enterprise - 23% involved (or 8,400 farms out of the 
regional total of 36,400), this being ½ a percentage point down on a 
decade ago; 23% stopped, intended, interested or unsure (8,500 farms); 
54% uninterested (19,500 farms). 

◊ Any accommodation enterprise - 16% involved (5,800 farms); 20% 
interested (7,400 farms); 64% uninterested (23,200 farms). 

◊ Any non-accommodation enterprise - 10% involved (3,800 farms); 
22% interested (7,900 farms); 68% uninterested (24,700 farms). 

• By sector the key results for active involvement were: 

◊ Self-catering cottages - 8% (down slightly), 2,900 farms. 

◊ Fishing, shooting - 5% (down slightly), 1,800 farms. 

◊ Bed & breakfast - 5% (down considerably), 1,700 farms. 

◊ Touring caravan or campsite -4% (down considerably), 1,400 farms. 

◊ Pony-trekking, riding - 4% (up considerably), 1,300 farms. 

◊ ‘Pick-your-own’, farm-gate sales - 2% (up slightly), 900 farms. 

◊ Static caravan site - 1% (no significant change), 500 farms. 

◊ Wildlife interpretation centre etc - 1% (down considerably), 500 farms. 

◊ Other sporting or leisure activities - 1% (up considerably), 500 farms. 

◊ Restaurant, tea-room - <1% (up slightly), 300 farms. 

◊ Farm interpretation centre etc - <1% (down considerably), 300 farms. 

◊ Other facilities - <1% (down slightly), 300 farms. 

◊ Farm walks - <1% (down considerably), 200 farms. 

◊ Picnic area - <1% (down slightly), 200 farms. 

◊ Hostel or camping barn - <1% (up slightly), 100 farms. 

• By area the key results were: 

◊ Cornwall - 24% involved in farm tourism (21% accommodation, 10% 
non-accommodation). 

◊ Devon - 27% involved (20% accommodation, 11% non-accommodation). 
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◊ Somerset - 15% involved (9% accommodation, 6% non-accommodation). 

◊ Glos & North Wilts - 22% involved (13% accommodation, 12% non-
accommodation). 

◊ Dorset & South Wilts - 29% involved (16% accommodation, 17% non-
accommodation). 

• Self-catering is the dominant form of accommodation in Devon and Cornwall, 
but B&B is elsewhere.  The sectoral decline of B&B has thus impacted on the 
west of the region much more than the east, where accommodation 
involvement was low to start with.  With the growth in leisure facilities and 
produce sales this has in broad terms resulted in an overall expansion of farm 
tourism in the east and decline in the west. 

• For B&B, more farmers have now stopped running an enterprise of this sort 
than are now involved.  Intentions to become involved are low, and even when 
this figure is combined with that for general interest the total is less than the 
current involvement level.  Even for self-catering, interest only runs at the same 
rate as involvement, and a significant proportion have quit operating.  The 
picture is very similar for static caravans and camp / mobile caravan sites. 

• Non-accommodation enterprise types are characterised by low levels of 
involvement, but with higher levels of interest.  However, in all cases there is a 
marked drop-out rate, suggesting that factors external to the tourism operation 
itself play an important role in shaping the overall pattern. 

• The transient nature of much involvement is illustrated by over a half of 
accommodation enterprises being 5 or less years old.  Nevertheless, almost two 
thirds of enterprises are deemed to be very important or essential, and over two 
thirds have become more important in recent years.  Farmers’ expectations are 
that the level of importance will at best increase or at worst stay the same.  
Four-fifths are currently mainly reliant on farm income, and so the significance 
of diversification as a strategy should not be underestimated.  However, only 1 
in 8 of those involved in farm accommodation have a formal Business Plan, and 
both training and background experience are limited.  Desire for increased 
occupancy rates is widespread. 

• Involvement is greatest among upland and mixed farms, and lowest on cereal 
farms (partly a reflection of location relative to prime tourism destinations).  
Farm size is not a discriminating issue, and tenure plays only a minor role.  
Coming from a farming background similarly is not that significant, less so than 
being an incomer to the county.  Age is a major factor, with farmers aged 65+ 
much less likely to become involved (and note that the age profile is skewed 
anyway, with very few under-35s in farming). 

• For non-accommodation enterprises the pattern is similar, although perhaps 
surprisingly there is less confidence of future growth.  Despite variation by 
enterprise type being considerable, in general there is a higher level of 
professionalism: for example, 1 in 4 have a Business Plan.  Mixed farms are still 
the key adopters, but the dairy sector is the least likely to be involved. 
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• It is important to distinguish between ‘major diversifiers’ (who embrace tourism 
enterprises as an integral part of the whole business and invest resources 
accordingly); and ‘minor diversifiers’ (for whom the enterprise is very much 
secondary to farming, and only allocate spare resources).  The latter group in 
particular often have little experience of non-agricultural employment, and less 
still of marketing to and working with consumers. 

• In terms of additional support, there is a moderate groundswell of support for 
this among accommodation operators, especially relating to market demand 
information and help with marketing.  For those who run other enterprises the 
need for support is much higher: over a half would like help with the above, and 
also case studies.  Farmers who are interested but not involved point to a lack 
of resources, but also being unsure how to go about setting up a viable and 
adequately researched enterprise.  Those who are uninterested showed little 
evidence of being anti-tourism - a change from a study in Devon in the 1980s. 

• A SWOT analysis indicates a positive future for farm tourism, but this comes 
with the vital caveat that there must be a much clearer understanding of how 
‘farm’ and ‘rural’ tourism is understood by the consumer and can be developed 
into successful brands.  Also, the Development Plan should distinguish between 
minor and major diversifiers, and a fundamental issue is whether the former 
should - or can - be helped in any way that can have a strategic impact. 

• The following specific supply-side proposals are recommended for inclusion in 
the Development Plan:  

◊ Closer ties and increased integration of marketing. 

◊ Segmented database of farm tourism operators. 

◊ Quality appraisal and a ‘charter mark’ for farms. 

◊ Basic tourism business training supplied free. 

◊ Website with practical advice. 

◊ Advisors to identify local opportunities and act as the gatekeepers 
to information and grants. 

◊ Review farm tourism development schemes in other areas. 

◊ Develop a network for sharing experiences and to broker co-
operation among operators. 

◊ Central booking system for accommodation. 

◊ ‘Farmhouse’ brand linked to cohesive destination regions. 

◊ Monitoring of involvement and uptake. 

◊ Lobby for compulsory registration of accommodation. 
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1.  Farm tourism in context. 
 
 
1.1 Developments in farm tourism. 

1.1.1 National Trends in terms of the importance of the countryside in 
holidaymaking are encouraging. During the early 1990’s the number of trips 
made to the countryside rose dramatically from 19 million in 1991, to 28 
million in 1995, an increase of almost 50%. In 1991 83 million nights were 
spent in countryside locations in the UK, by 1995 this had risen by 25% to 
just under 104 million (WCTB, 1997a).  

1.1.2 The West Country is highlighted as the dominant region in terms of the total 
volume of farm based accommodation (SWT, 1993). The Devon Tourism 
Review (1995) found that the proportion of bed spaces outside of the main 
resort areas had increased from under 17% in 1980 to 32% by 1995. By 
1995 23% of all trips to the West Country involved staying at 
countryside/village locations compared with 18% in 1993 (WCTB 1997a). 
Tourism and farming are the two main industries in the West Country, with, 
by the beginning of the 1990’s, around 30% to 50% of farmers in the West 
Country requiring extra income of some sort (SWT, 1990) 

1.1.3 Interest in farm tourism has gained from changes in holiday taking. The 
growth in short-break and alternative holidays have aided the farm tourism 
sector, as has the growth in activity based holidays, many of which can be 
based within the rural domain, for example cycling, riding and water-sports 
holidays. Changes in the desire of the consumer market have also been of 
benefit to rural tourism, specifically the growth of the Green movement and 
environmental awareness. Rural tourism offers the opportunity to be 
environmentally sensitive, to offer an escape from the ever stressful and 
hectic life of the everyday, to escape to peace and tranquillity. 

1.1.4 The market for rural and farm tourism appears to be pre-dominantly from the 
higher socio-economic groups - A (professional), B (managerial), and C1 
(clerical).  Although couples and empty nesters are perhaps the key market 
segment, a major strength of farm tourism is its ability to appeal across all 
market sectors, families with children, retired couples, and younger more 
active consumers are all catered for within the farm tourism sector 
(Newidiem, 1999). 

1.1.5 On a more structural level, it is clear that much farm tourism has been 
established as an aside to the main work of the farm. There is a lack of co-
ordination between farm tourism enterprises, and a largely passive marketing 
structure in place. Economically the importance of farm tourism to the farm 
business appears mixed. Results for the National Assembly of Wales 
suggests that farm tourism accounts for about £10 million and contributes to 
between 15% and 50% of individual farm income of those involved in such 
enterprises. 
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1.2 Previous research. 

1.2.1 Much previous research into farm tourism has concentrated on the supply 
side dimension of farm tourism business, specifically focussing on the 
number and standard of different forms of farm accommodation enterprises 
(Deakin 1997a, 1997b). It was estimated in 1996 that 6,665 farms with 
accommodation, represents 4% of Agricultural Census holdings in England 
and Wales. Reports for the West Country Tourist Board (WCTB) in 1997, 
emphasise that the importance of farm accommodation, both serviced and 
self-catering, cannot be underestimated, and that around 27% of all self-
catering units in the West Country, and 12% of all serviced accommodation 
establishments exist as farm tourism enterprises. 

1.2.2 It is evident that farm accommodation enterprises within the West Country 
have long been important. In 1988 high concentrations of farm 
accommodation were found close to traditional holiday-making areas, with 
Devon and Cornwall the overall top two counties in terms of the provision of 
such accommodation. This was still the case by 1996, although the core 
widened to include locations situated near to areas of outstanding natural 
beauty, such as Derbyshire. Importantly, the 1993 report in the West Country 
emphasises that many accommodation providers reported increasing trends 
in terms of visitor numbers.   

1.2.3 The 1990 WCTB report ‘A Study of Farm Tourism in the West Country’ 
emphasised the growth in demand for farm tourism, with income the main 
reason for farmer’s involvement in such activities. More difficulties were cited 
in relation to farm attractions where the issue of increased competition was of 
major concern. Sports based activities such as riding and shooting are cited 
as important for extending the farm tourism season, whilst many visitors 
expressed their interest in the farm environment, walks and conservation, 
highlighting the potential of ‘Green’ tourism and environmentally sensitive 
tourism. 

1.2.4 In terms of the structural issues highlighted in the reports of the early 1990’s 
it is clear that issues of advice and training are central components (WCTB, 
1990). Those involved in farm tourism enterprises expressed the desire for 
more marketing training, joint information and collaboration, and greater 
knowledge regarding the advice assistance schemes on offer. Major threats 
were considered to be the weather, recession and competition (WCTB, 
1993). 

1.2.5 Current research into rural tourism can be split into three segments. Firstly, 
the impact of the Foot and Mouth epidemic on the economy of rural areas. 
Second, reviews of the farm tourism sector and thirdly research concerning 
the development of strategies to integrate rural tourism into tourism 
promotion and marketing. 

1.2.6 The impact of the Foot and Mouth epidemic on rural tourism cannot be 
underestimated. The Devon recovery plan 2001, suggests that the tourism 
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loss in Devon could be as high as 8,700 jobs. Over 914 jobs had already 
been lost in tourist accommodation providers by April 2001. An estimated 
£107.5 million of tourist spending was lost due to the epidemic, farm tourism 
industries were the most badly affected. 

1.2.7 Reviews of the farm tourism sector highlight the importance of marketing, 
seasonality, professionalism and value for money. It is clear that much 
marketing within farm tourism has long been passive, however with the 
increasing emphasis placed on multi-media communications, particularly the 
internet and the importance of ‘branding’ of tourism regions, it is imperative 
that marketing issues presume a key role in any strategy for farm tourism. 
Such points were also highlighted by the 1999 South West Agriculture 
conference entitled ‘The Way forward’. Key points from this conference 
emphasised the need to develop an entrant’s package for people diversifying 
into farm tourism and leisure, specifically the importance of a clear evaluation 
of marketing and resource issues. 

1.2.8 The West Country in particular has been the source of a major review into 
farm tourism, namely the Denman studies for the West Country Tourist Board 
‘A study of farm tourism in the West Country’ undertaken in 1990 on supply, 
and ‘The Farm Tourism Market’ report of 1993 on demand.  These provide 
extensive background into the market for farm tourism.  More latterly, two 
reports undertaken into the serviced and self-catering sectors of the market 
published in 1998 by South West Tourism, offer a good insight into the level 
of farm tourism within the region.  The production of other reviews throughout 
the 1990’s suggests that farm tourism is considered to hold a key role within 
the West Country, and this report aims to add to the information already 
available. 

1.2.9 The 1990 supply research found that in the West Country (5 ½-county) region 
there were around 5,600 farms engaged in farm tourism, or 23.5% of the 
total.  This was not though to represent ‘major growth’ over the previous 15 
years; and although some 350 were adopting a new enterprise each year, 
this was balanced by a similar number of leavers (mainly for family reasons). 

1.2.10 Tables 1.1 and 1.2 show the involvement rates by county, and reveals that 
Cornwall had the highest rate and Wiltshire / Avon the lowest.  There was a 
concentration of serviced accommodation in Cornwall, where B&B was the 
most common form of diversifying; but in the other counties the provision of 
self-catering cottages or flats was more prevalent. 

1.2.11 Touring caravan / campsites were the only other type of enterprise to be 
adopted by at least 5% of farmers, with fishing, walks / trails, wildlife areas 
and farm interpretation the only ones to exceed 2%. 

1.2.12 Those considering involvement outnumber those involved for all activity types 
except for B&B, self-catering, touring vans, fishing, arm interpretation, 
shooting and other facilities. Self-catering was the most popular in absolute 
terms, ahead of touring vans and B&B, followed by walks / trails, wildlife 
areas, fishing and farm interpretation (in the range 2-5%). 
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Table 1.1: Adoption of farm tourism enterprises by county, 1989. 

Denman 1990 Corn-
wall 

Devon Som-
erset 

West 
Dorset 

Wilts 
Avon 

Total 

% involved in farm tourism 35 22 22 24 17 23.5 
No. of farms with tourism 1789 1736 959 462 688 5634 
% with B&B 16.4 6.8 3.0 4.2 4.0 7.2 
% Self-catering 13.4 8.8 9.0 8.4 5.7 8.6 
% Static caravans 2.2 1.7 1.5 n/a n/a 1.6 
% Touring vans / camping 7.5 4.7 9.0 2.8 4.9 2.8 
% Non-accommodation 20.1 10.2 9.8 15.5 9.8 n/a 

 

Table 1.2: Adoption of farm tourism enterprises by type, 1989. 

Denman 1990 Involved Considered 
 % No. % No. 

B&B / Guesthouse 7.2 1680 1.9 440 
Self-catering cottages / Flats 8.6 2030 4.5 1060 
Static caravans 1.2 280 1.6 370 
Touring caravans / Campsite 5.7 1340 2.8 660 
Hostel / Camping barn 0.0 n/a 0.4 90 
Farm interpretation 2.1 500 0.9 220 
Wildlife areas / interpretation 3.1 720 3.1 720 
Walks / Trails 2.7 620 3.7 880 
Picnic area / Country Park 0.7 150 1.9 440 
Farm retail (shop / PYO) 1.6 370 1.9 440 
Restaurant / Tea room 0.0 n/a 1.6 370 
Fishing 3.7 890 2.7 620 
Pony-trekking / Riding 0.9 219 1.7 400 
Shooting 1.7 400 1.6 370 
Golf 0.1 20 1.1 250 
Other sports provision 0.3 60 1.2 280 
Other facilities 1.3 310 1.2 280 

 

1.2.13 The 1993 study concluded that the Regional Tourist Board TRIPS 
accommodation database system underestimated the total number of farms 
providing B&B accommodation by some 60%.  This was higher than for the 
Farm Holiday Bureau, which contained 10-25% of registered providers. 

1.2.14 Comparing all the regions it was found that the West Country had twice the 
number of farms involved than any other region, but the involvement rate of 
4.3% was only joint highest, with the Southern region, and with Cumbria and 
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Northumbria less than 1 percentage point behind.  The dominance of self-
catering when set again the national picture was slightly more marked. 

1.2.15 The under-reporting of the TRIPS system needs to be borne in mind when 
evaluating the Deakin studies of 1997.  As Table 1.3 shows, farm provision 
accounted for 4.9% of the West Country serviced bedspace total in 1989, but 
by 1997 this had fallen to 4.1%.  If the figures are accurate, then a fifth of all 
farm capacity was lost in the two years to 1995, and while the serviced sector 
as a whole added 1% in the subsequent two years, farms lost a further 1%.  
Devon fared disproportionately badly, losing a third of its stock in the period 
1989-97, but still accounted for 42% of the (5½-county) regional total. 

1.2.16 The raw data for 1997 indicated that there were 1,179 farms providing self-
catering accommodation, with a capacity of approximately 21,000 
bedspaces, as against 726 farms providing serviced accommodation, with a 
capacity of approximately 5,000. 

1.2.17 However, further modelling analysis for Cornwall, Devon and Somerset 
indicated that 6% of farms were involved with serviced accommodation, 
making a total of 1,500 operations with 11,000 bedspaces, and generating 
£27m of income.  For unserviced accommodation the corresponding figures 
were 2,500 units generating £35m of income. 

 

Table 1.3: Farm tourism supply in the West Country, 1989-1997. 

Deakin 1997 1989 1991 1993 1995 1997 

Total serviced establishments 7563 7337 6639 5677 6131 
Total serviced bedspaces 148442 145377 136256 124700 126151 
Change n/a -2.1% -6.3% -8.5% +1.1% 
Farm serviced establishments 962 970 903 725 726 
Farm serviced bedspaces 7293 7031 6495 5201 5145 
Change n/a -3.6% -7.6% -19.9% -1.1% 
% of regional serviced total in Cornwall  (1990) 19% (1997) 21% 
   - Devon 47% 42% 
   - Dorset 5% 5% 
   - Somerset 17% 19% 
   - Wiltshire 9% 11% 
   - Avon 3% 2% 
Farm unserviced establishments 1179 
% of regional unserviced total in Cornwall  28% 
   - Devon 42% 
   - Dorset 7% 
   - Somerset 16% 
   - Wiltshire 4% 
   - Avon 3% 
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1.2.18 Another pertinent study was an unpublished Exeter University survey by 
Griffiths of farm diversification on 334 holdings in three contrasting areas of 
Devon in 1987.  This represented a 59% response rate.  The three type-
areas were: 

• Heartland - nine parishes to the north of Crediton and east of Tiverton. 

• Urban Fringe - thirteen parishes around Torbay, extending to Totnes and 
Newton Abbot. 

• Upland Fringe - five parishes on the eastern flank of Dartmoor. 

1.2.19 This drew the distinction between ‘structural diversification’ (the use of farm 
resources for enterprises that are not purely concerned with crop or livestock 
production) and ‘agricultural diversification’ (the use of farm resources for 
essentially agricultural purposes, such as contracting, organic production or 
woodland cultivation).  Uptake of the latter form of diversification did not vary 
greatly between the areas (29% in both the Urban and Upland Fringes, and 
35% in the Heartland). 

1.2.20 Structural diversification, by contrast, did show a strong geographical 
dimension.  A fifth of farmers were involved in this in the Heartland (21%), as 
against  a third in the Upland Fringe (32%), and fully a half in the Urban 
Fringe (52%).   This is compounded when just those farms where the 
contribution of structural diversification is at least 10% of income is 
considered: here the figures are 8%, 17% and 31% respectively.  In other 
words, major uptake is four as times as great in the Urban Fringe as it is in 
the Heartland. 

1.2.21 The accompanying tables (1.4 to 1.6) show how the nature involvement in 
structural diversification is strongly influenced by geography.  When 
summarised in terms of the proportion involved by type of activity, and taking 
5% as the cut-off, then the following is evident:  

• Heartland - Accommodation (16%). 

• Urban Fringe - Leasing assets (21%); camp / caravan site (14%); 
accommodation (13%); farm-gate sales (13%); outdoor sports (9%). 

• Upland Fringe - Accommodation (20%); outdoors sports (8%); leasing 
assets (6%). 

1.2.22 In essence, Urban Fringe locations offer the widest variety of opportunities, 
whereas Upland Fringe (and thus by implication other areas of high 
landscape quality) are good in terms of tourism-specific opportunities.  
However, in Heartland areas only accommodation offers an immediate 
choice of enterprise. 

1.2.23 Interest in other activities is high, and overall only a third of farmers in both 
the Heartland (35%) and Upland Fringe (32%) were opposed in principle to 
the concept of diversifying, as against a fifth of those in the Urban Fringe 
(21%) - where the ‘pull’ factors were particularly great. 
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1.2.24 The in-depth interview phase of this research did show how locational 
considerations could be surmounted (i.e. through effective marketing based 
on business acumen), but equally it was clear that in most cases the 
diversification enterprise was secondary to agriculture, and thus was given 
limited resources (time as well as financial) and had to remain local in focus. 

1.2.25 Indeed, it was possible to classify farmers into four distinct types: 

• Major diversifiers - Who embraced non-agricultural activity positively, and 
often found that this was more profitable than farming.  As such, there 
was a tendency for the farm operation to be downgraded and ultimately 
marginalised. 

• Minor diversifiers - For whom extra enterprises were regarded as an 
‘extra’ to the main business of farming, and which would not be permitted 
to impinge on the farm operation.  Typically this would make use of 
nominally spare resources, such as the time of the farmer’s spouse. 

• Potential diversifiers - Who were not averse to the concept but who felt 
unsure or unable to develop a non-agricultural enterprise, due to lack of 
current need, confidence, resources or market opportunity.  In all areas 
this was the largest group. 

• Non diversifiers - For whom the concept was either of no interest or 
actively contrary to good farming practice.  These traditionalists would 
only adopt diversification as a last resort, and be unresponsive to support 
measures. 

1.2.26 When attitudes and motivations were studied, there were no significant 
differences between these types - apart from the issue of diversification itself.  
Instead, farm and farmer characteristics were more important, with the key 
discriminating factors for greater interest in diversifying being: 

• Age - Older farmers less interested. 

• Time here - The longer on the farm the less interested. 

• Background - Those from farming stock less interested. 

• Experience - Less external experience, less interest. 

• Farm income - More reliant on farm job / income, less interest. 

• Advisory services - Less use of these, less interest. 

• NFU membership - More likely to be a member, less interest. 

• Tenure - Tenants, less interest. 

1.2.27 The links with income, size and farm type were less clear, although dairy 
farms and large farms were more likely to be Minor rather than Major 
diversifiers.  It would appear that size - or, more appropriately - scale of farm 
business is crucial.  Smaller operations tended either to have embraced 
diversification or to be the most opposed to it. 
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Table 1.4: Adoption of structural diversification enterprises by 
geographical area of Devon, 1987. 

Griffiths 1988 Heartland Urban Fringe Upland Fringe 
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Craft products 2 7 1 6 3 11 
Food products 3 8 3 12 2 10 
Direct marketing 3 7 13 22 1 12 
Tourist accommodation 16 31 13 16 20 31 
Camp / caravan site 1 24 14 26 3 29 
Trails / visits 1 8 1 15 5 16 
Indoor activities 0 4 2 6 1 5 
Outdoor sports 3 19 9 16 8 26 
Leasing land / buildings 1 20 21 25 6 16 
Other 1 1 3 1 1 1 

 
 

Table 1.5: Involvement in and contribution of structural 
diversification by geographical area of Devon, 1987. 

% by involvement type Heartland Urban Fringe Upland Fringe 

Major diversifier (at least 2 
enterprises or 1 contributing 
at least 10% of income) 

8 31 17 

Minor diversifier (1 
enterprise contributing at 
most 10% of income) 

13 21 15 

Considered (serious 
attention to adopting an 
enterprise) 

44 27 36 

Unconsidered (no interest 
in any type of structural 
diversification) 

35 21 32 

% by contribution  Heartland Urban Fringe Upland Fringe 

>5% gross farm income 10 37 23 
>10% gross farm income 6 30 17 

 
 



Farm Tourism Supply 

22 of 122 

 

Table 1.6: Variations in profile by diversification typology, 1987. 

% by diversification type Major Minor Potential Non 

Age - under 35 years 15 11 9 3 
Age - over 65 years 3 11 13 29 
Farming here - under 5 years 15 13 21 6 
Farming here - over 20 years 44 43 44 65 
Born - under 20 miles away 36 53 48 64 
Born - over 100 miles away 43 32 42 23 
Farming parents - yes 54 63 63 77 
Formal farm training - yes 34 28 28 17 
Other FT job ever - yes 46 41 45 31 
Work FT in farming - yes 67 78 78 75 
Farm income - totally reliant  30 54 53 56 
Farm income - minor of total 39 26 20 22 
Use advisory services - never 28 20 25 42 
Member of NFU - yes 44 68 58 62 
Farm size - under 50 ha 74 41 51 60 
Farm size - over 100 ha 8 33 20 10 
Farm size change - increase 26 33 25 28 
Milk quota etc imposed - yes 23 43 33 35 
Main enterprise type - beef 17 7 13 11 
   - dairy 2 15 8 8 
   - mixed livestock 27 31 25 25 
   - mixed livestock / crops 32 41 40 39 
Tenure - all / mainly owned 93 87 84 84 
Income - under £5,000 p.a. 55 37 49 49 
Income - over £20,000 p.a. 9 12 12 9 
Liabilities - under £20,000 57 56 59 78 
Liabilities - over £80,000 8 13 9 1 

 

1.2.28 The most recent in depth research concerning the arena of farm tourism, 
highlights the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats of the sector 
(Newidiem et al, 1999). This report, produced for the Welsh Assembly, the 
Countryside Agency for Wales, the Wales Tourist Board and the Welsh 
Development Agency, highlights the importance of an integrated approach to 
the issues surrounding farm tourism. 

1.2.29 The broad based appeal of farm tourism, along with its potential in the short 
break sector are highlighted as the major strengths of the industry, whilst the 
lack of professionalism and marketing are cited as the major threats. 
Attitudinal barriers towards tourism as a long term strategy and the difficulties 
for smaller farms to reach expected standards are also highlighted as key 



Farm Tourism Supply 

23 of 122 

 

threats. Opportunities are seen to centre on the growth of consortia and the 
branding of rural tourism, whilst the failure to respond to opportunities is 
highlighted as another major threat. 

1.2.30 For Wales in 1999, Newidiem concluded that there were approximately 
23,000 active farm holdings, of which 1,600 (7%) were engaged in some 
form of tourism activity - much lower than in the South West.  In total there 
were 1,850 separate enterprises.  Accommodation enterprises dominated, 
with 1,250 (5 ½%) involved, providing 4,600 B&B bedspaces and 3,800 self-
catering bedspaces.  Each bedspace generated around £1,000 income 
annually; this was regarded as a low figure, but still equates to around £8 ½ m 
p.a.  Farm tourism as a whole added £10m to farm incomes, plus there will 
be spin-off benefits and possible displacement of locations of stay into more 
rural areas. 

1.2.31 Involvement totals were: 

• 23,000 holdings. 

• 920 providing serviced accommodation (4%). 

• 410 self-catering accommodation (2%). 

• 300 caravan / camping sites (1 ½%). 

• 170 farm attractions / activity centres (<1%). 

• 40 catering enterprises (< ½%). 

1.2.32 Time-series comparisons are rare.  An anonymous study of records in 
accommodation guides and brochures in 1996 was able to compare with a 
similar exercise in 1988, and found that the number of farms offering 
accommodation had risen by 12% from 5,941 to 6,665.  However, this may 
simply be a reflection of marketing activity rather than structural change. 

1.2.33 What this study does show, however, is that on a ‘maturity index’ for farm 
tourism Dorset ranked second only the Isle of Wight, with Devon, Cornwall 
and Somerset close behind and all classified as ‘mature’.  Avon was also in 
this category, whereas in 1988 it had been classified as ‘average’. 

1.2.34 These snapshots do have some value but until such time as there is 
compulsory registration of accommodation, or more rigorous recording of 
provision in the DEFRA annual census, then monitoring of change is bound 
to be less than perfect. 
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1.3 Current research. 

1.3.1 This research programme, funded by DEFRA and South West Tourism, has 
three broad aims: 

• To identity current and potential demand for farm and rural tourism. 

• To measure current and potential supply of farm-based tourism 
provision. 

• To devise a medium-term development and marketing plan for farm and 
rural tourism.  

1.3.2 The supply-side research set out to establish overall involvement rates in the 
following 16 types of farm tourism and related forms of diversification: 

• Bed & breakfast or guesthouse. 

• Self-catering cottages or flats. 

• Static caravan site. 

• Touring caravan or campsite. 

• Hostel or camping barn. 

• Farm interpretation centre, ‘farming experience’. 

• Wildlife areas, interpretation facilities. 

• Farm walks or trails for which a fee is charged. 

• Picnic area, ‘country park’ attraction. 

• ‘Pick-your-own’, farm-gate sales, farm produce shop. 

• Restaurant, tea-room, refreshments. 

• Fishing, shooting. 

• Pony-trekking, riding, livery. 

• Other sporting or leisure activities. 

• Conference venue, study centre. 

• Any other tourism use of farm land or buildings. 

1.3.3 Engagement was considered under five categories: 

• Currently involved. 

• No longer involved.  

• Definitely intend becoming involved. 

• Potentially interested in getting involved. 

• Not involved and not interested. 

1.3.4 Since the DEFRA Annual Farm Census does not supply this information (see 
Section 2.1) the process was firstly to examine alternative datasets (Section 
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2.2 and 2.3).   None are comprehensive, and so a survey of farm proprietors 
was conducted to determine involvement rates.  These can then be used to 
multiply up by the known total of holdings to provide the absolute level of 
provision of farm tourism by type across the region. 

1.3.5 Involvement rates can be expected to vary by the following factors: 

• Farm location (urban fringe, heartland, upland, coastal etc). 

• Farm type (ownership, size, enterprise mix). 

• Farm resources (including labour). 

• Farmer attitudes (propensity to become involved). 

1.3.6 Of these, location is the only one that can be used in constructing a sample 
frame for the survey (Data Protection legislation precludes direct use of the 
DEFRA database).  Bought-in lists do not provide full coverage: taking the 
DEFRA census as the datum, Yell (‘Yellow Pages’) listed only 27% of 
holdings, while Dun & Bradstreet managed 30%.  This was used as the 
sample, based on postcode geography. 

1.3.7 Five postcode-derived sub-regions were identified within the administrative 
South West region, as follows: 

• Cornwall - postcode areas PL (Plymouth) and TR (Truro). 

• Devon - postcode areas EX (Exeter) and TQ (Torquay). 

• Somerset - postcode areas BA (Bath), BS (Bristol) and TA (Taunton). 

• Gloucestershire / North Wiltshire - postcode areas GL (Gloucester) 
and SN (Swindon, except district SN7). 

• Dorset / South Wiltshire - postcode areas BH (Bournemouth, except 
districts BH24/25), DT (Dorchester) and SP (Salisbury, except districts 
SP6/10/11). 

1.3.8 A total of 1,000 holdings were randomly selected based on quotas of 200 for 
each of the five sub-regions.  The target was 100 completed surveys per sub-
region, i.e. 500 in all representing a response rate of 50%.  100 per sub-
region was sufficient for full statistical confidence in drawing comparisons 
between the different parts of the region. 

1.3.9 The survey was implemented by post with a telephone chase-up, in Autumn 
2001.  A total of 512 completions were achieved and entered into the results 
database, this being a response rate of 51%: 

• Cornwall - 92 (18% of survey total, 20% of all holdings). 

• Devon - 100 (20% of survey total, 31% of all holdings). 

• Somerset - 98 (19% of survey total, 23% of all holdings). 

• Glos / Wilts - 123 (24% of survey total, 16% of all holdings). 

• Dorset / Wilts - 99 (19% of survey total, 10% of all holdings). 
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1.3.10 In addition to involvement rates of the 16 types of diversification, respondents 
were asked the following: 

• Activities involved in - Length of time involved; Importance to overall farm 
business; Change in importance in last two years; Expected change in 
importance in next two years; Written Business Plan before starting. 

• Accommodation enterprises - Total capacity; Months open; Months 
where higher occupancy desired. 

• Involved operators - Motivations for setting up the enterprise; Reasons 
encouraging setting up the enterprise; Marketing methods; Enough 
information, advice and support; Desired assistance with specified 
business aspects. 

• Interested operators - Reasons for interest but no involvement; Enough 
information, advice and support; Desired assistance with specified 
business aspects. 

• Disinterested operators - Reasons for not being interested. 

• Farm and farmer profiling - Farm family background; Origin; Age; Non-
farming job experience; Formal agricultural training; Reliance on 
agricultural income; Total size and number of holding(s); Tenure; Main 
enterprise type. 
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Figure 1.7:  Postcode and administrative geography of the South West 
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2.  Farm tourism data. 
 
 
2.1 Number and distribution of farm holdings - DEFRA. 

2.1.1 More is known about the agricultural business than any other industry in 
Britain.  The annual DEFRA Census gathers a wide range of information on 
individual farm operations, and a recent innovation is Section S - ‘Non-
agricultural activity’.  Proprietors are asked to tick if they are involved with 
activities under the following headings: 

• Tourism - Camping / caravanning; Self-catering; Serviced e.g. B&B. 

• Sport / recreation - Equestrian; Fishing; Shooting; Golf; Other. 

• Direct sales - Farm shops; Other e.g. PYO. 

• Food manufacture - Animal product e.g. dairy products; Arable product 
e.g. crops / veg / fruit. 

• Contracting / haulage - On farm services; Off-farm services. 

2.1.2 This would, for the first time, have given a national picture of the both the 
absolute involvement totals and rates in these diversification activities.  
These could have been mapped down to a local (postcode district) scale in 
order to show concentrations of supply.  Unfortunately, DEFRA have not (at 
the time of the research) input the raw data, and have expressed doubts 
about its reliability.  This is a major disappointment, as it means that 
involvement totals have to be calculated on the basis of survey results 
grossed up against the known total holdings. 

2.1.3 The greatest concentration of the 36,000 holdings in the South West is in mid 
and north Devon.  30% are classified as ‘other’, with Lowland cattle & sheep 
accounting for 27% and Dairy 15% (Table 2.1 and Figure 2.2).  None of the 
other types individually exceeds 7%.  Overall, 13% are crop specialists, 50% 
livestock specialists, and 37% mixed or undefined. 

 

Table 2.1:  DEFRA holdings, by type and size. 

DEFRA Census Corn-
wall 

Devon Som-
erset 

Gloucs/ 
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Total holdings 7097 11114 8517 5876 3776 36380 
% of SW total 19.5 30.5 23.4 16.2 10.4 100 

Type - Cereals 326 484 538 817 432 2597 
% of SW total 12.6 18.6 20.7 31.5 16.6 100 
  - General cropping 170 108 116 85 24 503 
% of SW total 33.8 21.5 23.1 16.9 4.8 100 
  - Horticulture 419 416 463 266 159 1723 
% of SW total 24.3 24.1 26.9 15.4 9.2 100 
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  - Pigs & Poultry 142 332 244 158 121 997 
% of SW total 14.2 33.3 24.5 15.8 12.1 100 
  - Dairy 1046 1712 1381 689 637 5465 
% of SW total 19.1 31.3 25.3 12.6 11.7 100 
  - Cattle & Sheep  
    (LFA) 

517 1018 216 0 0 1751 

% of SW total 29.5 58.1 12.3 0.0 0.0 100 
  - Cattle & Sheep  
    (lowland) 

1971 3063 2287 1509 1046 9876 

% of SW total 20.0 31.0 23.2 15.3 10.6 100 
  - Mixed 576 792 466 475 268 2577 
% of SW total 22.4 30.7 18.1 18.4 10.4 100 
  - Other 1930 3189 2806 1877 1089 10891 
% of SW total 17.7 29.3 25.8 17.2 10.0 100 

Area % - Cereals 4.6 4.4 6.3 13.9 11.4 7.1 
  - General cropping 2.4 1.0 1.4 1.4 0.6 1.4 
  - Horticulture 5.9 3.7 5.4 4.5 4.2 4.7 
  - Pigs & Poultry 2.0 3.0 2.9 2.7 3.2 2.7 
  - Dairy 14.7 15.4 16.2 11.7 16.9 15.0 
  - Cattle & Sheep  
    (LFA) 

7.3 9.2 2.5 0.0 0.0 4.8 

  - Cattle & Sheep  
    (lowland) 

27.8 27.6 26.9 25.7 27.7 27.1 

  - Mixed 8.1 7.1 5.5 8.1 7.1 7.1 
  - Other 27.2 28.7 32.9 31.9 28.8 29.9 
  - Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

Size - <5ha 2123 3359 3035 1872 1184 11573 
% of SW total 18.3 29.0 26.2 16.2 10.2 100 
  - 5-19.9ha 1780 2590 1857 1224 730 8181 
% of SW total 21.8 31.7 22.7 15.0 8.9 100 
  - 20-49.9ha 1491 2355 1520 1033 671 7070 
% of SW total 21.1 33.3 21.5 14.6 9.5 100 
  - 50-99.9ha 1071 1803 1217 814 529 5434 
% of SW total 19.7 33.2 22.4 15.0 9.7 100 
  - 100+ha 654 1007 916 914 660 4151 
% of SW total 15.8 24.3 22.1 22.0 15.9 100 

Area % - <5ha 29.8 30.2 35.4 32.1 31.5 31.8 
  - 5-19.9ha 25.0 23.3 21.7 20.9 19.3 22.5 
  - 20-49.9ha 20.9 21.2 17.8 17.6 17.8 19.3 
  - 50-99.9ha 15.1 16.2 14.3 13.9 14.0 14.9 
  - 100+ha 9.2 9.1 10.8 15.6 17.5 11.4 
  - Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
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Figure 2.2:  DEFRA holdings mapped by postcode district. 
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2.1.4 By postcode-county some contrasts are evident, but the general picture is 
more of similarity than difference.  The western part of the region (Cornwall, 
Devon, Somerset) is largely uniform, but with a relatively low proportion of 
cereals, and high proportion of LFA (Less Favoured Area) livestock 
enterprises.  This classification is absent in the eastern half of the region, 
with cereal production substantially more prevalent. 

2.1.5 By size, almost a third of holdings (32%) are under 5ha, and indeed over a 
half (54%) are under 20ha.  Apart from specialist ventures such as 
horticulture, these are very unlikely to be viable in their own right.  Only a 
quarter (26%) are at least 50ha in size, and just 11% 100ha or more. 

2.1.6 Again the range by county is limited, with the proportion of 50+ha holdings 
ranging from 24-25% in Cornwall, Devon and Somerset to 30-32% in 
Gloucestershire, Wiltshire and Dorset. 
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2.2 Farm tourism activity rates - SWT. 

2.2.1 The South West Tourism TRIPS database indicates that there are just over 
700 establishments classified as a working farm and providing serviced 
accommodation in the full (7-county) region, as shown in Table 2.3 and 
Figure 2.4.  This contrasts with Deakin’s total of 726 for the smaller (5 ½-
county) region five years before, and would indicate a continuing rapid 
shrinkage. 

2.2.2 Applying this to the DEFRA holdings total indicates a regional involvement 
rate of 2%.  This is highest in Devon (2 ½ %), with Cornwall close behind.  
Somerset is at the average level and Dorset below.  The lowest involvement 
is in Glos (1%), indicating less than half the degree of participation of Devon. 

2.2.3 These figures are, of course, a long way below the results from all the 
primary research projects (discussed in Section 1.2).  Even allowing for 
declining participation it is evident that TRIPS under-records on a scale which 
negates its value for product-market fit analysis.  However, there is no reason 
to assume that there is a geographical bias in those farms which register with 
SWT, and so the map reveals the high absolute numbers particularly on 
Dartmoor, but a more even relative pattern, albeit higher around the coasts. 

2.2.4 The raw data suggest a total of just over 5,000 serviced bedspaces, of which 
2,000 are in Devon, around 1,200 each in Cornwall and Somerset, and 600 
in the east of the region. 

2.2.5 Farms providing unserviced accommodation show a relatively higher 
concentration in Cornwall and Devon  followed by Somerset, with lower 
concentrations in Dorset/Wiltshire and Gloucestershire/Wiltshire.  In total 
there are only 250 farms involved - this being an involvement rate of ¾%. 

 

Table 2.3:  SWT holdings involved in farm tourism 

SWT TRIPS data Corn-
wall 

Devon Som-
erset 

Gloucs/ 
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

No. of farms with 
serviced accom. 

155 275 166 57 53 706 

% of SW total 22.0 39.0 23.5 8.1 7.5 100 
% of total holdings 2.2 2.5 1.9 1.0 1.4 1.9 
No. farm serviced 
bedspaces 

1226 2040 1153 320 310 5049 

% of SW total 24.3 40.4 22.8 6.3 6.1 100 

No. of farms with 
unserviced accom. 

79 83 58 10 22 252 

% of SW total 31.3 32.9 23.0 4.0 8.7 100 
% of total holdings 1.1 0.7 0.7 0.2 0.6 0.7 
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Figure 2.4:  SWT establishments mapped by postcode district. 

 
 
 

© AcumeniA 2001

Farms with Serviced Accommodation - SWT
Number of Holdings

15 to 22
10 to 14

5 to 9
1 to 4
0 or no data

© AcumeniA 2001

Proportion of Farms with Serviced Accom. - SWT
Percentage of Holdings

5+%
2-5%
1-2%

<1%
0%  or no data



Farm Tourism Supply 

34 of 122 

 

© AcumeniA 2001

Farms with Unserviced Accommodation - SWT
Number of Holdings

10 to 11
6 to 9
3 to 5
1 to 2
0 or no data

© AcumeniA 2001

Concentration of Farms with Serviced Accom. - SWT
By quintile

21+ holdings
5-20 holdings
3-4 holdings
1-3 holdings

0 holdings or no data



Farm Tourism Supply 

35 of 122 

 

 
2.3 Farm tourism activity rates - other sources. 

2.3.1 The Farm Holiday Bureau (FHB) is a farmer organisation designed to 
coordinate the marketing of farm-based accommodation.  Its principal 
publication is the annual ‘Stay on a Farm’, although the individual County 
organisations are the primary bodies and many do their own publication.  
Here the national and county brochures1 have been analysed and the 
number of establishments and bedspaces tallied (Table 2.5 and Figure 2.6). 

2.3.2 Just over 200 farms in the region are recorded as offering serviced 
accommodation, nearly 1,400 bedspaces - less than a third of the SWT total.  
However, the involvement rate ( ½% overall) is much more even across the 
counties, although the small numbers mean that comparisons must be 
treated with caution.  No one county has as many as 500 bedspaces.  In 
essence there is no valid similarity between the SWT and FHB patterns. 

2.3.3 For unserviced accommodation the gap is narrower - FHB has 140 members 
with units of 900 capacity, representing a ½% involvement rate.  However, in 
the opposite of SWT, the unserviced pattern shows more geographical 
variation than the serviced one, with Gloucestershire/Wiltshire in particular 
having few providers. 

2.3.4 Cross-referencing individual operators was not part of the remit, but would 
not help here as neither source can claim to be comprehensive. 

 

Table 2.5:  FHB holdings involved in farm tourism 

FHB members Corn-
wall 

Devon Som-
erset 

Gloucs/ 
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

No. of farms with 
serviced accom. 

40 65 44 35 27 211 

% of SW total 19.0 30.8 20.9 16.6 12.8 100 
% of total holdings 0.6 0.6 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.6 
No. farm serviced 
bedspaces 

311 492 263 158 146 1370 

% of SW total 22.7 35.9 19.2 11.5 10.7 100 

No. of farms with 
unserviced accom. 

35 52 25 11 18 141 

% of SW total 24.8 36.9 17.7 7.8 12.8 100 
% of total holdings 0.5 0.5 0.3 0.2 0.5 0.4 
No. farm serviced 
bedspaces 

216 361 147 67 121 912 

% of SW total 23.7 39.6 16.1 7.3 13.3 100 

                                                
1  Stray on a Farm 2001, Cornish Farm Holidays, Let Devon Farms Accommodate You, Dorset farm & 

Country Holidays, Stay on a Farm in Wiltshire. 
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Figure 2.6:  FHB establishments mapped by postcode district. 
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2.3.5 Finally, the ETB’s ‘Official Guide to Camping and Caravanning Parks’ was 

used to provide an insight on this sector.  This is not, of course, an 
essentially farm-based provision, and even the title ‘farm’ in the name may be 
no indication of a working farm.  It is however, an important element in rural 
tourism provision. 

2.3.6 The scale of these operations is such that the regional total is well under 100, 
but they account for 2,500 static vans and 9,800 touring pitches.  The 
distribution is strongly skewed towards Somerset in terms of static vans but 
to Devon and Cornwall in terms of the number of operators and of touring 
pitches. 

 

Table 2.7:  CCP holdings 

CCP members Corn-
wall 

Devon Som-
erset 

Gloucs/ 
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

No. of camping & 
caravan parks 

26 23 16 3 5 73 

% of SW total 35.6 31.5 21.9 4.1 6.8 100 

No. static vans 252 631 1002 191 382 2458 
% of SW total 10.3 25.7 40.8 7.8 15.5 100 

No. touring pitches 3603 3029 1993 404 787 9816 
% of SW total 36.7 30.9 20.3 4.1 8.0 100 

 

2.3.7 The SWT, FHB and CCP data are all available down to postcode district 
scale, but absence of provision in a particular district cannot be taken as 
definitive evidence for a shortfall in supply due to the scale of under-
reporting.  If the Denman estimate of more than a half of providers not 
appearing on any database is correct then their contents cannot be relied on 
for policy purposes. 
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3.  Farm involvement in tourist accommodation 
enterprises. 

 
 
3.1 Involvement rates. 

The results in this section are displayed in two forms. Firstly, percentage 
results based on the actual 512 respondents in the study. Secondly, these  
results are used to suggest the actual number of farm enterprises that could 
be involved in farm tourism enterprises, based on the total number of 
holdings for each region of the South West. In other words, from the data 
received by the individual farm respondents these tables extrapolate the 
numbers of farms that would be involved if each and every farm had been 
included in the study. The total column relates to the weighted totals, based 
on the different response levels gained from different regions in the study.  

3.1.1 Variations are evident between the involvement rates of farmers across both 
the type of farm accommodation enterprise and across the different counties. 
Table 3.1 indicates the variation across the counties based on involvement in 
any type of accommodation enterprise. 

 

Table 3.1:  Percentage of farms involved in any type of farm 
accommodation enterprise, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Weighted
Total 

Involved 20.7 20.0 9.2 13.0 16.2 16.1 
Stopped/ 
Intend / 
Interest 

25.0 23.0 15.3 18.7 18.2 20.4 

Uninterested 54.3 57.0 75.5 68.3 65.7 63.5 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 

3.1.3 It is apparent from Table 3.1 that involvement in farm accommodation 
enterprises varies considerably by county. One fifth of all farms in both 
Cornwall and Devon are involved compared to only 9% in Somerset.  
Likewise 76% of those respondents in Somerset stated they were 
uninterested in such enterprises compared to 54-57% in Cornwall and 
Devon. In Gloucestershire/Wiltshire and Dorset/Wiltshire, two-thirds of 
respondents were uninterested. Clearly levels of interest are higher in the two 
main tourist destinations within the South West. 

3.1.4 Table 3.2 places these figures in the context of the total number of farms 
within the region as a whole and the individual counties. Out of the 36,4002 

                                                
2   In the commentary, holdings are rounded to the nearest 100 and proportions to the nearest whole %. 
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farm holdings 23,100 were uninterested in such schemes, and only 5,800 
were involved, the highest number of farm holdings involved were located in 
Devon and Cornwall. These two counties account for 63% of all the farm 
holdings involved in any type of farm accommodation enterprises, although 
they also account for 58% of all those farms that were either previously 
involved, interested or intend to become involved. Such results indicate that it 
is very much these two counties that are more likely to be involved or wish to 
be involved, but also that such counties possess a higher level of turnover in 
terms of the number of holdings where such activities have ceased. 

 

Table 3.2: Number of farms involved in any type of farm 
accommodation enterprise, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Involved 1466 2223 782 764 610 5845 

1774 2556 1304 1099 687 7419 
Stopped  
Intend / 
Interest       
Uninterested 3857 6335 6431 4013 2479 23115 
Total 7097 11114 8517 5876 3776 36380 

 

3.1.5 Of the 5,800 farms stating they were ‘involved’ in one or more types of farm 
accommodation, Table 3.3 indicates how this involvement divides between 
the different types of farm accommodation enterprises. 

 

Table 3.3: Percentage of farms involved in different types of farm 
accommodation enterprises by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

B&B / 
Guesthouse 

19.0 14.3 45.5 38.9 36.8 28.8 

Self-
Catering 

52.4 52.4 36.3 27.8 31.6 42.5 

Static 
Caravan 

# 9.5 9.1 # 10.5 6.2 

Touring 
Caravan / 
Campsite 

23.8 19.0 9.1 33.3 21.1 20.1 

Hostel / 
Barn 

# 4.8 # # # 1.5 

Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
# - too low to quantify reliably 
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3.1.6 Table 3.3 clearly highlights that different counties place an emphasis on 
differing types of farm tourism enterprise. Self-catering accounts for over half 
of all those farms stating involvement in both Devon and Cornwall, and over 
two-fifths overall, whilst Bed & Breakfast accommodation enterprises are the 
more popular for farm holdings in Somerset, Gloucestershire/Wiltshire and 
Dorset/Wiltshire. The importance of caravan accommodation varies across 
the counties. Touring caravans and campsites are more popular than static 
caravans, the former accounting for between 9% (Somerset) to one third of 
all enterprises (Gloucestershire/Wiltshire). In no county do static caravans 
account for more than 10.5% of all farm accommodation enterprises. Virtually 
no holdings are involved with hostel and camping barns in any of the South 
West regions. 10 farms were involved in more than one farm accommodation 
enterprise, all of which were involved in two different enterprises. 

3.1.7 Table 3.4 presents these findings in terms of the actual number of farms.  
Devon clearly hosts the far greatest proportion of both self-catering and static 
caravan enterprises, whilst the proportion of Bed & Breakfast accommodation 
is more evenly located across all five counties. Caravan sites, both static and 
touring, appear to be less of a feature in Somerset, where Bed and Breakfast 
is the key enterprise (46%). Dorset/Wiltshire displays the most balanced 
division between the differing types of farm accommodation enterprise, 
although it is clear that Devon and Cornwall are the two most dominant 
counties in terms of numbers by far. 

 

Table 3.4: Number of farms involved in different types of farm 
accommodation enterprises, by county  

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

B&B / 
Guesthouse 

279 318 355 297 225 1689 

Self-
Catering 

768 1164 284 212 193 2402 

Static 
Caravan 

70 212 71 # 64 390 

Touring 
Caravan / 
Campsite 

349 423 71 255 128 1299 

Hostel / 
Barn 

# 106 # # # 65 

Total 1466 2223 782 764 610 5845 
# - too low to quantify reliably 
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3.2.  Involvement in Individual enterprises 

 This section details the varying levels of involvement of each accommodation 
sector by county, thus providing a clearer overview of differences in farm 
accommodation enterprise involvement within the South West region. 

 INVOLVEMENT IN BED AND BREAKFAST ACCOMMODATION 
ENTERPRISES. 

3.2.1 Table 3.5 indicates that Bed and Breakfast farm tourism enterprises are more 
popular in Dorset/Wiltshire, whilst 12% of Devon farms have given up such 
enterprises. Level of interest among farmers is higher, compared to the other 
types of farm tourism enterprise, albeit very few stated an intention to 
become involved in such enterprises. 

 

Table 3.5: Percentage of Farms involved in Bed and Breakfast / 
Guesthouse Enterprises, by region   

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Weighted 
Total 

Involved 4.3 3.0 5.1 5.7 7.1 4.6 
Stopped 6.5 12.0 3.1 3.3 4.0 6.6 
Intend 1.1 1.0 1.0 0.8 1.0 1.0 
Interested 5.4 4.0 2.0 1.6 4.0 3.4 
Uninterested 77.2 78.0 87.8 87.8 82.8 82.2 
Unsure 5.4 2.0 1.0 0.8 1.0 2.1 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 
 

Table 3.6: Number of Farms involved in Bed and Breakfast / 
Guesthouse Enterprises, by county   

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Involved 309 333 435 334 267 1678 
Stopped 463 1334 261 191 153 2401 
Intend 77 111 87 48 38 361 
Interested 386 445 174 96 153 1252 
Uninterested 5477 8669 7474 5159 3128 29907 
Unsure 386 222 87 48 38 781 
Total 7097 11114 8517 5876 3776 36380 

 

3.2.2 However, when compared to the potential number of farms, it is apparent that 
it is Somerset who boasts the highest number of farms involved with Bed & 
Breakfast enterprises, with Devon accounting for 56% of all those Bed & 
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Breakfast enterprises which have ceased activity (Table 3.6). Likewise, 66% 
of those who could be interested in such a scheme are farm holdings from 
the Devon and Cornwall regions, and 31% of those intending to begin such 
an enterprise are located within Devon. Clearly, this suggests that Devon is a 
key market segment for developing Bed & Breakfast enterprises.  

 INVOLVEMENT IN SELF-CATERING ENTERPRISES 

3.2.3 In terms of involvement in Self-Catering enterprises, such enterprises were 
the least likely of all accommodation types for farmers to express 
‘uninterested’, only 79% of respondents doing so (see Table 3.7), compared 
to over 80% for all other types of accommodation. Devon and Cornwall 
again, proved to hold the highest levels of involvement in such an activity, 
11% and 12% of farmers, respectively, stating that they were involved. In 
terms of interest, in all levels, apart from Somerset, levels were higher than 
for other types of accommodations, ranging from 8-10% of farmers. 

 

Table 3.7: Percentage of farms involved in Self-Catering 
accommodation enterprises, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Weighted 
Total 

Involved 12.0 11.0 4.1 4.1 6.1 7.9 
Stopped 3.3 4.0 3.1 1.6 1.0 2.9 
Intend 1.1 2.0 1.0 1.6 1.0 1.4 
Interested 9.8 8.0 4.1 8.9 10.1 7.8 
Uninterested 70.7 73.0 86.7 82.1 78.8 77.8 
Unsure 3.3 2.0 1.0 1.6 3.0 2.1 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 
3.2.4 Again, in terms of extrapolating the data to include all farm holdings at a 

regional level, 72% of all self-catering involvement is located within Devon 
and Cornwall, Devon actually accounting for 42% of all self-catering 
involvement. However, of those who had stopped self-catering enterprises, 
42% were located in Devon, suggesting perhaps there is a fair amount of 
turnover within this industry. Likewise, in Somerset it is estimated that as 
many as 348 farms are involved in such activity, but also that 261 have 
ceased activity. 

3.2.5 Levels of interest in self-catering are far higher than for any other type of 
accommodation enterprise, and suggest that this is an area that could be 
targeted in the near future. Virtually the same number are interested as are 
already involved in the industry. 
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Table 3.8: Number of farms involved in Self-Catering accommodation 
enterprises, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Involved 849 1223 348 239 229 2886 
Stopped 231 445 261 96 38 1070 
Intend 77 222 87 96 38 520 
Interested 694 889 348 525 381 2838 
Uninterested 5014 8113 7387 4825 2975 28315 
Unsure 231 222 87 96 114 751 
Total 7097 11114 8517 5876 3776 36380 

 
 INVOLVEMENT IN STATIC CARAVAN ENTERPRISES 
 
3.2.6 Over 90% of respondents from all five regions stated that they were 

uninterested in static caravans as a farm accommodation enterprise, with only 
2.7% of all farm respondents expressing an interest, the level is slightly higher 
in Gloucestershire/Wiltshire (Table 3.9) where no farm respondents were 
involved in such an activity. 

 

Table 3.9: Percentage of farms involved in Static Caravan 
accommodation enterprises, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Weighted 
Total 

Involved 1.1 2.0 1.0 # 2.0 1.3 
Stopped 3.3 1.0 # # # 0.9 
Intend # 1.0 # # 1.0 0.4 
Interested 2.2 2.0 2.0 4.1 3.0 2.5 
Uninterested 91.3 92.0 95.9 95.9 91.9 93.4 
Unsure 2.2 2.0 1.0 # 2.0 1.5 
Total 100 100 100 100 100.0 100.0 

# - too low to quantify reliably 

 
3.2.7 Such figures translate to less than 500 farms across the South West being 

involved in such activity, with nearly 34,000 not interested at all (Table 3.10). 
Compared to the other types of farm accommodation enterprises, far more 
were unsure about static caravans. Such results indicate that farmers’ levels 
of knowledge regarding such an activity could be lower than for other forms of 
farm accommodation enterprises, and this transmutes itself with a more 
cautious and negative consideration of such an activity.  
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Table 3.10: Number of farms involved in Static Caravan 
accommodation enterprises, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Involved 77 222 87 # 76 463 
Stopped 231 111 # # # 343 
Intend # 111 # # 38 149 
Interested 154 222 174 239 114 904 
Uninterested 6480 10225 8169 5637 3471 33982 
Unsure 154 222 87 # 76 540 
Total 7097 11114 8517 5876 3776 36380 

# - too low to quantify reliably 
 
 
 INVOLVEMENT IN TOURING CARAVAN AND CAMPSITE ENTERPRISES 
 
3.2.8 Touring Caravan and Campsite enterprises received far better responses 

than their static caravan counterpart (Table 3.11). 4% of respondents were 
involved in such enterprises, ranging from over 5% in Cornwall to only 1% in 
Somerset. Interestingly, Somerset respondents were more likely than any 
other county to express that they were uninterested (94%) in touring caravan 
and campsite accommodation, compared to only 78% in Cornwall.  As for 
self-catering enterprises, expressed levels of interest were fairly high, 
ranging from 4-8%. Despite this, very few respondents stated they were 
intending to take up such an enterprise.  

 

Table 3.11: Percentage of farms involved in Touring Caravan and 
Campsite accommodation enterprises, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Weighted 
Total 

Involved 5.4 4.0 1.0 4.9 4.0 3.7 
Stopped 4.3 1.0 # 3.3 2.0 1.9 
Intend # 1.0 # 0.8 2.0 0.6 
Interested 6.5 5.0 4.1 5.7 8.1 5.5 
Uninterested 78.3 88.0 93.9 84.6 81.8 86.3 
Unsure 5.4 1.0 1.0 0.8 2.0 1.9 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 
3.2.9 Again in terms of estimated numbers of actual enterprises across the 

counties, Cornwall and Devon are the key providers, although Gloucester-
shire/Wiltshire do account for 21% of such enterprises (Table 3.11). Apparent 
from Table 3.12, are the very small number of farms involved in such 
enterprises that are located in Somerset . 
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Table 3.12: Number of farms involved in Touring Caravan and 
Campsite accommodation enterprises, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Involved 386 445 87 287 153 1356 
Stopped 309 111 # 191 76 687 
Intend # 111 # 48 76 235 
Interested 463 556 348 334 305 2006 
Uninterested 5554 9780 7996 4968 3089 31388 
Unsure 386 111 87 48 76 708 
Total 7097 11114 8517 5876 3776 36380 

# - too low to quantify reliably 
 
 
 INVOLVEMENT IN HOSTEL AND CAMPING BARNS ENTERPRISES 
 
3.2.10 Among the five types of accommodation enterprise, levels of involvement in 

hostels and camping barns are by far the lowest. Only in Devon did one 
respondent state that they were involved, whilst over 97% of respondents in 
Dorset/Wiltshire and Gloucestershire/Wiltshire stated they were uninterested, 
the rate slightly lower for the other three regions (Table 3.13).  

 

Table 3.13: Percentage of farms involved in Hostel and Camping Barn 
accommodation enterprises, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Weighted 
Total 

Involved # 1.0 # # # 0.3 
Stopped 3.3 # # # # 0.6 
Intend 1.1 # # 0.8 # 0.3 
Interested 4.3 3.0 5.1 1.6 2.0 3.4 
Uninterested 88.0 93.0 92.9 96.7 97.0 93.0 
Unsure 3.3 3.0 2.0 0.8 1.0 2.3 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

# - too low to quantify reliably 

 
3.2.11 Due to insufficient data, it is not feasible to construct a reliable table indicating 

estimated numbers for hostel and camping barn enterprises. Overall, 100 are 
involved, while 200 have stopped and 100 intend to adopt.  Over 1,200 are 
interested.  It is clear that such a type of activity does not seem to appeal to 
the large majority of farmers and that its importance to the farm 
accommodation enterprises already underway is negligible. 
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3.3 Nature of the involvement. 
 
 Following the investigation into the varying levels of involvement across 

different regions and accommodation types, it is pertinent to consider what 
the nature of such involvement is. Consequently, this section aims to provide 
information relating to the length of operation of the enterprises, the degree 
of importance attached to such enterprises and the extent to which such 
operations were considered in terms of utilising a business plan. This section 
will also examine the degree to which farmers wish to see accommodation 
levels rise, and thus establish whether such involvement is felt to be an all-
year round activity or seasonally fluctuating. Given that only eighty farms 
responded that they were involved with farm accommodation enterprises, 
the following results have been condensed into ‘Bed and Breakfast’, ‘Self-
Catering’ and a ‘Caravan/Camp’ category which includes static caravans, 
touring caravans and hostel /camping barn accommodation. 

 
 LENGTH OF OPERATION 
 
3.3.1 As Table 3.14 indicates that the majority of farmers have been involved in 

farm accommodation enterprises for between 3-10 years, this accounts for 
81% of all responses. In terms of both Bed and Breakfast and Self-Catering 
accommodation, virtually equal proportions had been opened 2-5 years and 
5-10 years , each accounting for around two-fifths of responses, whilst half of 
all Caravan and camping establishments have been opened for 2-5 years, 
only one quarter 5-10 years. 

 

Table 3.14: Length of farm accommodation enterprise operation (%) 

No. years 
involved 

B&B/ 
Guesthouse 

Self-Cater Caravan / 
Camping 

Total 

> 2 8.3 12.5 4.2 6.2 
2-5 45.8 40.6 54.2 45.8 
5-10 41.7 37.5 25.0 35.0 
10+ 4.2 21.9 16.7 13.1 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 
 THE IMPORTANCE OF FARM ACCOMMODATION ENTERPRISES 
 
3.3.2 Respondents were questioned regarding how important their farm 

accommodation enterprise was at the present time, whether the degree of 
importance had changed over the past two years and whether they expected 
any change in the next two. The results indicate there are slight differences 
between the different types of accommodation enterprise but that for many 
such enterprises are an important element of their farming business, one 
which has grown in recent times, yet is felt to remain fairly stable in the future. 
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Table 3.15: The degree of importance today to the farm business 
of farm accommodation enterprises (%) 

Degree of 
importance 
NOW 

B&B/ 
Guesthouse 

Self-
Cater 

Caravan / 
Camping 

Total 

Essential 24.0 30.3 4.0 20.5 
Very Important 24.0 30.3 28.0 38.6 
Fairly Imp. 32.0 27.3 28.0 28.9 
Not Really Imp. 16.0 9.1 28.0 12.0 
Unimportant # 3.0 12.0 4.8 
Unsure 4.0 # # 1.2 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 
3.3.3 It is clear from Table 3.15, that virtually 60% of respondents felt that their farm 

accommodation enterprise was essential or very important to their farm 
business. Levels were particularly high for Bed and Breakfast and Self-
catering enterprises, whilst caravans and campsites responses were fairly 
split, 40% stating such an enterprise was ‘not really important’ or 
‘unimportant’. Self-catering and Bed and Breakfast enterprises require some 
change to the farm and usually charge a higher price than touring caravans 
and campsites, which can only require the use of a field and minimal 
overnight charge. Thus it is not surprising that such a difference in profile 
between different types of farm accommodation enterprise is discernible. 

 
3.3.4 Many farmers indicated that such enterprises had become far more important 

to them since they began. Over two-thirds of respondents felt that their farm 
accommodation enterprise had become more important over the last two 
years (Table 3.16), over 50% of Bed and Breakfast and Self-catering accom-
odation owners stating their enterprises had become a ‘lot more important’, 
compared to only one fifth of caravan/campsite establishment owners. 

 

Table 3.16: Extent to which the importance to the farm business of 
farm accommodation enterprises has changed (%) 

Degree of 
importance 
CHANGED 

B&B/ 
Guesthouse 

Self-
Cater 

Caravan/ 
Camping 

Total 

Lot more Imp. 52.0 51.5 20.8 42.7 
Little more Imp. 24.0 24.2 25.0 24.4 
Stayed similar 20.0 18.2 37.5 24.4 
Little less Imp. # 3.0 16.7 6.1 
Lot less Imp. 4.0 # # 1.2 
Unsure # 3.0 # 1.2 
Total 100 100 100 100 
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3.3.5 One quarter or respondents suggested that its importance had remained 
similar, although this response did account for just over one-third of all 
caravan/campsite respondents. Only 7% of all respondents felt their 
accommodation business had become less important, emphasising the 
importance of such enterprises in the day-to-day running of farm business. 

 
3.3.6 In terms of the perceived degree of change in importance over the next two 

years, virtually half the respondents felt that this would remain fairly static. Of 
the other 50%, one quarter felt such enterprises would become a little more 
important, and one fifth a lot more important. This suggests that a substantial 
number of such enterprises are perceived to be a key element of their farm 
business and one whose influence will either remain stable or will rise. One 
third of Bed & Breakfast respondents and one fifth of Self-catering 
respondents indicated that they felt such an enterprise would become a lot 
more important over the next two years, compared to 60% of Caravan and 
campsite respondents who felt it would remain static. Again this could relate 
to the differences in terms of the capital expenditure of such businesses. 

 

Table 3.17: Degree to which expect change in the importance of 
the farm accommodation enterprise in the next two years (%) 

Degree of 
change expected 

B&B/ 
Guesthouse 

Self-
Cater 

Caravan/ 
Campsite 

Total 

Lot more Imp. 32.0 21.2 8.0 20.5 
Little more Imp. 24.0 27.3 24.0 25.3 
Stay similar 44.0 45.5 60.0 49.4 
Little less Imp. # 3.0 4.0 2.4 
Lot less Imp. # # # 0.0 
Unsure # 3.0 4.0 2.4 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 
3.3.7 Despite the assertion above that many farmers perceive farm accommodation 

enterprises to be important to their farm business and feel that the importance 
of such businesses has risen, and will do so or remain stable, the majority of 
farmers did not set up their enterprises with a formal business plan (Table 
3.18). Overall 86% did not construct a business plan, although only 77% of 
those who were involved in Self-catering had not, suggesting this potentially 
involves a greater degree of thought and change to existing practices. 

3.3.8 What the results in this section indicate, is that farm accommodation 
enterprises are considered to hold an important place in the general farm 
business, and this importance has risen considerably over the last two years. 
Despite this, few farmers are involved in such enterprises and many set such 
businesses up on an ad-hoc basis, without constructing formal business 
plans.  There is clearly a role to be played by such enterprises in the day-to-
day running of farms, and as yet such a role is largely ignored by a 
considerable sector of the farming community. 
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Table 3.18: Use of a formal business plan in setting up farm 
accommodation business (%) 

 B&B/ 
Guesthouse 

Self-
Cater 

Caravan/ 
Campsite 

Total 

Yes 8.0 21.2 8.0 12.0 
No 92.0 76.8 92.0 85.5 
Unsure # 3.0 # 1.2 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

 OCCUPANCY RATES 
 
3.3.9 In terms of the occupancy rates of such establishments, Table 3.19, indicates 

that virtually all the establishments are open between May and September, 
with the shoulder months of March and April, and October. Fewer 
establishment are open between November and February inclusive, although 
in terms of Self-catering three quarters remain open, whilst for Bed and 
Breakfast accommodation the corresponding figures is two-thirds. Less than 
one third of all Caravan/campsite establishments open between November 
and February, just over one half by March. This is probably due to the more 
inclement weather conditions of these months, with such establishments 
based on sleeping in the out-of-doors. 

 

Table 3.19: Opening months of farm accommodation enterprises   
(% of the total no. of each type of establishment opened) 

 B&B/ 
Guesthouse 

Self-Cater Caravan/ 
Campsite 

January 66.7 75.0 31.8 
February 66.7 75.0 31.8 
March 70.1 81.3 59.1 
April 87.5 90.6 86.4 
May 95.8 96.9 90.1 
June 100.0 96.9 95.4 
July 100.0 100.0 100.0 
August 100.0 100.0 100.0 
September 95.8 96.9 90.1 
October 91.7 93.8 81.2 
November 70.1 78.1 36.3 
December 62.5 75.0 31.8 
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3.3.10 In terms of when establishments wish to see higher occupancy figures, this 
depends on the type of establishment. In terms of Bed and Breakfast farm 
accommodation enterprises it is the late spring early summer time (April, May, 
June) that dominates with over 50% of establishments seeking higher 
occupancy during these months (Table 3.20). In comparison Self-catering 
establishments are seeking higher occupancy between October and February 
inclusive, less than one-fifth seeking more in the summer (July - September). 
Finally, for Caravan and campsite establishments the results are more mixed. 
There appears to be a desire to increase occupancy in the months 
immediately prior to Christmas (78%), yet very little desire in the immediate 
New Year. Two thirds of establishments also wished to gain higher occupancy 
in the months of June and August, indicating that such establishments have 
some shortfall of occupancy in the main holiday season. 

 

Table 3.20: Percentage of establishments wishing for higher 
occupancy rates per month 

 B&B/ 
Guesthouse 

Self-Cater Caravan/ 
Campsite 

January 31.8 51.6 8.7 
February 31.8 51.6 8.7 
March 36.4 45.2 30.4 
April 50.0 41.9 39.1 
May 63.6 41.9 47.8 
June 59.1 35.5 69.6 
July 45.5 16.3 43.5 
August 50.0 9.7 69.6 
September 36.4 16.3 47.8 
October 45.5 48.4 34.8 
November 36.4 48.4 78.3 
December 31.8 48.4 78.3 

 
3.3.11 What is clear is that different types of farm accommodation enterprise desire 

higher occupancy rates at differing times of the year, and thus each sector 
must be considered individually and it is unlikely that any one strategy would 
fully encompasses the needs and desires of all. 
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3.4 Farm and farmer profiles. 

 Having discussed the nature of the involvement of farmers, it is important to 
have an understanding of the types of farms and farmers that are involved in 
such accommodation enterprises, compared to their non-involved 
counterparts. This section aims to provide such information based on the 
type of farm and on the characteristics of the farmers themselves.  

 TYPE OF FARM 

3.4.1 Table 3.21 indicates that the majority of farms involved in farm 
accommodation enterprises are working farms. Slightly fewer respondents 
who were uninterested were involved with a working farm, whilst slightly 
more of those who had stopped such enterprises, were interested or 
intended to begin an accommodation enterprise, were involved in farms 
which had ceased working within the last five years. 

 

Table 3.21: Type of farm (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Working Farm 95.0 95.1 91.2 92.6 
Ceased working 
< 5 years ago 

3.8 4.9 3.3 3.7 

Ceased working 
> 5 years ago 

# # 1.2 0.8 

Not working 1.8 # 1.2 2.9 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

Table 3.22: Type of farm enterprise (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Cereals 1.3 7.8 10.4 7.1 
Dairy 26.6 24.5 38.1 33.5 
Cattle & Sheep 
Upland 

8.9 7.8 5.4 6.5 

Cattle & Sheep 
Lowland 

15.2 21.6 20.8 20.1 

Mixed 46.8 32.4 23.1 28.8 
Other 1.3 3.0 5.2 4.0 
Total 100 100 100 100 
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3.4.2 Virtually half of all farms involved with farm accommodation enterprises were 
mixed farms, a further quarter dairy farms (Table 3.22). Levels of cereal 
farms were lower amongst those involved with farm accommodation 
enterprises, compared to those respondents who were uninterested in such 
enterprises.  The results also suggest that mixed farms could be targeted in 
order to encourage further involvement, and that such farmers may be more 
receptive to such diversification ideas given the relatively high numbers of 
those expressing an interest/intention. 

 FARM HOLDINGS 

3.4.3 In terms of the actual size and make up of farm holdings (Table 3.23), three-
quarters of respondents who were involved in farm tourism enterprises were 
based on farms over 50 ha, two-fifths of whom were on farms of over 100 ha.  
In comparison only 60% of those who were not involved, were on farms of 
over 50ha, whilst one third of those farmers who had previously stopped 
accommodation enterprises, intended to start or expressed an interest had a 
farm holding of 50-100 ha.  

  

Table 3.23: Total size of farm holding (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

< 5 ha # 2.0 4.2 3.0 
5 – 20 ha 6.3 3.0 8.6 7.1 
20 – 50 ha 19.0 22.8 27.5 25.2 
50 – 100 ha 30.4 33.7 24.6 27.4 
100+ ha 44.3 28.6 35.1 37.3 
Total 100 100 100 100 

  

3.4.4 Very few small farms expressed an involvement in such enterprises; rather it 
is the larger farms who possess the space and necessary buildings or fields 
that are more likely to become involved in such schemes. The majority of 
respondents only possessed one farm holding, although nearly one fifth of 
those who were involved in farm accommodation enterprises were involved 
with two (Table.3.24). Apart from this slightly higher level in terms of 2 
holdings, the characteristics for those involved and not involved in farm 
accommodation enterprises differ very slightly. 

3.4.5 In terms of tenure slightly more differences are discernible between those 
involved and those not involved in farm accommodation enterprises (Table 
3.25). A higher proportion of farmers who were involved owned their holding 
whilst fewer were tenants. In terms of mixed tenure the levels for those 
involved and those uninterested were equal, whilst one-fifth of responses 
was given from respondents who expressed an intention or interest, or who 
had been previously involved with such schemes. 
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Table 3.24: Total number of farm holdings (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

1 72.4 79.8 79.0 78.1 
2 18.4 15.2 12.0 13.6 
3 5.3 3.0 5.5 5.5 
4 or more 3.9 2.0 5.0 3.3 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

Table 3.25: Tenure of farm holdings (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Owner 70.9 60.6 65.5 65.4 
Tenant 15.2 19.2 18.7 18.2 
Manager # # 1.9 1.2 
Mixed 13.9 20.2 13.9 15.2 
Total 100 100 100 100 

3.4.6. Such results indicate that slight differences are discernible in terms of the 
size and tenure of farm holdings and the likelihood of farms being involved. 
Generally, farmers who own their land and have large farms and perhaps 
more than one holding, appear more likely to be involved in farm 
accommodation enterprises, than those who are tenants or only possess 
small farm holdings. 

 THE FARMER PROFILE 

3.4.7. The majority of farm owners questioned belonged to a farming family (Table 
3.26), although this level was higher for those involved in farm 
accommodation enterprises, where over 90% stated that they belonged to a 
farming family.  

 

Table 3.26: Belong to a farming family (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Yes 93.6 87.3 88.0 88.7 
No 6.4 12.7 12.0 11.3 
Total 100 100 100 100 
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3.4.8 However, despite this, fewer owners who were involved in farm 
accommodation enterprises were farming in the same county as where they 
were born, 68% compared to 76-77% of the other two categories (Table 
3.27). This suggests that potentially farm accommodation enterprises are  
slightly more likely to be undertaken by farms where farmers have moved 
into the area rather than by those who were born and bred there. 

 

Table 3.27: Born in the same county as where farm now (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Yes 68.4 76.5 76.3 75.1 
No 31.6 23.5 23.7 24.9 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

3.4.9 Table 3.28 indicates that the age profile of those involved in farm 
accommodation enterprises differs slightly to those who are either 
uninterested or perhaps considering such a venture. Slightly more owners of 
farms involved with farm accommodation enterprises are aged between 50-
64, whilst a similar 44% of those who are perhaps considering such a venture 
are in the lower age category of 35-49. Of those who were uninterested one 
quarter were aged over 65+, indicating that age could be a factor in deciding 
whether to diversify into such activities.  

 

Table 3.28: Age of respondent (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

< 35 3.9 6.9 4.7 5.1 
35-49 35.1 44.1 30.7 34.1 
50-64 44.2 32.4 39.9 39.0 
65+ 16.9 16.7 24.7 21.8 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

3.4.10 Finally, it is apparent that only one-third of the owners of farms who were 
involved in farm accommodation enterprises had received any formal 
training, whilst 60% of those who had been involved, expressed an interest or 
intended to become involved had gained formal training (Table.3.29).  

3.4.11 This suggests that perhaps this group are more aware of the risks of 
involvement and through their training have gained the knowledge to fully 
assess circumstances before deciding on a definite course of action or actual 
involvement. 
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Table 3.29: Received any formal agricultural training (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Yes 33.8 59.8 31.9 38.0 
No 66.2 40.2 68.1 62.0 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

 EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME 

3.4.12 Interestingly, of those involved in farm accommodation enterprises more  
respondents asserted that farming was their main source of income, 89%, 
compared to less than 80% of those who were either uninterested or had 
stopped, intended or were interested in such schemes. 

 

Table 3.30: Reliant on farming for main income (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Yes 88.5 79.2 79.5 80.9 
No 11.5 20.8 20.5 19.1 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

3.4.13 Likewise, as Table 3.31 indicates slightly more of those involved in a farm 
accommodation exercises stated that they were employed full-time in 
farming. One-fifth of these respondents said they were not employed full time 
in farming, compared to one-quarter of other respondents. This could be 
because the farm accommodation enterprise takes up extra time and 
because they are reliant on the farm for their main income.  

 

Table 3.31: Employed full-time in farming (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Yes 78.2 76.0 75.6 76.1 
No 21.8 24.0 24.4 23.9 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

3.4.14 Finally, as Table 3.32 highlights, more of those who were involved with farm 
accommodation enterprises had at some time, had a full-time job other than 
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farming, perhaps suggesting that they gained some expertise in the running 
of a business before coming back and setting up such a scheme. In 
comparison nearly three-quarters of those who were not interested in such 
schemes had never been employed full-time elsewhere. This suggests that 
potentially those who have been employed elsewhere may be more willing to 
become involved in such accommodation schemes, the levels of those 
expressing an interest falling in the middle of the other two.  

 

Table 3.32: Ever had a full time job other than farming (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Yes 35.1 32.7 26.9 29.4 
No 64.9 65.9 73.1 70.6 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

3.4.15 Such results suggest that for many of those involved in farm accommodation 
enterprises farming is now their main way of life and source of income. 
However, at some point significant number have left farming to pursue a full-
time job elsewhere and have perhaps developed the necessary business 
skills enabling them to get their farm accommodation schemes up and 
running. 
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3.5 Motivations and desired support. 

 This section will specifically examine the motivations and desired support for 
those that are currently involved in farm accommodation enterprises, a total 
of 80 farms, or 15.6% of the sample respondents. Sections 5.2 and 5.3 detail 
the support required for potential diversifiers and the motivations behind 
those that are not interested in diversifying at all. 

 MOTIVATIONS FOR BECOMING INVOLVED WITH FARM TOURISM 

3.5.1 The reasons of farm accommodation owners for becoming involved in farm 
tourism appear complex. Table 3.33 details all the motivations provided in 
order of their importance, and it is clear that a good location, profit, long-term 
viability, the availability of resources, and meeting people all figure with 
scores of over 30%. 

 

Table 3.33: Motivations for entering farm tourism (%) 

 Yes No 

Good Location 40.3 59.7 
Profit 37.5 62.5 
Long Term Viability 36.1 63.9 
Spare Resources 33.3 66.7 
To Meet People 31.9 68.1 
No Option due to falling income 27.8 72.2 
Hobby or Interest 22.2 77.8 
Promote a positive image of farming 19.4 80.6 
Other 16.7 83.3 
Grants and Subsidies   5.6 94.4 

 

Table 3.34: Reasons encouraging involvement with farm tourism 
enterprises (%) 

 Yes No 

Other 40.9 59.1 
Own Market Research 33.3 66.7 
Recommendation by friend/colleague 21.2 78.8 
Info. from magazine /newspapers   3.0 97.0 
Advice from Tourist Organisation   3.0 97.0 
Advice from Professional Consultant   1.8 98.5 
Information from the Internet   1.5 98.5 
Advice from Farming Organisation * 99.9 
Research from an agency * 99.9 
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3.5.2 It is evident that the availability of grants and subsidies is only a motivation 
for a very small number of farmers.  Similarly the influence of organisational 
support, both from farming and tourism organisations, was not considered a 
major influence encouraging people into farm tourism enterprises (Table 
3.34). Many farmers were encouraged to become involved in farm 
accommodation enterprises for other reasons, a third stated due to their own 
market research and one-fifth a recommendation. Clearly it is very much 
personal research that has encouraged involvement and not advice from 
outside organisations or from media sources. 

 MARKETING  

3.5.3 Despite the lack of encouragement to begin such enterprises from outside 
organisations, it is clear that many farmers use such organisations in the 
marketing of their enterprises. Table 3.35 highlights that one-third of farmers 
utilise the Tourist Board and National media in their advertising efforts, with 
41% using Other Tourism guides or websites. 

 

Table 3.35: Marketing methods utilised to advertise farm 
accommodation enterprises (%) 

 Yes No 

Other Tourism guide or website 40.8 59.2 
Tourist Board guide or website 32.4 67.6 
Other National paid advertising 32.4 67.6 
Other Farming guide or website 22.5 77.5 
Local Authority area guide or website 21.1 78.9 
Other Local paid advertising 21.1 78.9 
None 21.1 78.9 
Contacting Past Visitors 18.3 81.7 

 

3.5.4 From this table it appears as though regional and national advertising is 
utilised by more farmers than specifically local advertising, indicating that 
many farm accommodation enterprises are looking to gain from the national 
market, and not just the local areas. Interestingly one fifth of accommodation 
owners do not utilise any form of marketing at all. 

 POTENTIAL ASSISTANCE 

3.5.5 Having analysed the motivations and encouragement behind involvement in 
farm accommodation enterprises, it is necessary to ascertain in what ways 
support for such enterprises could be enhanced in the future. When 
questioned regarding whether or not they had managed to receive enough 
information for their enterprise, 57% agreed, yet one quarter were undecided 
(Table 3.36).  
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Table 3.36: Enough information received for farm accommodation 
enterprise (%) 

 % 

Definitely Yes 13.8 
Mainly Yes 43.1 
Neither 24.6 
Mainly No 10.8 
Definitely No   4.6 
Unsure   3.1 
Total 100 

 

3.5.6 Such results offer the potential to enhance the information farmers receive, 
and in the analysis of the responses considering in which areas assistance is 
required, issues of market demand and marketing were each cited by two-
fifths of all respondents (Table 3.37) 

 

Table 3.37: Areas in which assistance could be useful for those 
involved in farm accommodation enterprises (%) 

 Yes No 

Information on Market Demand 39.6 60.4 
Marketing 37.5 62.5 
Case Studies 22.9 77.1 
Financial Planning 12.5 87.5 
Other 12.5 87.5 
Handling enquiries/bookings 10.4 89.6 
Sourcing Supplies   8.3 91.7 
Staff Training   2.1 97.9 

 
3.5.7 The results in this section indicate that for many farms they began their 

involvement in farm accommodation enterprises for financial reasons, due to 
the availability of resources and the potential for personal benefit. They rely 
heavily on their own market research and personal recommendations, utilising 
marketing at national, regional as well as local scales. Advice from 
organisations, both farming, tourism and professional agencies have not been 
a source of encouragement, yet it is in the areas of market demand and 
marketing that farm accommodation owners wish to receive more assistance. 
Balancing their desire for assistance, with the low level with which professional 
organisations have been received, appears to be a crucial issue in 
encouraging and providing support. 
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4.  Farm involvement in other tourism enterprises. 
 
 
4.1 Involvement rates. 

4.1.1 Having assessed the situation regarding farm accommodation enterprises, 
this section details more closely involvement in other (non-accommodation) 
farm tourism enterprises. As before, involvement rates will be presented in 
percentage form based on the 512 sample respondents, and this data is 
weighted to indicate the total number of farms involved based on the five 
counties comprising the South West tourism region.  

4.1.2 Table 4.1 indicates that the level of involvement in other farm tourism 
enterprises is lower than for farm accommodation enterprises, Gloucester-
shire/Wiltshire, Dorset/Wiltshire and Devon displaying the highest levels of 
involvement. The level of potential involvement varies across the regions; in 
Cornwall and Devon over one-quarter of respondents stated they were 
potentially interested, whilst levels for Somerset and Gloucestershire/Wiltshire 
are much lower. 

 

Table 4.1: Percentage of farms involved in any non-accommodation 
farm tourism enterprises, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Weighted 
Total 

Involved 9.8 11.0 6.1 12.2 17.2 10.5 
Stopped / 
Intend / 
Interest 

28.3 26.0 15.3 15.4 20.2 21.6 

Uninterested 62.0 63.0 78.6 72.4 62.6 67.9 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 

4.1.3 When these figures are translated into numbers, it is apparent that Devon is 
the most involved county, accounting for 32% of all farms involved.  Likewise 
Devon accounts for 37% of those potentially interested in other forms of farm 
tourism enterprise, whilst Cornwall accounts for 25% (Table 4.2). 

4.1.4 In terms of the actual nature of the involvement, Table 4.3 indicates that 
again this differs by region, with activities connected with food (pick your 
own, picnics, restaurants, cafes etc.) most popular in Somerset and Cornwall 
whilst in the other counties it is activities connected with sport. Fishing and 
Shooting enterprises are most popular in Gloucestershire/Wiltshire and 
Dorset/Wiltshire, whilst in Somerset pony treks and riding account for one-
quarter of all other farm tourism enterprises. Overall sporting enterprises 
account for 62% of all other tourism enterprises, activities involving food a 
fifth. 
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Table 4.2: Number of farms involved in any other forms of farm 
tourism enterprises, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Involved 694 1223 521 717 648 3803 
Stopped/ 
Intend/Interest 2006 2890 1304 908 763 7869 
Uninterested 4397 7002 6692 4252 2365 24707 
Total 7097 11114 8517 5876 3776 36380 

 

Table 4.3: Percentage of farms involved in different types of 
other farm tourism enterprise, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Fishing/ 
Shooting 

27.2 28.6 12.5 32.0 38.5 28.9 

Pony Treks 
/Riding 

9.1 14.3 25.0 32.0 30.9 21.0 

Other sports # 19.0 12.5 8.0 11.5 12.2 
Pick own / 
Picnic /Food 

36.4 23.8 37.5 12.1 # 20.9 

Other 27.2 14.3 12.5 16.0 19.2 17.0 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

# - too low to quantify reliably 

 

Table 4.4: Number of farms involved in different types of other 
farm tourism enterprise, by region 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Fishing/ 
Shooting 

231 667 87 382 381 1749 

Pony Treks 
/Riding 

77 333 174 382 305 1272 

Other sports # 444 87 96 114 741 
Pick own / 
Picnic /Food 

309 555 261 144 # 1269 

Other 231 333 87 191 190 1032 
Total 848 2332 696 1195 990 6063 

# - too low to quantify reliably 
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4.1.5 Again, Table 4.4 portrays this data in terms of potential figures relating to the 

entire farm holdings in the South West region. Devon displays the most equal 
spread across all activity types, whilst Gloucestershire/Wiltshire and Dorset 
/Wiltshire evidently rely on both fishing and shooting activities and pony treks 
and riding.  
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4.2 Involvement in Individual Enterprises 

 This section details the involvement rates across each individual type of other 
farm tourism enterprise. Given the low level of farms involved, the different 
types of enterprise have been combined as in the tables above. The other 
category includes enterprises connected to wildlife, farm interpretation 
centres, conference venues and others. It is important to emphasise that the 
sample utilised for the analysis in this section were small, and the results are 
intended as guidance only. 

 NATURE OF INVOLVEMENT IN FISHING / SHOOTING ACTIVITIES 

4.2.1 It is apparent from Table 4.5 that it is Dorset/Wiltshire that boasts the highest 
proportion of farms involved with fishing and shooting farm tourism activities, 
whilst in Cornwall the proportion of farms involved is equal to those that have 
recently stopped their shooting or fishing enterprise. The majority of farmers 
are not interested in involvement: 91% of those respondents located in 
Somerset are uninterested compared to only 1% who are involved. 

 

Table 4.5: Percentage involved in fishing / shooting activities, by 
county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Weight 
Total 

Involved 3.3 6.0 1.0 6.5 10.1 4.8 
Stopped 3.3 2.0 # 0.8 # 1.4 
Intend # 1.0 1.0 1.6 # 0.8 
Interested 5.4 4.0 6.1 5.7 6.1 5.3 
Uninterested 81.5 83.0 90.8 85.4 78.8 84.5 
Unsure 6.5 4.0 1.0 # 5.1 3.3 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 

Table 4.6: Number of farms potentially involved in fishing / 
shooting farm tourism activities, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Involved 231 667 87 382 381 1749 
Stopped 231 222 # 48 # 501 
Intend # 111 87 96 # 294 
Interested 386 445 521 334 229 1915 
Uninterested 5786 9225 7735 5016 2975 30736 
Unsure 463 445 87 # 191 1185 
Total 7097 11114 8517 5876 3776 36380 
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4.2.2 When translated into actual numbers of farm holdings, Devon hosts the 
largest number of farms involved, accounting for 38% of all farms that are 
involved, and 38% of all those farm holdings who intend to establish such an 
enterprise (Table 4.6). However, Devon also accounts for 44% of all those 
farms that have ceased their involvement with fishing and shooting farm 
tourism enterprises. 

 NATURE OF INVOLVEMENT IN PONY TREKKING / RIDING ACTIVITIES 

4.2.3 Pony Trekking and Riding activities exhibit interesting differences between 
the counties in terms of the proportion of farm holdings involved with such an 
enterprise (Table 4.7). 7% of respondents in Gloucestershire/Wiltshire  and 
8% of respondents in Dorset/Wiltshire were involved in such an activity, 
compared to only 1% in Cornwall and 2% in Somerset. The figure for Dorset 
is not surprising given its close proximity to the New Forest and the 
opportunities this allows. Worryingly more farm holdings in Cornwall had 
ceased involvement with riding, with levels of interest highest within the 
counties of Devon and Dorset/Wiltshire. 

 

Table 4.7: Percentage of farms involved in pony trekking / riding 
farm tourism activities, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Weight 
Total 

Involved 1.1 3.0 2.0 6.5 8.1 3.5 
Stopped 3.3 1.0 # # # 0.9 
Intend 1.1 2.0 1.0 1.6 1.0 1.4 
Interested 4.3 6.0 2.0 4.1 7.1 4.5 
Uninterested 88.0 87.0 91.8 87.8 80.8 87.8 
Unsure 2.2 1.0 3.1 # 3.0 1.8 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 

Table 4.8: Number of farms involved in pony trekking / riding 
farm tourism activities, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Involved 77 333 174 382 305 1272 
Stopped 231 111 # # # 343 
Intend 77 222 87 96 38 520 
Interested 309 667 174 239 267 1655 
Uninterested 6248 9669 7822 5159 3051 31950 
Unsure 154 111 261 # 114 641 
Total 7097 11114 8517 5876 3776 36380 
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4.2.4 As Table 4.8 portrays, it is estimated that just over 1,200 farm holdings could 
be involved with pony trekking and riding activities across the South West. 
The potential number of farms involved within Somerset, and particularly 
Cornwall, are low compared to the other three counties, with Cornwall 
accounting for 67% of all those farms that have ceased their involvement 
with the activity. Levels of interest are fairly high in all areas, apart from 
Somerset, with around 2,000 farms interested or intending to become 
involved in riding activities. 

 

 NATURE OF INVOLVEMENT IN OTHER SPORTING ACTIVITIES 

4.2.5 It is apparent that interest levels and participation levels are higher amongst 
sports based activities, such as those mentioned above, than other forms of 
tourism activity. Although, as Table 4.9, indicates, few farm holdings are 
currently involved in other types of farm sports activity, its is clear that 
interest levels, in comparison with other types of activity, are fairly high.  

 

Table 4.9: Percentage of farms involved in other sporting farm 
tourism activities, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Weight 
Total 

Involved # 2.0 0.5 0.8 1.5 1.0 
Stopped 3.3 # # 0.4 # 0.7 
Intend 2.2 1.0 # 1.2 1.0 1.1 
Interested 5.4 5.0 5.1 4.1 7.1 5.3 
Uninterested 86.4 87.0 93.9 91.9 86.9 89.4 
Unsure 2.7 5.0 0.5 1.6 3.5 2.6 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 

Table 4.10: Number of farms involved in other sporting farm 
tourism activities, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Involved # 222 43 48 57 355 
Stopped 231 # # 24 # 249 
Intend 154 111 # 72 38 391 
Interested 386 556 435 239 267 1918 
Uninterested 6133 9669 7996 5398 3280 32508 
Unsure 193 556 43 96 133 959 
Total 7097 11114 8517 5876 3776 36380 
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4.2.6 As with pony treks, it is estimated that around 2,000 farm holdings could be 
interested in establishing some type of other sporting tourism activity, despite 
less than 400 farms being involved based on the respondent sample (Table 
4.10). The counties of Devon and Cornwall account for over two-thirds of 
those with the intention of setting up such an enterprise, although farmers in 
Devon appear to be the most cautious, accounting for 58% of all those 
stating they were unsure. 

 NATURE OF INVOLVEMENT IN FOOD BASED ACTIVITIES 

4.2.7 As noted earlier, involvement in food based activities seems to be the most 
thought-out mode of involvement in farm tourism enterprises, with a 
considerable proportion of those involved having established business plans. 
The need to adequately assess the market, especially in terms of tea-rooms, 
restaurants, farm shops and pick-your-own enterprises, could explain the 
lower level of interest cited in this activity, only 3% of respondents stating an 
interest, and less than half a percent intending to become involved. 

 

Table 4.11: Percentage of farms involved in food based farm 
tourism activities, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Weight 
Total 

Involved 1.4 1.7 1.0 0.8 # 1.0 
Stopped 3.3 0.3 # # 0.3 0.7 
Intend 0.7 0.3 # 0.3 0.7 0.4 
Interested 4.7 3.3 2.0 2.2 4.4 3.3 
Uninterested 87.0 90.7 95.6 95.7 93.3 92.6 
Unsure 2.9 3.7 1.4 1.1 1.3 2.0 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 

Table 4.12: Number of farms involved in food based farm tourism 
activities, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Involved 103 185 87 48 # 355 
Stopped 231 37 # # 13 261 
Intend 51 37 # 16 25 142 
Interested 334 370 174 127 165 1184 
Uninterested 6171 10077 8140 5621 3522 33704 
Unsure 206 408 116 64 51 734 
Total 7097 11114 8517 5876 3776 36380 
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4.2.8 Under 400 farms are currently estimated to be involved in such food based 
activities (Table 4.12), with the main interest originating from the counties of 
Cornwall and Devon, This is not surprising, given their long held reputation 
as key holiday areas within the South West, and thus there is the ability to 
offer tea and refreshments to those exploring the local area whilst on their 
holidays. The majority of those who have ceased involvement with such an 
activity have been based in Cornwall, which could imply that such schemes 
are only worthwhile if farms are not too far off the beaten track. 

 NATURE OF INVOLVEMENT IN OTHER FARM TOURISM ACTIVITIES 
 
4.2.9 Finally, it is worth considering other types of farm tourism activities. These 

encompass a wide range of different enterprises, from conference venues, to 
farm interpretation centres and wildlife areas. The proportion of respondents 
involved in such activities was highly limited, although the level of interest in 
such activities was fairly high. This indicates that perhaps farmers are 
considering how to make their farm tourism activity stand out and differ from 
the rest, wishing to provide something different from sporting or food based 
activities. 

 

Table 4.13: Percentage of farms involved in other types of farm 
tourism activities, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Weight 
Total 

Involved 0.8 0.8 0.3 0.8 1.3 0.8 
Stopped 3.3 0.3 # 0.2 # 0.7 
Intend 1.4 1.0 0.5 0.8 0.8 0.9 
Interested 6.8 4.3 4.8 4.1 5.6 5.0 
Uninterested 83.4 89.8 92.1 91.5 88.4 89.2 
Unsure 4.3 4.0 2.3 2.6 4.0 3.4 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 

Table 4.14: Number of farms involved in other types of farm 
tourism activities, by county 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/
N.Wilts 

Dorset/ 
S.Wilts 

Total 

Involved 58 83 22 48 48 284 
Stopped 231 28 # 12 # 249 
Intend 96 111 43 48 29 320 
Interested 482 472 413 239 210 1830 
Uninterested 5921 9975 7843 5374 3337 32454 
Unsure 309 445 196 155 153 1243 
Total 7097 11114 8517 5876 3776 36380 
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4.2.10 As Table 4.14 indicates, as yet very few farms are involved in such activities, 

with over six times as much interest in these types of enterprise as there is 
involvement at present.  A fairly high number of farmers appear to be unsure 
about entering into such enterprises, and thus again, the importance of 
information and advice on potential markets and financial planning appears 
crucial in order to persuade such farmers that such schemes can be of 
benefit. 
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4.3 Nature of the involvement 
 
 Following the investigation into the varying levels of involvement across 

different regions and types of farm tourism activity, this section will now 
consider what the nature of such involvement is.  Consequently, this section 
aims to provide information relating to the length of operation of the 
enterprises, the degree of importance attached to such enterprises and the 
extent to which such operations were considered in terms of utilising a 
business plan.  Again, given that only 58 farms indicated they were involved 
in farm tourism enterprises, other than accommodation, this section will 
utilise the same categories as utilised in Section 4.2. 

 LENGTH OF OPERATION 

4.3.1 Nearly half of all the other types of farm tourism enterprise had been in 
operation for over 10 years (Table 4.15). However, 29% of pony treks and 
riding activities had only been established within the last 2 years, with 31% of 
all other sporting activities and 21% of food based and within the last 2- 5 
years. For all the categories between 43-55% had been established for more 
than 10 years, indicating that many other forms of farming activities have 
been part of the specific farm culture for a considerable period. More 
worrying is the fact that only 13% of the total have been established within 
the last 2 years, suggesting a slowdown in the number of participants 
becoming involved with such activities. 

 

Table 4.15: Length of other farm tourism enterprise operation (%) 

 Fishing/ 
Shooting 

Pony Treks 
/Riding 

Other 
Sports 

Food 
Based 

Other Total 

> 2 years  9.4 29.4 8.3 6.3 5.3 13.1 
2-5 18.9 11.8 20.8 21.9 15.8 17.2 
5–10 26.4 15.7 25.0 25.0 23.7 22.7 
Over 10 years  45.3 43.1 45.8 46.9 55.3 47.0 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 

 IMPORTANCE OF OTHER FORMS OF TOURISM ENTERPRISE 

4.3.2 As with farm accommodation enterprises, 74% of those involved in other forms 
of farm tourism activity felt that the enterprise was of some sort of importance 
to the farm business itself.  One third of all those involved felt their enterprise 
was fairly important, whilst 22% state it was essential (see Table 4.16). 

4.3.3 In terms of differences between types of enterprise, those involved in food 
based activities were more likely to state that such an enterprise was 
essential to the farm business, whilst one third of those involved in ‘other’ 
forms of farm tourism activities felt such enterprises were not important to 
their farm business.  In terms of sporting activities, those involved with fishing 
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and shooting were less likely to view such enterprises as important, 
compared to those involved in other sports and riding where 40% stated they 
were important.  

 

Table 4.16: The degree of importance TODAY to the farm 
business of farm tourism enterprises (%) 

Degree of 
importance 

NOW 

Fishing/ 
Shooting 

Pony Trek 
/Riding 

Other 
Sports 

Food 
Based 

Other Total 

Essential 18.9 21.3 20.8 28.1 25.0 22.3 
Very Important 17.0 19.1 20.8 15.6 25.0 19.1 
Fairly Imp. 35.8 34.0 37.5 37.5 18.8 33.0 
Not Really Imp. 13.2 14.9 20.8 15.6 21.8 16.5 
Unimportant 13.2 8.5 # 3.1 12.5 9.0 
Unsure 1.9 2.1 # # # 1.1 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 

4.3.4 Such results indicate that for many, such enterprises are an important part of 
their business. Likewise, over 60% of those involved in these farm tourism 
enterprises, felt that the importance of such activities had increased to some 
degree over the last two years (Table 4.17).  

 

Table 4.17: Extent to which the importance to the farm business 
of farm tourism enterprises has changed over the last 2 years(%) 

Degree of 
importance 
CHANGED 

Fishing/ 
Shooting 

Pony Trek 
/Riding 

Other 
Sports 

Food 
Based 

Other Total 

Lot more Imp. 22.6 40.4 29.2 12.5 33.3 28.0 
Little more Imp. 32.1 25.5 54.2 37.5 21.2 32.3 
Stayed similar 37.7 25.5 12.5 43.8 30.3 31.2 
Little less Imp. 5.7 4.3 # 3.1 12.1 5.3 
Lot less Imp. 1.9 4.3 4.2 3.1 3.0 3.2 
Unsure # # # # # 0.0 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 

4.3.5 Again differences are discernible between the different types of activity. Of 
those involved in pony treks and riding, 66% felt such enterprises had 
become a little or a lot more important, compared to only 50% of those 
involved in food based activities, where 44% felt the importance had remained 
similar. Very few felt their enterprises had become less important, although 
15% of those involved in ‘other’ activities felt that this was the case. 
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4.3.6 In terms of the degree to which those involved expect the importance of their 
enterprise to change within the next two years, over 50% felt that the 
importance was liable to remain stable (Table 4.18).  Again, to a certain 
extent the results do vary by type of activity.  Two-thirds of those involved with 
other types of sporting activity felt their enterprises would become a little or lot 
more important, compared to only 30% of those involved in food based 
activities.  Interestingly, very few felt the importance of such enterprises would 
wane, yet a higher proportion were unsure, suggesting perhaps that they are 
unsure of the likelihood of future markets. 

 

Table 4.18: Degree to which expect change in the importance of 
the farm tourism enterprise in the next two years (%) 

Degree 
Expect 
Change 

Fishing/ 
Shooting 

Pony Trek 
/Riding 

Other 
Sports 

Food 
Based 

Other Total 

Lot more Imp. 3.8 8.7 16.7 13.3 12.5 10.3 
Little more Imp. 36.5 34.8 50.0 16.7 18.8 31.5 
Stay similar 50.0 50.0 33.3 63.3 62.5 52.2 
Little less Imp. # # # # # 0.0 
Lot less Imp. # # # 3.3 3.1 1.1 
Unsure 9.6 6.5 # 3.3 # 4.9 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 

 

4.3.7 Finally, in terms of whether such enterprises have been established along 
business guidelines, only one-quarter of all other types of farm tourism 
enterprise utilised a formal business plan when they were established (Table 
4.19).  Clear differences are however discernible between different types of 
activity.  Over 60% of those involved in food based activities had a business 
plan, compared to only 6% of those involved in pony treks and riding, and 
15% of those involved in fishing and shooting.  This suggests that different 
types of enterprise require different levels of alteration in farming activity in 
order to make them profitable, and thus it is more important for some types of 
farming enterprise that formal business plans are constructed than it is for 
others. 

 
Table 4.19: Use of a formal business plan in establishment other 
farm tourism enterprise (%) 

 Fishing/ 
Shooting 

Pony Trek 
/Riding 

Other 
Sports 

Food 
Based 

Other Total 

Yes 15.1 6.4 25.0 61.3 36.4 25.0 
No 73.6 83.0 75.0 35.5 60.7 66.2 
Unsure 11.3 10.6 # 3.2 3.0 6.8 
Total 100 100 100 100 100 100 
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4.4 Farm and farmer profiles. 

 This section will consider the different profiles of those involved with other 
farm tourism enterprises, those that can be classified as interested 
(previously involved, interested or intend to be involved) and those not 
wishing to be involved with other farm tourism enterprises. 

 FARM TYPE 

4.4.1 Over 90% of farms are working farms in all three categories of involvement, 
whilst a slightly higher proportion of those which have ceased to be working 
farms in the last five years are involved with other farm tourism enterprises 
compared to those who have stopped or are interested/intended (Table 
4.20). 

 

Table 4.20.: Type of farm (%)  

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Working Farm 93.1 95.3 91.7 92.6 
Ceased working 
< 5 years ago 

5.2 3.8 3.4 3.7 

Ceased working 
> 5 years ago 

# # 1.1 0.8 

Not agricultural 
holding 

1.7 0.9 3.7 2.9 

Total 100 100 100 100 

 

Table 4.21: Type of farming enterprise (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Cereals 10.7 7.6 6.2 7.1 
Dairy 10.7 29.5 38.6 33.5 
Cattle & Sheep 
Lowland 

16.1 16.2 22.0 20.1 

Mixed 53.6 41.9 20.5 28.8 
Other 9.0 4.8 12.6 10.5 
Total 100 100 100 100 
 

4.4.2 Over 50% of farmers involved with other farm tourism enterprises are 
involved in mixed farming, compared to only 21% of those who were 
uninterested (Table 4.21). Likewise, only one-quarter of those involved in 
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other farm tourism enterprises are involved in either dairy or cattle and sheep 
lowland farming combined, compared to 60% of those who are not involved. 
Mixed farming and dairy farming are the two most common type of farm for 
those respondents stating they could be interested in diversification.  

4.4.3 These results suggest that the largest potential for other farm tourism 
enterprises is in working farms and recently ceased to be working farms, 
especially those which are involved in mixed farming enterprises. Dairy and 
cattle farmers appear the least likely to be interested.  

 FARM HOLDINGS 

4.4.4 Similarly to those involved in farm accommodation enterprises, over half the 
respondents involved with other farm tourism enterprises were situated on 
large farm holdings of over 100 hectares (Table 4.22). In comparison only 
one third of those uninterested in diversification were located on farms of this 
size.  

 

Table 4.22: Size of farm holding (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

< 5 ha 1.8 1.9 3.6 3.0 
5 - 20 ha 8.9 1.0 8.7 7.1 
20 - 50 ha 23.2 21.0 26.8 25.2 
50 - 100 ha 14.3 34.3 27.4 27.4 
> 100 ha 51.8 41.9 33.4 37.5 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

4.4.5 The most popular size for those with a potential interest in diversification to 
other farm tourism enterprises, was >100 ha, accounting for 42% of 
responses, followed by 34% in the 50-100ha range. This suggests that it is 
also potential to utilise slightly smaller scale farms, as well as large scale 
+100ha holdings, in order to develop farm tourism further. 

4.4.6 As well as being situated on larger farms, almost one fifth of those involved in 
farm tourism enterprises, also owned more than one farm holding (Table 
4.23). Although around 70% of all farmers only own one-holding, 18% of 
those involved in farm tourism held two holdings, the comparative figure for 
those uninterested being 13% 

4.4.7 Likewise, a higher percentage of those involved in other farm tourism 
enterprises were owners of their holdings compared to the other three 
categories. 6% of those involved with other farm tourism enterprises were 
managers, compared to only 1% if all the farms were considered (Table 
4.24). 



Farm Tourism Supply 

75 of 122 

 

 

Table 4.23: Number of farm holdings (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

1 69.6 78.2 79.5 78.1 
2 17.9 13.9 12.8 13.6 
3 7.1 5.0 4.6 5.0 
4 or more 5.4 3.0 3.1 3.3 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

Table 4.24: Type of farm tenure (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Owner 63.6 61.2 67.0 65.4 
Tenant 14.5 21.4 17.9 18.2 
Manager 5.5 # 0.9 1.2 
Mixed 16.4 17.5 14.2 15.2 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

4.4.8 Overall, farmers involved in other farm tourism enterprises, are more likely 
than those not interested in such enterprises, to be situated on large farms, 
which they own and are working farms concerned with farming mixed crops.  

 FARMER PROFILES 

4.4.9 When the actual profile of farmers involved in other farm tourism enterprises 
is considered, it is evident that such farmers are more likely to be aged 
between 50 and 64, less likely to have been born into a farming family or be 
farming in the county of their birth, and more likely to have received some 
form of formal agricultural training.  This suggests that to a limited extent 
these farmers can be seen to potentially possess the business acumen 
required in order to set up a farm tourism enterprise.  In comparison those 
not involved and uninterested are less likely to have received training and are 
more likely to belong to a farming family and still be farming in the county in 
which they were born.  

4.4.10 As Table 4.25 highlights, those that are involved in other farm tourism 
enterprises are slightly less likely to be part of a farming family.  Interestingly, 
it is those that are potentially interested in diversifying into other farm tourism 
enterprises that are most likely to belong to a farming family.  This suggests 
even the most traditional farming families are perhaps considering 
diversification. 
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Table 4.25: Farming family background (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Yes 80.7 95.2 88.1 88.7 
No 19.3 4.8 11.9 11.3 
Total 100 100 100 100 

4.4.11 Likewise 36% of those involved in other farm tourism enterprises are no 
longer farming in the same county as where they were born, compared to 
only 23% of those expressing no interest in other forms of enterprise at all 
(Table 4.26).  Of those who are potentially interested, the ratio is 3:1, three-
quarters have remained in the same county as their birth, one-quarter are 
working somewhere different. 

 

Table 4.26: Still farming in the same county as where born (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Yes 64.3 74.3 77.1 75.1 
No 35.7 25.7 22.9 24.9 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

4.4.12. It is age that perhaps offers the most interesting comparisons (Table 4.27). 
Over a half of those involved in other forms of farm tourism are aged 50-64, 
whilst 46% of those who are interested are aged 35-49. This may indicate 
that there is a potential pool of interest that could be tapped, in that diversif-
ication is something that is considered as an extra source of income prior to 
retirement age.  Very few young farmers (<35) are involved in such schemes 
(less than 6%). One-quarter of those respondents who were not interested at 
all in diversification are aged over 65, suggesting that age could eventually 
become a barrier to becoming involved in such schemes (see Section 5.3). 

 

Table 4.27: Age of respondent (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

< 35 3.5 3.8 5.7 5.1 
35 – 49 31.6 45.7 34.1 34.1 
50 - 64 52.6 38.1 36.9 39.0 
65+ 12.3 12.4 26.4 21.8 
Total 100 100 100 100 
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4.4.13 Finally, it is apparent that those involved in other farm tourism enterprises are 
more likely to have received some form of formal agricultural training (Table 
4.28), with over a half of respondents involved stating they had received such 
training.  This compares to only 31% of those respondents who expressed no 
interest at all in such enterprises.  Of those who potentially wish to become 
involved there is a virtually 50:50 split.  This indicates the importance of 
aiding such potential diversifiers by providing knowledgeable support, but 
without necessarily advocating formal training (see Section 5.2). 

 

Table 4.28: Received any formal agricultural training (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Yes 54.4 50.5 31.2 38.0 
No 45.6 49.5 68.8 62.0 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

 EMLPOYMENT AND INCOME 

4.4.14 The majority of all farmers are reliant on farming for their main source of 
income, although this reliance is slightly lower for those involved in farm 
tourism enterprises where 22% receive their main income from elsewhere 
(Table 4.29). 

 

Table 4.29: Reliant on farming for main income (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Yes 78.2 83.7 80.4 80.9 
No 21.8 16.3 19.6 19.1 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

4.4.15 Likewise, a quarter of respondents involved in other farm tourism enterprises 
were not involved full-time in farming, implying they have access to external 
income (Table 4.30).  Interestingly, although 80% of those uninterested in 
farm tourism enterprises relied on farming as their main source of income, 
one quarter stated they were not employed full time in farming. This indicates 
that they partake in outside employment but that the farm is the central focus 
of their lives. Those who expressed a potential interest to be involved in other 
farm tourism enterprise schemes boast the highest percentage of reliance on 
farming as a main source of income, and the highest percentage of those 
employed full time in farming. This indicates that they could perceive farm 
tourism as a way to maintain their income levels, but that they also need 
advice, very few having experienced employment outside the farming arena. 
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Table 4.30: Employed full time in farming (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Yes 73.2 81.6 74.9 76.1 
No 26.8 18.4 25.1 23.9 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

4.4.16 Such ideas are supported by the fact that only 29% of those contemplating 
involvement in other farm tourism enterprises have ever had a full time job 
outside of farming compared to 46% of those who are already involved in 
such enterprises (Table 4.31). 

 

Table 4.31: Ever had a full time job outside of farming (%) 

 Involved Stopped/Intend/
Interested 

Uninterested Overall 

Yes 46.4 28.8 26.6 29.4 
No 53.6 71.2 73.4 70.6 
Total 100 100 100 100 

 

4.4.17 Although, for many factors, differences between the three categories of 
involvement are fairly small, these results suggest that those farmers that 
have been employed elsewhere are more likely to be involved in other farm 
tourism enterprises.  Through working elsewhere they have gained the 
training and thus potentially business skills required to establish such 
enterprises, and they are more likely to not reply completely on farm income 
in their everyday lives.  Potential involvers, appear to be from a long history of 
farming tradition, few having lived elsewhere. They rely heavily on farm 
income as the main source of income, and farming is the basis of their full-
time employment.  Although virtually half have received formal agricultural 
training, very few have actually worked outside of the farming community.  
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4.5 Motivations and desired support. 

 This section concerns only those farms who stated they were actively 
involved in a farm tourism enterprise, other than accommodation, a total of 
58 farms, equivalent to 11% of the 512 sample. Section 5.2 details the 
issues regarding potential diversifiers and Section 5.3 looks at those who are 
not interested at all in any form of farm tourism enterprise. 

 MOTIVATIONS FOR BECOMING INVOLVED 

4.5.1 It is evident that finance, good location and resource issues are again the 
main reasons for becoming involved in other types of farm tourism enterprise, 
specifically long-term viability that was stated by over half the respondents 
(Table 4.32). Personal reasons related to meeting people and such 
enterprises being part of a hobby or interest were cited by a quarter and a 
fifth of respondents respectively. Grants and subsidies and the image of 
farming were not considered to be highly motivating factors, suggesting 
perhaps that such decisions are personal issues and not based on what such 
enterprises can do for the farming industry as a whole. 

 

Table 4.32: Motivations behind becoming involved in another type 
of farm tourism enterprise (%) 

 Yes No 

Long Term Viability 58.5 41.5 
Good Location 48.8 51.2 
Profit 43.9 56.1 
Spare Resources 36.6 63.4 
No Option due to falling income 31.7 68.3 
Meet People 24.4 75.6 
Hobby/Interest 22.0 78.0 
To promote positive image of farming 17.1 82.9 
Grants/Subsidies 14.6 85.4 
Other   2.4 97.6 

 

4.5.2 Likewise, as Table 4.33 indicates, that when questioned regarding what 
reason encouraged them to become involved with farm tourism enterprises, it 
is personal market research and recommendations that feature highly, not 
advice from national organisations, farming, tourism or other professional 
bodies. A majority of respondents stated ‘own market research’, whilst one 
quarter mentioned ‘recommendation’, compared to 10% stating professional 
bodies. 
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Table 4.33: Reasons encouraging involvement in other farm 
tourism enterprises (%) 

 Yes No 

Own market research 55.2 44.8 
Recommendation by friend/colleague 24.1 75.9 
Other  17.2 82.8 
Info from magazine/newspaper   6.9 93.1 
Advice from Professional Consultant   6.9 93.1 
Advice from Tourism Organisation   3.4 96.6 
Information from the Internet # 99.9 
Advice from Farming Organisation # 99.9 
Research from agency # 99.9 
Training Course # 99.9 

 

4.5.3 Interestingly a higher proportion of respondents were willing to accept advice 
from a professional consultant, than from both tourist and farming 
organisations. This could suggest that farmers are wary of such 
organisations, preferring to carry out their own research or employ the 
expertise of professionals outside the farming and tourism arenas. 

 MARKETING 

4.5.4 In terms of the marketing of other farm tourism enterprises, surprisingly 
virtually two-fifths of the respondents did not undertake any form of 
advertising at all (Table 4.34).  Advertising in tourist guides was undertaken 
by one third of respondents, whilst 31% stated they utilised both national and 
local forms of paid advertising. The majority of respondents did not use 
farming guides, local authority guides or websites as a marketing tool. 

 

Table 4.34: Marketing methods utilised to advertise other farm 
tourism enterprise 

 Yes No 

None 38.5 61.5 
Tourist Guide or website 33.3 66.7 
Other National paid advertising 30.8 69.2 
Other Local paid advertising 30.8 61.5 
Tourist Board guide or website 15.4 84.6 
Contacting past visitors 15.4 84.6 
Local Authority are guide or website 12.8 87.2 
Farming organisation guide or website 10.3 89.7 
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 POTENTIAL ASSISTANCE 

4.5.5 As Table 4.35 indicates, the majority of respondents felt that in the main they 
had received enough information concerning the other farm tourism 
enterprise, the response ‘mainly yes’ accounting for virtually half of the 
respondents. Only 12% stated ‘no’. 

 

Table 4.35: Enough information received about other farm 
tourism enterprise (%) 

 Yes 

Definitely Yes 5.7 
Mainly Yes 48.6 
Neither Yes or No 25.7 
Mainly No   8.6 
Definitely No   2.9 
Unsure   8.6 
Total 100 

 
4.5.6 Such results indicate that although many felt they had received enough 

information regarding their farm tourism enterprise, there is room for 
improvement, with only a small minority stating ‘definitely yes’, and one-
quarter undecided. The form in which such information should be given is 
difficult to ascertain, since as noted above the majority of motivation and 
encouragement for such enterprises has been on a personal level and not 
involvement with professional organisations.  In terms of the type of 
assistance required, over half the respondents with other farm tourism 
enterprises, wished to have greater assistance in terms of market demand, 
marketing and case studies of successful enterprises (Table 4.36). 

 

Table 4.36: Areas where assistance could be useful for those 
involved in other farm tourism enterprises (%) 

 Yes No 

Market Demand 57.9 42.1 
Case Studies 57.9 42.1 
Marketing 52.6 47.4 
Handle enquiries/bookings 26.3 73.7 
Financial Planning 21.1 78.9 
Sourcing Suppliers 21.1 78.9 
Staff Training 10.5 89.5 
Other   5.3 94.7 
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4.5.7 A quarter of respondents stated they would like further assistance with 
bookings and enquiries whilst 21% of respondents stated they would like 
further assistance with both financial planning and sourcing supplies. The 
majority of these ideas relate to financial aspects and market demand areas 
of business, relating back to the motivations for starting such enterprises in 
the initial instance, and the use of their own market research in encouraging 
them to undertake such business ventures. 
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5.  Farm diversification typologies. 
 
 
5.1 Overall patterns of involvement. 
 
5.1.1 This chapter aggregates the data examined in chapters 3 and 4, and aims to 

provide an overview perspective of the types of farm and farmers that are 
involved in farm tourism enterprise, in relation to the difference between 
accommodation enterprises and other forms of farm tourism activity. As 
Table 5.1 indicates, 23% of the respondent sample was involved in some 
form of farm tourism enterprises, either accommodation or something else, 
with 23% expressing an interest in potentially establishing such enterprises. 
54% of respondents were not interested at all, but even so this leave virtually 
half of the 36,400 holdings in the South West region where activities exist or 
could exist if the right support is gained (see Section 5.2). 

 

Table 5.1: Involvement in any form of farm tourism enterprise 

 No of farms Percentage 

Involved 120 23.4 
Stopped / Intend / Interest 115 22.5 
Uninterested 277 54.1 
Total 512 100 

 

Table 5.2: Percentage of farms involved in any form of farm 
diversification 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/ 
Wilts 

Dorset
/Wilts 

Total 

Involved 23.9 27.0 15.3 22.0 29.3 23.4 
Stopped / 
Intend / 
Interest 27.2 29.0 16.3 22.8 17.2 22.5 
Uninterested 48.9 44.0 68.4 55.3 53.5 54.1 
Total 100 100 100.0 100. 100 100 

 

5.1.2  When such data is analysed at a county level (Table 5.2), it is apparent that 
involvement levels are similar across all counties, with the exception of 
Somerset where involvement and interest levels are lower, over two thirds of 
respondents in Somerset stated they were uninterested in any form of farm 
diversification. In terms of potential involvement, despite hosting the highest 
percentage of farmers involved, apart from Somerset, Dorset/Wiltshire has the 
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lowest, level of interest. In Cornwall and Devon over one-quarter of 
respondents could be classed as potential diversifiers, less than a half at all 
uninterested. 

5.1.3 When such data is weighted up to the regional level, this suggests that 8,400 
farms are involved in some sort of enterprise and 8,500 are interested. As 
Table 5.3 indicates, the highest level of involvement is in the county of Devon, 
which accounts for 36% of all farms involved. Cornwall boasts the second 
highest level of involvement, and as highlighted before the dominance of these 
two counties is hardly surprising given their huge tourism appeal. 

 

Table 5.3: Number of farms involved in any form of farm 
diversification 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/ 
Wilts 

Dorset
/Wilts 

Total 

Involved 1697 3001 1304 1290 1106 8397 
Stopped / 
Intend / 
Interest 1929 3223 1391 1338 648 8528 
Uninterested 3471 4890 5823 3249 2021 19454 
Total 7097 11114 8517 5876 3776 36380 

 

5.1.4 Having investigated the nature of involvement in farm diversification in its 
entirety, it is important to highlight whether differences exist in involvement 
levels between different diversification sectors. As Table 5.4 highlights, a far 
greater percentage of farms are involved in farm accommodation enterprises, 
as opposed to farm tourism activities. Only in Dorset/Wiltshire is the opposite 
true. It is apparent that in Gloucestershire and Wiltshire and Dorset that 
virtually equal numbers of farms are involved in each type of enterprise, whilst 
in Devon and Cornwall virtually twice as many farms are involved in 
accommodation as opposed to other farm tourism enterprises, these two 
counties accounting for 63% of all the farms involved in farm accommodation 
enterprises. 

 

Table 5.4: Degree of diversification by sector and region. 

 Cornwall Devon Somerset Gloucs/ 
Wilts 

Dorset
/Wilts 

Total 

Accommodation  
% 20.7% 20.0% 9.2% 13.0% 16.2% 15.6% 

No. 1466 2223 782 764 610 5845 
Other activities  

% 9.8% 11.0% 6.1% 12.2% 17.2% 11.3% 
No. 694 1223 521 717 648 3803 
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5.2 Characteristics of Involvers 

5.2.1 This section deals only with those involved in farm diversification schemes, a 
total of 137 respondents, 80 of whom were involved in accommodation 
enterprises, 57 with other forms of farm tourism diversification, and 1 with 
both.  The total column relates to the characteristics of all involvers. 

5.2.2 In terms of differences between the nature of involvement in diversification 
schemes, it is clear that in terms of the length of operation, accommodation 
enterprises have generally been in operation for less time than other farm 
tourism enterprise schemes (Table 5.5). Over a half of accommodation 
schemes have been in operation for less than 5 years, whilst 47% of other 
types of enterprise have been in operation for over 10 years. However, only 
6% of accommodation enterprises have been established within the last two 
years, compared to 13% of other farm tourism schemes, suggesting that 
there has been a resurged level of interest in such schemes, whilst a drop 
has occurred in those interested in accommodation. 

 

Table 5.5: Length of operation of farm diversification enterprise (%) 

 Accommodation Other Enterprise Total 

< 2 years 6.2 13.1 9.4 
2 – 5 years 45.8 17.2 33.8 
6 - 10 years 35.0 22.7 29.5 
Over 10 years 13.1 47.0 27.3 
Total 100 100 100 

5.2.3 In terms of the importance of the business to the farms, it is apparent that all 
types of farm tourism enterprise are considered as holding an important role 
in the farm business, over 50% of all those involved in any type of enterprises 
asserting such an enterprise was ‘essential’ or ‘very important’ to the farm 
business at present (Table 5.6). It is clear that accommodation enterprises 
are considered more important than other types of farm tourism enterprise. 
59% of those involved in accommodation enterprises expressed the business 
was ‘essential’ or ‘very important’ compared to only 41% of those involved in 
other enterprises, where one in four respondents stated it was ‘not really 
important’ or ‘unimportant’. 

5.2.4 It is also apparent that such diversification enterprises have become more 
important over the last two years (Table 5.7), 64% of respondents stating the 
enterprises had become either a little or lot more important. Similar results 
are apparent for both types of enterprises, although those involved with 
accommodation were more likely to assert such business had become a lot 
more important, compared to other enterprises where one third asserted a 
little more important, another third stated that they had stayed similar. 
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Table 5.6: Level of importance to farm business of farm tourism 
enterprise today (%) 

 Accommodation Other Enterprise Total 

Essential 20.5 22.3 21.1 
Very Important 38.6 19.1 30.7 
Fairly Imp. 28.9 33.0 30.7 
Not Really Imp. 12.0 16.5 14.2 
Unimportant 4.8 9.0 6.5 
Unsure 1.2 0.1 0.6 
Total 100 100 100 

 

Table 5.7: Degree to which level of the importance of the farm 
tourism enterprise has changed over the past two year (%) 

 Accommodation Other Enterprise Total 

Lot more Imp. 42.7 28.0 36.5 
Little more Imp. 24.4 32.3 27.7 
Stayed similar 24.4 31.2 27.0 
Little less Imp. 6.1 5.3 5.8 
Lot less Imp. 1.2 3.2 2.2 
Unsure 1.2 # 0.7 
Total 100 100 100 

 

Table 5.8: Degree to which level of importance of farm tourism 
enterprise is liable to change over the next two years (%) 

 Accommodation Other Enterprise Total 

Lot more Imp. 20.5 10.3 17.3 
Little more Imp. 25.3 31.5 27.5 
Stayed similar 49.4 52.2 50.2 
Little less Imp. 2.4 # 1.3 
Lot less Imp. # 1.1 0.5 
Unsure 2.4 4.9 3.4 
Total 100 100 100 

 

5.2.5 Likewise, over two fifths of respondents felt that the farm diversification 
enterprises would become more important over the next two years (Table 
5.8). Those involved in accommodation enterprises were twice as likely as 
those involved in other enterprises to state the enterprises would become a 
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‘lot more important’ (21%), whilst those involved in other tourism enterprises 
were slightly more likely to state ‘a little more important’ or suggested the 
level would remain similar. Very few respondents believed the enterprise 
would become less important, twice as many of those involved in other 
enterprises compared to accommodation enterprises stated ‘unsure’. This 
could be due to the increasing competition between attractions, which has 
been the subject of attention from the English Tourism Council. 

5.2.6 The majority of farmers involved in either type of enterprises did not use a 
business plan (Table 5.9). Interestingly, despite being seen as holding a 
more central role to the farm business, only 12% of those involved in 
accommodation enterprises stated they had used a formal business plan in 
establishing their business, compared to one in four of those involved in other 
farm enterprises. This could be due to the amount of red tape in recent years, 
of those involved, operators in the attractions sector are more aware of the 
importance of checking out market demand.  

 

Table 5.9: Use of Formal business plan in establishment of farm 
tourism enterprise (%) 

 Accommodation Other Enterprise Total 

Yes 12.0 25.0 18.2 
No 85.5 66.2 78.1 
Unsure 1.2 6.8 3.6 
Total 100 100 100 

 

5.2.7 These results emphasise that the majority of  farm diversification schemes 
are not established in any formal sense and yet are cited as holding a 
significant role in the overall farm business. The importance of 
accommodation enterprises to the farm business is higher than that for other 
enterprises, and the importance of farm enterprises has increased over the 
last two years. This is not surprising since many of these enterprises were 
only established within the last 5 years. Conversely, many other farm 
diversification schemes were established over 10 years ago, and the degree 
of importance of such schemes is now felt to remain fairly constant.  

5.2.8 FARM AND FARMER PROFILE 

5.2.8.1 Farmers who are involved in any type of diversification scheme appear to 
have very similar characteristics to those not involved (see Section 3.3 and 
4.3 for detailed comparisons between the different levels of involvement). A 
higher propensity of farmers who are involved are occupied in mixed farming, 
own one farm holding, are located on farms greater than 100 hectares and 
are more likely to be owners of their own farms. Table 5.10 presents the top 
two responses for each characteristic, to emphasis differences between 
accommodation and other farm enterprises. 
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Table 5.10: Main farm characteristics of farmers involved in farm 
diversification schemes (%) 

 Accommodation Other 
Enterprise 

Total 

Farm Type  
Working Farm 94.0 93.1 94.2 
Ceased <5 yrs 3.8 5.2 4.2 

Farm Crop  
Mixed 46.8 53.6 47.9 
Dairy 26.6 10.7 22.2 

Cattle & Dairy Lowland 15.2 16.1 14.5 
Farm Tenure  

Owner 70.9 63.6 68.1 
Tenant 15.2 14.5 14.7 
Mixed 13.9 16.4 14.7 

Farm Size  
Over 100 ha 44.3 23.2 48.7 

50 - 100ha 30.4 14.3 23.9 
20 - 50 ha 19.0 51.8 19.7 

No. farm holdings  
1 72.4 69.6 72.8 
2 18.4 17.9 16.7 

Note not all response categories shown 
 

5.2.8.2 It is evident from Table 5.10 that few differences exist between those 
involved in accommodation diversification and those involved in other forms 
of diversification. Working mixed farms dominate responses, although size 
does vary. Two fifths of those respondents involved in an accommodation 
scheme were on farm holdings of over 100 hectares, whilst 52% of those 
involved in other schemes were located on farm holdings of 20-50 ha. This 
suggests that accommodation schemes require a greater amount of land, 
whilst other types of enterprise can more easily be accommodated on smaller 
farms. The majority of farmers were owners, with one or two farm holdings. 

5.2.8.3 Likewise in terms of their personal characteristics, the majority of all 
respondents belonged to a farming family, farmed in the same county as 
where they were born and were employed full-time in farming. However, 
farmers who are involved in farm diversification enterprises were slightly less 
likely to belong to a farming family, or to be farming in the same county as 
their birth, whilst they were slightly more likely to have been employed in a 
full-time job outside of farming. Over a half of those involved in other farm 
tourism enterprises had received some form of formal agricultural training 
compared to only one third of those involve in farm accommodation 
enterprises. In terms of age, the pre-dominant age of those involved was 50-
64 (see Table 5.11).  
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Table 5.11: Main personal characteristics of farmers involved in 
farm diversification schemes (%) 

 Accommodation Other 
Enterprise 

Total 

Farming Family  
Yes 93.6 80.7 87.2 
No 6.4 19.3 12.8 

Farm same county as born  
Yes  68.4 64.3 66.7 
No 31.6 35.7 33.3 

Age of Farmer  
35 - 49 35.1 31.6 32.8 
50 - 64 44.2 52.6 47.4 

Formal training  
Yes 33.8 55.4 42.2 
No 66.2 45.6 57.8 

 

5.2.8.4 Finally, in terms of employment and income, farmers involved in farm tourism 
diversification enterprises were more likely to have been employed in a full-
time job elsewhere. Those involved in farm accommodation enterprises were 
more likely to be reliant on farming for income than those not involved, whilst 
the converse was true for those occupied in other farm tourism enterprises. 
Both sets were slightly less likely to be employed in farming full time. 

 

Table 5.12: Main employment and income characteristics of  those 
involved in farm diversification (%) 

 Accommodation Other 
Enterprise 

Total 

Reliant on farming for 
main income 

 

Yes 88.5 78.2 84.5 
No 11.5 21.8 15.5 

Employed Full Time in 
Farming 

 

Yes 78.2 73.2 75.9 
No 21.8 26.8 24.1 

Had a Full Time job 
other than farming 

 

Yes 35.1 46.4 37.9 
No 64.9 53.6 62.1 
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5.2.9 MOTIVATIONS AND DESIRED SUPPORT 

5.2.9.1 In terms of motivations for becoming involved in farm tourism Table 5.13 
indicates the top six motivations behind involvement in farm diversification 
schemes. Obviously because respondents could assert more than one factor, 
the results add up to over 100%. 

 

Table 5.13: Main motivations for involvement in diversification (%) 

 Accommodation Other Enterprise Total 

Long Term Viability 36.1 58.5 45.6 
Good Location 40.3 48.8 43.5 
Profit 37.5 43.9 39.9 
Spare Resources 33.3 36.6 35.5 
No option due to falling 
farm income 

27.8 31.7 29.0 

To Meet People 31.9 24.4 28.3 
 

5.2.9.2 For both types of farm tourism diversification the top six responses were the 
same. These reasons centre on finance and resource issues, personal 
reasons, such as the opportunity to meet people, suggesting a secondary 
level of motivation that are considered after those of finance and resources. 
Location is the key factor in terms of farm accommodation, whilst long-term 
viability is considered more important in terms of those involved in other 
types of farm tourism enterprise. 

5.2.9.3 However, despite such an emphasis on finance and resource issues, in 
terms of encouragement to start such enterprises, this is very much of a 
personal nature. Recommendations and farmer’s own research are the key 
factors encouraging involvement, with very few farmers encouraged by 
professional bodies, both farming, tourism and other agencies. 

  

Table 5.14: Main sources of encouragement in establishing farm 
diversification scheme (%) 

 Accommodation Other 
Enterprise 

Total 

Own Market Research 33.3 55.2 42.8 
Other 40.9 17.2 31.2 
Recommendation by friend/ colleague 21.2 24.1 22.5 
Info. from magazine /newspapers 3.0 6.9 4.3 
Advice from Professional Consultant 1.8 6.9 3.6 
Advice from Tourist Organisation 3.0 3.4 2.9 
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5.2.9.4 What is clear from such evidence is that those already involved in farm 
tourism diversification are the most likely to be able to encourage other 
potential diversifiers (see Section 5.3). The emphasis placed on finance and 
resource motivations suggests that many would benefit from encouragement 
from professional bodies that could provide details of potential markets and 
long-term viability, but in practice such organisations do not seem to be key 
influences. How to provide such information in an easily accessible and 
understood fashion is perhaps the key question for those wishing to 
encourage farm diversification.  

 

Table 5.15: Areas where further information is required to help 
with farm diversification (%) 

 Accommodation Other 
Enterprise 

Total 

Determining market demand 39.6 57.9 47.5 
Marketing 37.5 52.6 43.8 
Case Studies 22.9 57.9 37.3 

 

5.2.9.5 The use of farmers already involved in farm diversification schemes provides 
the opportunity for such information to be disseminated by someone who is 
involved in the core of farming activity. It also enables people to gain more 
information regarding successful enterprises. Farmers could also be provided 
with opportunities to train on farm diversification methods, including 
marketing and determining market potential, the two key areas that were 
cited as requiring further information (Table 5.15). 

5.2.9.6 Table 5.15, also highlights that those involved in other enterprises feel as 
though more information is needed than for those involved in accommodation 
enterprises. This could be because competition between other types of 
activity is higher than between the accommodation sector, and suggests that 
it is imperative that such enterprises do receive such information to 
encourage them to remain within the farm tourism sector.  
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5.3 Encouraging potential diversifiers 

5.3.1 Having investigated the characteristics of those involved in farm tourism 
enterprises, it is imperative to discuss how potential diversifiers might be more 
encouraged to establish such enterprises. 102 respondents stated they had 
either previously been involved with farm accommodation enterprises, or 
intended to or were interested in starting one, equivalent to 20% of the entire 
sample. In terms of other tourism enterprises 106 respondents stated their 
potential involvement, accounting for 21% of the sample respondents. Table 
5.16 highlights the main reasons behind why such farmers are interested but 
not yet involved in farm tourism enterprises. Since respondents could indicate 
more than one reason, the percentages in Table 5.16 do not add up to 100. 

 

Table 5.16: Reasons for being interested in, but not yet involved, 
with farm tourism enterprises (% of responses). 

 Accommodation Other Enterprise 

Lack Finance 58.3 50.9 
Unsure how best to set it up 50.0 50.9 
Unsure of market demand 50.0 47.2 
Too much red tape 41.7 37.7 
Unsure how best to market it 40.0 37.7 
Too hard to get permission 30.0 34.0 
Lack time and/or labour 33.3 32.1 
Other 16.7 15.1 
Lack suitable training 15.0 17.0 
Lack space/buildings   8.3   7.5 
Illness/disability   5.0   7.5 

 

5.3.2 It is evident that finance and a lack of knowledge regarding the establishment 
of a business enterprise are the key factors that are providing a hindrance to 
those interested in involvement in farm tourism. A majority of respondents in 
both accommodation and other tourism enterprises cited finance issues and 
were ‘unsure how best to set it up’. Many were concerned regarding their 
knowledge of market demand and marketing issues, however only a few 
believed they lacked adequate training. 

5.3.3 This produces an interesting dilemma. Many clearly feel they lack the business 
acumen to start such enterprises, yet few feel they lack adequate training. It is 
thus imperative that organisations look at ways of providing such information, 
education and advice without appearing to formally educate or train farmers. 
Resource issues were not considered a hindrance, important, as the 
availability of resources was a key factor motivating involvement for those 
already involved. Bureaucratic difficulties, concerning the amount of red tape 
and permission difficulties were cited by 30-40% of respondents, indicating 
that farm organisations need to ensure that they are providing positive 
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encouragement and not negative hindrances in as many ways as possible. 

5.3.4 Potential diversifiers require encouragement, both financially and in terms of 
knowledge, in order for them to contemplate starting a farm tourism enterprise. 
They require knowledge from successful farming enterprises by the owners 
themselves, not by farming, tourism or other professional organisations. They 
need to be assured that the market potential is there, and be encouraged and 
guided in how to establish their business, how to financially plan and market 
themselves effectively. 

5.3.4 FARM and FARMER PROFILE 

5.3.4.1 In terms of the farmer profile of those potentially interested in farm 
diversification schemes, it is apparent that they exhibit similar characteristics 
to those already involved in such enterprises. The majority of potential 
diversifiers are involved on working farms, with a mixed and dairy crop. They 
are less likely to have mixed tenure and more likely to be owners. The farm 
holdings are slightly smaller, particularly for those involved in non-
accommodation diversification schemes, although in total the dominant 
response is still 100ha and over. 

 

Table 5.17: Main farm characteristics of potential diversifiers in 
farm diversification schemes (%) 

 Accommodation Other 
Enterprise 

Total 

Farm Type  
Working Farm 95.1 95.3 96.5 
Ceased <5 yrs 4.9 3.8 3.5 

Farm Crop  
Mixed 32.4 41.9 33.0 
Dairy 24.5 29.5 29.6 

Cattle & Dairy Lowland 21.6 16.2 19.1 
Farm Tenure  

Owner 60.6 61.2 57.5 
Tenant 19.2 21.4 22.1 
Mixed 20.2 17.5 20.4 

Farm Size  
Over 100 ha 28.6 21.4 38.6 

50 - 100ha 33.7 34.4 36.8 
20 – 50 ha 22.8 41.9 20.2 

No. farm holdings  
1 79.8 78.2 76.1 
2 15.2 13.9 17.7 
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5.3.4.2  In terms of the personal characteristics of farmers, the main difference 
between those involved and those potentially interested is age. The dominant 
age group for those involved was 50-64, whilst for potential diversifiers it is 
the 35-49 year old age range. This suggests that it is the slightly younger 
market that requires more targeting. As Table 5.18 highlights, most potential 
diversifiers have received some form of formal agricultural training and thus it 
can be assumed that many are liable to have some financial and business 
based knowledge which requires encouragement. Slightly more potential 
diversifiers are from farming families, three quarters still farming in the same 
area as they were born. 

 

Table 5.18: Main personal characteristics of potential diversifiers 
in farm diversification schemes 

 Accommodation Other 
Enterprise 

Total 

Farming Family  
Yes 87.3 95.2 92.2 
No 12.7 4.8 7.8 

Farm same county as born  
Yes  76.5 74.3 78.7 
No 23.5 25.7 21.7 

Age of Farmer  
35 - 49 44.1 45.7 44.3 
50 – 64 32.4 38.1 33.9 

Formal training  
Yes 59.8 50.5 55.7 
No 40.2 49.5 44.3 

 

5.3.4.3 Finally, in relation to the employment and income characteristics of potential 
diversifiers (Table 5.19), it is apparent that the majority of potential 
diversifiers are reliant on farming as their main source of income and are 
employed full time in the farm business. Less than one third have ever been 
employed full time outside of farming. It is this latter characteristic that differs 
from those already involved in diversification schemes, those who are 
already involved are more likely to have been employed elsewhere outside 
of farming, and thus have an understanding of other businesses and not just 
that of farming itself. 

5.3.4.4 What these characteristics suggest is that there is very little difference, apart 
from age and experiences outside of farming that separate those that are 
involved in diversification to those who can be classed as potential 
diversifiers. If the reasons outlined in Section 5.3 and Table 5.16 regarding 
market potential and financial assurances can be overcome, then this sector, 
which represents 20% of the sample, could greatly increase the numbers 
involved in farm diversification schemes. 
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Table 5.19: Main employment and income characteristics of 
potential diversifiers in farm diversification (%) 

 Accommodation Other 
Enterprise 

Total 

Reliant on farming for 
main income 

 

Yes 79.2 83.7 81.6 
No 20.8 16.3 18.4 

Employed Full Time in 
Farming 

 

Yes 76.0 81.6 80.4 
No 24.0 18.4 19.6 

Had a Full Time job 
other than farming 

 

Yes 32.7 28.8 29.8 
No 65.9 71.2 70.2 
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5.4 Understanding non-diversifiers. 

5.4.1 Those not interested at all in diversification accounted for the majority of the 
sample respondents. 65% of respondents were not interested at all in 
commencing a farm accommodation enterprise and 68% advocated no 
interest in any other form of tourism enterprise. The reasons for such a view 
appear to be complex and multi-faceted in nature, Table 5.20 shows the 
percentage of respondents who stressed each facet.  

 

Table 5:20 Reasons why not interested at all in becoming involved 
with farm tourism (%) 

 Accommodation Other Enterprise 

Lack time and/or labour 30.9 29.2 
Lack resources 29.4 30.7 
Privacy 29.4 27.6 
Too much red tape 24.3 24.1 
Other Issue 21.3 22.6 
Difficult to get permission 21.0 21.0 
Content 20.6 19.8 
Too Old 19.9 21.0 
Other Options preferred 16.5 14.4 
Lack finance 16.2 15.6 
Lack evidence of demand 11.8 12.1 
Farming is about food 10.7   9.7 
Not profitable   5.5   5.4 
Conflict with tradition   4.4   5.1 
Illness or disability   1.8   1.9 

 

5.4.2 No reason assumed major dominance over any other, but it is resource issues 
that are the most cited - a lack of time and/or labour and a lack of resources. 
Making farmers believe that they do possess enough resources and labour is 
a difficult task. Financial issues do not appear to create such a negative view 
of farm tourism, only 16% stating they perceived a lack of finance and 6% that 
such enterprises are not profitable. Bureaucratic issues, again feature as 
important, mentioned by between 21-24% of respondents whilst personal 
issues are also highlighted. Over one-quarter believed such enterprises would 
invade their privacy, one-fifth that they were too old. Like the resource issues, 
such difficulties present a large barrier to involvement in tourism enterprises, 
they are personal to each individual farmer, opinions relating to the actual 
traditions of farming, and farming as a whole cited by only a few.  

5.4.3 Such results indicate that no farming wide strategy is unlikely to encourage 
more farms to become involved in farm tourism. Rather reasons for not being 
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interested in farm tourism diversification relate to each individual - the 
resources on their individual farm and worries about their own privacy. The 
removals of bureaucratic barriers would undoubtedly encourage some, but to 
encourage many will require more individual attention. Such farmers need to 
be encouraged by other farmers to become involved, they require assurances 
to their fears. 

5.4.4. FARMER PROFILE 

5.4.4.1 Farmers who are uninterested in farm diversification of any sort, portray a 
slightly different profile from the other two groups. Respondents in this sector 
were more likely not to be located on an agricultural holding, and were more 
likely to be involved in dairy farming as opposed to mixed enterprises. The 
size of farms indicated a fairly equal profile between fairly small (20-50ha) 
and large (over 100ha), with two thirds of those not interested owners of their 
farm holdings (see Table 5.11) 

 

Table 5.21: Main farm characteristics of farmers uninterested in 
farm diversification schemes (%) 

 Accommodation Other 
Enterprise 

Total 

Farm Type  
Working Farm 91.2 91.7 90.3 
Ceased <5 yrs 3.3 3.4 3.6 

Not an agri. Holding 1.2 3.7 4.7 
Farm Crop  

Mixed 23.1 20.5 18.8 
Dairy 38.1 38.6 39.8 

Cattle & Dairy Lowland 20.8 22.0 23.0 
Farm Tenure  

Owner 65.5 67.0 67.6 
Tenant 18.7 17.9 18.1 
Mixed 13.9 14.2 13.1 

Farm Size  
Over 100 ha 35.1 26.8 32.1 

50 - 100ha 24.6 27.5 29.8 
20 – 50 ha 27.5 33.4 24.4 

No. farm holdings  
1 79.0 79.5 75.1 
2 12.0 12.8 10.1 

 

5.4.4.2 The main personal difference between those involved or interested in farm 
diversification compared to their non-interested counterparts is that of age 
(Table 5.22). Over one quarter of those respondents who were not interested 
were over 65, indicating that age is an important consideration in terms of 
level of involvement. More were from farming families and were farming in 
the same county as they were born, compared to the other groups, whilst 
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fewer had received any formal agricultural training. This suggests that a core 
of very traditional born-and-bred farmers exist who have grown up with 
farming, have remained in farming and have a very limited experience of life 
outside farming. 

 

Table 5.22: Main personal characteristics of farmers uninterested 
in farm diversification schemes 

 Accommodation Other 
Enterprise 

Total 

Farming Family  
Yes 88.0 88.1 87.9 
No 12.0 11.9 12.1 

Farm same county as born  
Yes  76.3 77.1 77.7 
No 23.7 22.9 22.3 

Age of Farmer  
35 - 49 30.7 34.1 30.0 
50 – 64 39.9 336.9 37.3 

65+ 24.7 26.4 26.9 
Formal training  

Yes 31.9 31.2 28.7 
No 68.1 68.8 71.3 

 

Table 5.23: Main employment and income characteristics of those 
uninterested in farm diversification (%) 

 Accommodation Other 
Enterprise 

Total 

Reliant on farming for 
main income 

 

Yes 79.5 80.4 78.9 
No 68.1 19.6 21.1 

Employed Full Time in 
Farming 

 

Yes 75.6 74.9 74.4 
No 34.4 25.1 25.6 

Had a Full Time job 
other than farming 

 

Yes 26.9 26.6 25.0 
No 73.1 73.4 75.0 

 

5.4.4.3 Such ideas relating to the limited outside experiences received by those 
farmers not interested in farm diversification is emphasised further in terms of 
the employment and income characteristics of the group (Table 5.23). Fewer 
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than either of the other groups had been employed outside of farming, 
although virtually the same percentage was employed full-time within the 
farming business. Slightly fewer were mainly reliant on farming for their 
income, although the source of the remaining income is not known. 

5.4.4.4  These results indicate that apart from age, there are very few major 
hindrances in terms of the farming profile as to why farmers are not 
interested in diversification schemes. Out of the three groups they are the 
most entrenched within traditional farming, few having been employed 
elsewhere, having left the county of their birth or received formal training. It is 
thus clear that as highlighted in Section 5.4.2, it is encouragement, 
assurances and individual advice and attention which is most likely to 
encourage some of this group to consider farm diversification. No farm wide 
scheme is liable to succeed, since different farmers appear to have different 
worries and ideas regarding the idea of tourism diversification. 
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6.  Conclusions. 
 
 
6.1 Farm tourism overview. 

6.1.1 A number of factors make conclusions about patterns and trends of the 
supply of farm tourism problematic: 

• The lack of a consistent definition of diversification, and what constitutes 
‘farm tourism’. 

• Uncertainty about the distinction between ‘farm’ and ‘farm holding’. 

• The lack of compulsory registration of accommodation. 

• The weakness of the DEFRA Census for tourism data collection, and 
other databases of providers. 

• The change from the 5 ½-county to the 7-county region, and shifts in 
Local Authority boundaries and jurisdiction. 

• The full impact of externals ‘bombshells’, notably Foot & Mouth Disease 
(FMD) and the terrorist attack of ‘September 11th’. 

6.1.2 As far as comparisons between the Denman research of a decade ago and 
this project can be made, it appears that .the provision of farm-based 
accommodation has declined - more so in serviced sectors and in the west of 
the region.  It remains, however, a substantial sideline for many farmers, and 
for many it is seen as the only viable form of diversification.  There has been 
a corresponding rise in non-accommodation activities, such that the overall 
involvement rate in tourism diversification is only slightly down (23% 
compared to 23 ½%) - although this does equate to over 100 individual farms. 

6.1.3 The 2001 results are reprised in Table 6.1, and can be summarised as: 

• Accommodation - 16% involved, 20% interested now or in the past, 64% 
uninterested. 

• Non-accommodation - 10% involved, 22% interested, 68% uninterested. 

• Any farm tourism diversification - 23% involved, 23% interested, 54% 
uninterested. 

6.1.4 The ‘winners and losers’ when comparing involvement by type between 2001 
and 1989 are: 

• Riding - up 2 ½ % points. 

• Other sports - up 1 point. 

• Retail / Café - up <1 point. 

• B&B - down 2 ½ % points. 

• Camp & caravan sites - down 2 % points. 

• Interpretation / Walks / Wildlife - down 2 % points. 



Farm Tourism Supply 

101 of 122 

 

 

Table 6.1: Involvement in farm tourism by type, 1989 / 2001. 

% 1989    
5½-county 

2001      
7-county 

Change 

B&B / Guesthouse 7.2 4.6 -2.6 
Self-catering cottages / Flats 8.6 7.9 -0.7 
Static caravans 1.2 1.3 +0.1 
Touring caravans / Campsite 5.7 3.7 -2.0 
Hostel / Camping barn 0.0 0.2 +0.2 
Farm interpretation 2.1 0.7 -1.4 
Wildlife areas / interpretation 3.1 1.3 -1.8 
Walks / Trails 2.7 0.6 -2.1 
Picnic area / Country Park 0.7 0.4 -0.3 
Farm retail (shop / PYO) 1.6 2.4 +0.8 
Restaurant / Tea room 0.0 0.7 +0.7 
Fishing / Shooting 5.2 4.8 -0.4 
Pony-trekking / Riding 0.9 3.5 +2.6 
Other sporting activities 0.4 1.4 +1.0 
Other facilities 1.3 0.8 -0.5 
Any accommodation n/a 16.1 n/a 
Any non-accommodation n/a 10.5 n/a 
Any structural diversification 23.5 23.1 -0.4 

 

6.1.5 Another important aspect of change is the spatial dimension.  There is a 
marked ‘east-west’ divide, in that at the Cornwall end of the region the high 
reliance on accommodation has led to a real decline, whereas the Wilts / 
Glos end has improved from a very low base, and taken relatively more 
advantage of non-accommodation opportunities.  Thus there has been a 
decline in the imbalance between west and east, although the former still has 
roughly double the proportion of farmers involved. 

6.1.6 Equally striking is the degree to which farmers have withdrawn from tourism 
enterprises.  This high degree of churn may reflect changing priorities and 
resource availability within the individual farm operation, and also changing 
circumstances of the farm family.  However, it also suggests that many of 
these enterprises are being run on a semi-professional basis, and lack 
adequate training, resourcing and marketing.  Despite this, the importance of 
the enterprise to the overall business in many cases remains high - and most 
farmers want to see the enterprise become more important. 

6.1.7 The Devon research of 1987 indicated that the more marginal the farm 
operation, the higher the degree of involvement; also, the younger and less 
‘conservative’ the farmer the higher the involvement.  This remains true 
today, but the third important element of the equation is the way in which 
opportunities are structured on a very localised scale: location is critical. 
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6.1.8 This research was not designed to assess the impacts of FMD on the 
development of diversification.  It could be argued that the decline in income 
(from this or any other reason) would drive farmers into greater adoption of 
farm tourism enterprises, although arguably tourism was hit harder than 
agriculture.  FMD certainly had the effect of highlighting the inter-relatedness 
of farming (as landscape custodian) with rural tourism, and the degree to 
which it has weakened both in a lasting sense remains to be determined. 

6.1.9 The ‘Devon Recovery Plan’ (Devon County Council 2001) estimated that  in 
the county some 1,200 jobs would be lost in agriculture and its ancillary 
industries, while 8,700 jobs would go from the tourist sector and it suppliers.  
Even if these prove overly pessimistic, the ‘bombshell’ of an exogenous 
shock demonstrates the vulnerability of the industry.  The demand-side study 
must examine how public perceptions of farm and rural tourism have 
changed as a result of FMD. 

6.1.10 It is worth concluding this overview with a summary SWOT analysis of the 
supply side of farm tourism.  This provides some useful pointers for the 
Development Plan: 

6.1.11 Strengths: 

• ‘Rural’ and ‘Farm’ are likely to be distinct and powerful brands. 

• Provision of an authentic and individual visitor experience. 

• Flexibility of farm resource allocation for adopting new enterprises. 

• Complimentarity between some aspects of farming and tourism. 

• Sizeable groundswell of interest in diversification. 

• The people concerned are often ideal ambassadors. 

6.1.12 Weaknesses: 

• Low profile and lack of branding of farm tourism. 

• Variable and sometimes poor quality of provision. 

• Lack of capital for investment, coupled to limited business planning. 

• Inadequate training and mismatched skill set. 

• New enterprises often take second place to farming. 

• Limited contact with consumers or knowledge of consumer marketing. 

• Co-operative marketing overly reliant on enthusiastic individuals. 

• Limited access to public transport. 

6.1.13 Opportunities: 

• Synergy between green tourism and green agriculture. 

• Greater concern among tourists about environmental issues. 

• Establishment of more long-distance cycle routes and walking trails. 
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• Growth of interest in local foods and supplies. 

• Access to increased EU Structural Funds for farm tourism. 

• Switch away from productivist subsidy regimes. 

• Greater understanding of market segmentation. 

• Rise of domestic additional holidays and short breaks. 

• Growth of niche holiday products and niche marketing. 

• Tightening of planning controls adding value to rural resources. 

6.1.14 Threats: 

• Increasing domestic and global competition for tourists. 

• Recession leading to reduced holiday-taking and price-driven deals. 

• Consolidation of ‘Euro-land’ acting as a disincentive for overseas visitors. 

• Continuing alienation or urban population from food production. 

• ‘Food scares’ and FMD creating perceptions of farms as unsafe places. 

• Vulnerability to future food / environmental ‘bombshells’. 

• Mounting cost of becoming involved to a sufficiently professional level. 

• Continuing unprofitability of farming can only weaken farm tourism. 

• Tightening of planning controls restricting conversions for tourism use. 
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6.2 Opportunities for influencing development. 

6.2.1 Farm diversification as a policy tool in Britain has been promoted since 1986, 
and the encouragement of farm tourism has much longer policy roots.  
Although a certain disharmony between agriculture and the needs of tourists 
has always been felt, so too has the common benefit and interdependence - 
expressed as a consensus view after the FMD outbreak of 2001. 

6.2.2 The FMD crisis has only served to accelerate the huge outpouring of rural 
and agricultural policy documents.  To synthesis these would be a massive 
undertaking (for example, a brief trawl of rural documents in and concerning 
the South West found over 50 published in the first 18 months of this century 
alone3).  In crude terms, farm tourism is promoted as a ‘good thing’, to be 
supported wherever possible.  However, there are two major shortfalls in this 
approach. 

6.2.3 Suitability.  That farmers are able and prepared to adopt tourism enterprises 
to a scale where they become properly viable is not axiomatic.  The concept 
of ‘Minor diversifiers’ suggests that the new enterprise is often regarded as 
an adjunct to farm operations and must not detract from the farm business.  
This means that measures to support such ventures should be rather 
different than those for assisting full-blown diversification.  As yet policy has 
not recognised this fundamental division. 

6.2.4 Branding.  A lack of understanding of how ‘farm’ and ‘rural’ co-exist (or 
conflict) as potential brands in the consumer mind  - an issue which this SWT 
research initiative will address - means that marketing may be less than 
optimally effective.  The recent spate of food crises, followed by the 
psychological impact of farmland (and indeed the whole countryside) being 
regarded as ‘out of bounds’ is likely to have significant ramifications on how 
farm visiting and farm product purchasing is perceived. 

6.2.5 Although this is primarily a demand issue it is clear with FMD that the 
agriculture industry remains firmly wedded to productivism.  Preserving 
overseas meat markets at the expense of the wider tourist industry was 
accepted with little if any debate.  However, visitor surveys invariably show 
that the quality of the natural environment is the main incentive for coming to 
the region; as such, farming in its traditional role as environmental custodian 
is in a powerful position - particularly if and when financial support is 
significantly moved away from maximising food production. 

6.2.6 In terms of enhancing the provision and value of farm tourism, without doubt 
the major issue is one of demand rather than supply.  Raising interest and 
nullifying misgivings requires a national branding and marketing exercise, 
based on a much clearer understanding of the respective brand footprints of 
farm and rural tourism than is available now. 

                                                
3  Centre for Rural Research (September 2001) The Rural Policy Context, 1st draft, University of Exeter / 

SWERDA. 
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6.2.7 Supply has been locked into a traditional pattern, consisting of: 

• Accommodation remains the dominant form of farm tourism, but 
geographically concentrated in Devon and Cornwall, and other localised 
areas of high landscape value. 

• Within the accommodation sector self-catering cottage rental has held up 
fairly well, reflecting the strength of demand and lack of over-supply (also 
the widespread use of rental agencies).  However, it is a high-cost 
activity for new entrants, which with planning permission problems is 
often off-putting.  

• B&B and camping / touring caravan sites as an ancillary enterprise were 
equally common but are in a structural decline, as the gap with the 
standard of competing accommodation grows.  This is true of the B&B 
and camping sectors as a whole.  It is difficult to foresee anything other 
than a need for managing decline, or rather a refocusing into niche 
markets rather than ‘just’ accommodation. 

• Produce retailing is the only sector which has experienced serious 
growth, albeit from a low base.  Although heavily promoted as a valuable 
development route, it was - ironically - FMD which has provided the real 
motor for growth.  Concern over the perils of long-distance food chains 
has led to a resurgence of interest in, for example, farmers’ markets, and 
should be the basis for wider tourism applications. 

• Apart from riding and wildlife activities, other forms of farm tourism 
diversification are rare, and likely to remain the preserve of the 
exceptional individuals who will not need external support. 

6.2.8 Based on the above analysis, the following specific supply-side proposals are 
recommended for inclusion in the Development Plan. 

• Closer ties and increased integration of marketing between Tourist 
Boards and the activities of the FHB and other farmer organisations.  
This is a supply issue insofar as it should include a: 

• Database of farm tourism operators, segmented not just by enterprise 
sector but also by location and perhaps farm type too - for example 
‘small moorland B&Bs’.  Inclusion should be based on: 

• Quality appraisal and a ‘charter mark’ for farms, with appropriate 
financial backing for marketing this scheme to consumers.  Incentives - 
and disincentives - should be such that no farm should want to be 
excluded.  To achieve this, though, it will be necessary to provide: 

• Basic tourism business training supplied free (ideally as distance 
learning over the internet) to farmers who wish to set up an enterprise or 
upgrade an existing enterprise to charter-mark status.  In addition to 
structured hand-holding self-help should be encouraged via a: 

• Website with practical advice including aspects such as demand 
studies and impact of disability legislation.  In particular, case studies of 
success stories are vital not just to pass on best practise but also to 
suggest ideas and instil enthusiasm.  A back-up to this is having:  
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• Advisors to identify local opportunities and act as the gatekeepers 
to information and grants - also to suggest where involvement is not 
appropriate. These people are ambassadors and the role would suit 
semi-retired farmers.  To assist them SWT supported by ETC / BTA 
should: 

• Review farm tourism development schemes in other areas, including 
Europe, with particular emphasis on identifying transferable ingredients 
of what makes a successful local initiative.  As well as top-down support 
there should be scope for bottom-up evolution, with a need to: 

• Develop a network for sharing experiences, knowledge, ideas and to 
broker co-operation among operators.  Not to impose this but rather just 
to facilitate it is a difficult balance to achieve.   A significant incentive is a: 

• Central booking system for accommodation, which would involve 
automatic update fed by daily emailed or telephone contact from farms.  
Those who do not keep this up should be excluded.  For other sectors 
there ought to be a: 

• ‘Farmhouse’ brand linked to cohesive destination regions, for 
example ‘Wessex farms - the heart of the country’.  This has greater 
application to the food than to the sports sector, but does provide an 
extra marketing dimension in all cases.  Finally there is: 

• Monitoring of involvement and uptake, which should be conducted 
through the annual DEFRA Census.  The non-availability of this data is 
unacceptable, and completion of the entire form should be compulsory if 
any agriculture subsidies or grants are to be awarded.  Linked to this is 
the requirement to: 

• Lobby for compulsory registration of accommodation, which has to 
be the cornerstone of any development programme.  Without it there can 
be no definitive assessment of over- or under-supply of provision at 
anything other than broad geographical areas. 
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Appendix A: Results for ‘Objective 5b’ area. 
 
This compares the EU-designated ERDP ‘5b’ zone of the South West (essentially the 
western part - Cornwall, nearly half of Devon and a small part of Somerset) with the 
rest of the region.  5b status qualifies for special support for a range of farm activities 
including diversification into tourism.  For details see the DEFRA website: 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/erdp/docs/swchapter/swcontentsindex.htm  
 
 

 
© DEFRA 2001 
 
 

Involvement in any type of farm diversification enterprise 

5b area Other  
% No. % No. 

Involved 27.3 3414 22.0 5252 

Stopped/ Intend / Interest 26.6 3327 20.9 4989 

Uninterested 46.0 5753 57.1 13631 

Total 100 12507 100 23873 

Pearson Chi-square - 0.082: No statistically significant difference. 
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Involvement in any type of accommodation enterprise 

5b area Other  
% No. % No. 

Involved 21.6 2702 13.4 3199 

Stopped/ Intend / Interest 23.7 2964 18.5 4417 

Uninterested 54.7 6841 68.1 16258 

Total 100 12507 100 23873 

Pearson Chi-square - 0.014: Statistically significant difference. 

 
 

Involvement in any type of other enterprise 

5b area Other  
% No. % No. 

Involved 11.5 1438 11.3 2698 

Stopped/ Intend / Interest 28.1 3514 18.0 4297 

Uninterested 60.4 7554 70.8 16902 

Total 100 12507 100 23873 

Pearson Chi-square - 0.042: Statistically significant difference. 

 
 

# - too low to quantify accurately 
 

Involvement in specific types of enterprise 

5b area Other 
B&B / Guesthouse 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 5.0 625 5.1 1218 

No longer involved 9.4 1176 4.3 1027 

Definitely intend involvement 1.4 175 0.8 191 

Potentially interested  5.0 625 2.7 645 

Uninterested 74.8 9355 86.1 20555 

Unsure 4.3 538 1.1 263 
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5b area Other 
Self-catering cottages 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 12.2 1526 5.4 1289 

No longer involved 3.6 450 2.1 501 

Definitely intend involvement 1.4 175 1.3 310 

Potentially interested  9.4 1176 7.8 1862 

Uninterested 70.5 8817 81.5 19456 

Unsure 2.9 363 1.9 454 

5b area Other 
Static caravan site 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 2.2 275 0.8 191 

No longer involved 2.9 363 # # 

Definitely intend involvement # # 0.5 119 

Potentially interested  2.2 275 2.9 692 

Uninterested 90.6 11331 94.6 22584 

Unsure 2.2 275 1.1 263 

5b area Other 
Touring caravan or campsite 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 3.6 450 4.0 955 

No longer involved 2.2 275 2.1 501 

Definitely intend involvement # # 1.1 263 

Potentially interested  7.2 901 5.4 1289 

Uninterested 82.7 10343 86.3 20602 

Unsure 4.3 538 1.1 263 

5b area Other 
Hotel or camping barn 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 0.7 88 # # 

No longer involved 2.2 275 # # 

Definitely intend involvement 0.7 88 0.3 72 

Potentially interested  2.9 363 3.2 764 

Uninterested 90.6 11331 94.9 22655 

Unsure 2.9 363 1.6 382 
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5b area Other 
Farming experience 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 2.2 275 # # 

No longer involved 2.2 275 0.3 72 

Definitely intend involvement 0.7 88 0.5 119 

Potentially interested  7.9 988 2.9 692 

Uninterested 84.9 10618 94.4 22536 

Unsure 2.2 275 1.9 454 

5b area Other 
Wildlife areas 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 2.2 275 1.1 263 

No longer involved 2.2 275 0.3 72 

Definitely intend involvement 2.2 275 1.3 310 

Potentially interested  7.2 901 7.0 1671 

Uninterested 82.7 10343 87.4 20865 

Unsure 3.6 450 2.9 692 

5b area Other 
Walks for a fee 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 1.4 175 # # 

No longer involved 2.2 275 # # 

Definitely intend involvement 1.4 175 1.3 310 

Potentially interested  7.9 988 4.6 1098 

Uninterested 83.5 10443 92.5 22083 

Unsure 3.6 450 1.6 382 

5b area Other 
Picnic area 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 0.7 88 0.3 72 

No longer involved 2.2. 275 # # 

Definitely intend involvement # # 0.3 72 

Potentially interested  4.3 538 2.4 573 

Uninterested 88.5 11069 95.2 22727 

Unsure 4.3 538 1.9 454 
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5b area Other 
Pick-your-own 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 4.3 538 1.1 263 

No longer involved 2.2 275 # # 

Definitely intend involvement 0.7 88 0.5 119 

Potentially interested  5.8 725 3.5 836 

Uninterested 85.6 10706 93.0 22202 

Unsure 1.4 175 1.9 454 

5b area Other 
Restaurant 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 0.7 88 0.5 119 

No longer involved 2.2 275 0.5 119 

Definitely intend involvement 0.7 88 0.3 72 

Potentially interested  3.6 450 2.4 573 

Uninterested 91.4 11431 94.4 22536 

Unsure 1.4 175 1.9 454 

5b area Other 
Fishing, shooting 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 5.8 725 5.4 1289 

No longer involved 2.2 275 0.8 191 

Definitely intend involvement # # 1.1 263 

Potentially interested  5.8 725 5.4 1289 

Uninterested 80.6 10081 85.3 20364 

Unsure 5.8 725 2.1 501 

5b area Other 
Pony-trekking, riding 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 1.4 175 5.4 1289 

No longer involved 2.2 275 0.3 72 

Definitely intend involvement 0.7 88 1.6 382 

Potentially interested  5.0 625 4.6 1098 

Uninterested 88.5 11069 86.6 20674 

Unsure 2.2 275 1.6 382 
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5b area Other 
Sport or leisure activities 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved 0.7 88 1.9 454 

No longer involved 2.2 275 0.3 72 

Definitely intend involvement 1.4 175 0.5 119 

Potentially interested  2.9 363 5.9 1409 

Uninterested 89.2 11156 88.5 21128 

Unsure 3.6 450 2.9 692 

5b area Other 
Conference / meeting venue 

% No. % No. 

Currently involved # # 0.5 119 

No longer involved 2.2 275 # # 

Definitely intend involvement 0.7 88 0.3 72 

Potentially interested  4.3 538 4.3 1027 

Uninterested 89.2 11156 92.2 22011 

Unsure 2.9 363 2.7 645 

5b area Other Any other use of farm land 
or buildings % No. % No. 

Currently involved # # 1.1 263 

No longer involved 2.2 275 # # 

Definitely intend involvement 1.4 175 0.8 191 

Potentially interested  5.8 725 4.0 955 

Uninterested 82.7 10343 89.0 21247 

Unsure 7.9 988 5.1 1218 

 
Commentary: 

Without access to DEFRA data, it is estimated that there 12,500 holdings inside the 
Cornwall & Devon 5b area, forming 34.4% of the total within the South West region.  
3,400 are involved in any form of structural diversification, with slightly fewer 
interested and nearly 5,800 not interested.  2,700 are involved in accommodation 
enterprises, and 1,400 in other types of enterprise. 

5b farmers are a little more likely to be involved or interested in diversifying than their 
no-5b counterparts, and this is most evident for accommodation enterprises.  Self-
catering cottages exhibits the greatest variation.  Most of the ‘minor’ enterprise types 
(apart from pony-trekking) do show relatively higher involvement rates, but the small 
numbers concerned make broad-brush generalisation inadvisable. 
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Farm and farmer characteristics 

5b area Other 
Issue 

% No. % No. 

Come from farming family - Yes 91.1 11394 87.8 20960 

Come from farming family - No 8.9 1113 12.2 2913 

Born same county as farm - Yes 75.6 9455 74.9 17881 

Born same county as farm - No 24.4 3052 25.1 5992 

Age - <35 5.2 650 5.0 1194 

Age - 35-49 37.8 4728 32.8 7830 

Age - 50-64 37.0 4628 39.7 9478 

Age - 65+ 20.0 2501 22.5 5371 

Ever had other FT job - Yes 25.9 3239 30.6 7305 

Ever had other FT job - No 74.1 9268 69.4 16568 

Work FT in farming - Yes 78.7 9843 75.1 17929 

Work FT in farming - No 21.3 2664 24.9 5944 

Ever had formal training - Yes 31.6 3952 40.4 9645 

Ever had formal training - No 68.4 8555 59.6 14228 

Reliant on farm income - Yes 85.8 10731 79.0 18860 

Reliant on farm income - No 14.2 1776 21.0 5013 

Number of holdings - 1 80.0 10006 77.4 18478 

Number of holdings - 2 11.5 1438 14.4 3438 

Number of holdings - 3 3.8 475 5.4 1289 

Number of holdings - 4+ 4.6 575 2.8 668 

Tenure - Owner 70.5 8817 63.5 15159 

Tenure - Tenant 13.6 1701 19.9 4751 

Tenure - Manager # # 1.7 406 

Tenure - Mixed 15.9 1989 14.9 3557 

Size of holdings - <5ha 2.3 288 3.3 788 

Size of holdings - 5-20ha 5.3 663 7.8 1862 

Size of holdings - 20-50ha 28.6 3577 23.9 5706 

Size of holdings - 50-100ha 30.1 3765 26.4 6302 

Size of holdings - 100+ha 33.8 4227 38.6 9215 
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5b area Other 
Issue 

% No. % No. 

Type - Cereals 3.0 375 8.6 2053 

Type - General cropping # # 1.7 406 

Type - Horticulture 2.2 275 1.1 263 

Type - Pigs / poultry # # 1.9 454 

Type - Dairy 28.4 3552 35.4 8451 

Type - Cattle / sheep (upland) 9.0 1126 5.6 1337 

Type - Cattle / sheep (lowland) 29.9 3740 16.4 3915 

Type - Mixed / other 27.6 3452 29.2 6971 

 
Commentary: 

At the 5b / non-5b scale it is clear that variations in farm and farmer characteristics 
are not the key driver in explaining adoption of farm tourism.  Origin and age profiles 
do not differ significantly, but there is a slight tendency for lower training levels, less 
external experience but greater reliance on farm income to be associated with the 5b 
area.  This is despite a similar degree of full-time working on the farm, and one 
explanation is the smaller number and total size of farm holdings.  Ownership rather 
than tenancy is more prevalent inside 5b, as are cattle and sheep operations as 
opposed to specialist dairy or arable operations. 
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Appendix B: FTS survey questionnaire. 
 
Please note that the layout is slightly amended to fit in the report format. 
 

Q1. Firstly, is the address to which this questionnaire was sent still a working 
farm, in other words a registered agricultural holding which provides you with 
income from farming? 

¡1 Working farm   
¡2 Ceased to be a working farm in last 5 years, still owned by a farmer. 
¡3 Ceased more than 5 years ago, still owned by a farmer  
¡4 Not an agricultural holding, not owned by a farmer  

Please answer Question 2 even if this is no longer a working farm. 

Q2.  There is at present no reliable data about the extent to which farmers and 
the owners of farm holdings in the South West are currently involved in tourism 
and other forms of diversification.  For the following types of activity, can you 
tell me please if you are now or used to be involved in any of them on this 
farm, or if you are at all interested in becoming involved? 
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Bed & breakfast or guesthouse. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

Self-catering cottages or flats. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
Static caravan site. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

Touring caravan or campsite. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

Hostel or camping barn. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

Farm interpretation centre, ‘farming experience’. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

Wildlife areas, interpretation facilities. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

Farm walks or trails for which a fee is charged. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

Picnic area, ‘country park’ attraction. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

‘Pick-your-own’, farm-gate sales, farm produce shop. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

Restaurant, tea-room, refreshments. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
Fishing, shooting. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

Pony-trekking, riding, livery. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

Other sporting or leisure activities. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

Conference venue, study centre. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

Any other tourism use of farm land or buildings. ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
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If this is NOT A WORKING FARM please SKIP TO QUESTION Q6 on page 7 . 

If you are ACTIVELY INVOLVED IN ANY FARM TOURISM ENTERPRISE, please ANSWER Q3. 

If you are INTEREST BUT NOT INVOLVED, please SKIP TO Q4 on page 5. 

If you have NO INTEREST IN ANY TYPE OF FARM TOURISM, please SKIP TO Q5 on page 6. 

 
Q3.  For those types of farm tourism activities you are involved in, please can 
you provide the following details.  To describe the activity please just circle 
the letter as shown in the key below. 

A B&B or guesthouse. I Picnic area, ‘country park’. 
B Self-catering cottages or flats. J ‘Pick-your-own’, farm  shop. 
C Static caravan site. K Restaurant, tea-room. 
D Touring caravan or campsite. L Fishing, shooting. 
E Hostel or camping barn. M Pony-trekking, riding, livery. 
F Farm interpretation centre. N Other sport / leisure activities. 

G Wildlife areas / interpretation. O Conference or study centre. 
H Farm walks or trails. P Any other tourism use. 

 
a)  How long you have been involved with it on this farm? 

 Under 
2 years 

2-5 
years 

5-10 
years 

10+ 
years 

A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 

b)  How important is it to the overall farm business ? 
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A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
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c)  Has this degree of importance to the farm business changed in the past two years? 
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A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

d)  Do you expect the degree of importance to the farm business to change 
in the next two years? 
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A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 ¡4 ¡5 ¡6 

e)  Did you make a formal, written Business Plan before setting up the activity? 

 Yes No Unsure 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 
A   B   C   D   E   F   G   H   I   J   K   L   M   N   O   P ¡1 ¡2 ¡3 
 
Parts f), g) and h) are for ACCOMMODATION activities only: 

f) What is the total capacity of visitor accommodation on the farm? 

Bed & breakfast (people)          Caravan / camping (pitches)  
Self-catering cottages (people)  Hostel / barns (people)  

Static caravans (people)    



Farm Tourism Supply 

118 of 122 

 

g) What months of the year is the accommodation open?   Tick all that apply. 

 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

Bed & breakfast         ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1 

Self-catering cottages ¡1    ¡1    ¡1   ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1 

Static caravans ¡1    ¡1    ¡1   ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1 

Caravan / camping ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1 

Hostel / barns  ¡1    ¡1    ¡1   ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1 

h) What months in particular would you like to have higher occupancy? 

 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 

Bed & breakfast         ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1 

Self-catering cottages ¡1    ¡1    ¡1   ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1 

Static caravans ¡1    ¡1    ¡1   ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1 

Caravan / camping ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1 

Hostel / barns  ¡1    ¡1    ¡1   ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1    ¡1 
 

The remaining parts of this question apply to ALL farmers involved in farm tourism: 

i) Which if any of the following marketing methods do you use?  Tick all that apply. 

¡1 Tourist Board guide or website   

¡1 Local Authority area guide or website 

¡1 Other tourism guide or website 

¡1 Other farming guide or website 

¡1 Any other national form of paid-for advertising 

¡1 Any other local form of paid-for advertising 

¡1 None of the above 

¡1 Contacting past visitors to encourage them to return 

j) Which if any of the following motivations did you have for going into farm tourism? 

¡1 Making maximum profit   

¡1 Ensuring the long-term viability of the whole farm business 

¡1 No option but to get involved due to falling farm income 

¡1 Take advantage of grants or subsidies  

¡1 Good location to take advantage of market demand 

¡1 Using spare labour , buildings or other resources on the farm  

¡1 Enjoyment of meeting people  

¡1 Expanding a hobby or interest 

¡1 Help promote a positive image of farming 

¡1 Another motivation  <which>…………………………………………….. 
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k) Which if any of the following reasons encouraged you to go into farm tourism? 

¡1 Recommendation by friends or colleagues   

¡1 Information in magazines or newspapers 

¡1 Information on the internet 

¡1 Advice from a professional consultant   

¡1 Advice from a farming organisation (e.g. NFU)  

¡1 Advice from a tourism organisation (e.g. SWT)  

¡1 Your own market research 

¡1 Market research by an independent agency 

¡1 Training course 

¡1 Another reason  <which>………………………………………………….. 

l) In general, have you been able to find enough information, advice and 
support for your farm tourism enterprise(s)? 

¡1 Definitely yes   ¡4 Mainly no 

¡2 Mainly yes   ¡5 Definitely no 

¡3 Neither yes nor no   ¡6 Unsure 

m) Would you find it useful now to have assistance with any of the following? 

¡1 Information on market demand for farm tourism    

¡1 Marketing 

¡1 Case studies of successful enterprises 

¡1 Financial planning  

¡1 Sourcing of supplies  

¡1 Handling of enquiries and bookings  

¡1 Staff training  

¡1 Another issue  <which>………………………………………………….. 

Now skip to Q6. 
 
Q4.  This question applies if you not involved in any farm tourism enterprise, 
but are interested in setting one up. 

a.  Which if any of the following are reasons for you being interested but not 
yet involved in farm tourism?   Tick all that apply. 

¡1 Unsure of market demand    

¡1 Unsure of how best to set it up 

¡1 Unsure of how best to market it 

¡1 Planning or Landlord’s permission would be difficult to get 

¡1 Too much red tape (rules and regulations) 

¡1 Lack of finance  
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¡1 Lack of available time or labour  

¡1 Lack of space, buildings or other resources on the farm 

¡1 Lack of suitable training  

¡1 Illness or disability  

¡1 Another issue  <which>………………………………………………….. 

b) In general, have you been able to find enough information, advice and 
support for your potential farm tourism enterprises? 

¡1 Definitely yes   ¡4 Mainly no 

¡2 Mainly yes   ¡5 Definitely no 

¡3 Neither yes nor no   ¡6 Unsure 

c) Would you find it useful to have assistance with any of the following? 

¡1 Information on market demand for farm tourism    

¡1 Marketing 

¡1 Case studies of successful enterprises 

¡1 Financial planning  

¡1 Sourcing of supplies  

¡1 Handling of enquiries and bookings  

¡1 Staff training  

¡1 Another issue  <which>………………………………………………….. 

Now skip to Q6. 
 
Q5.  Which if any of the following reasons explain why you are not interested 
in setting up a farm tourism enterprise. 

¡1 Content with present situation, no need to diversify    
¡1 Value privacy 
¡1 Too old or set in my ways to change 
¡1 Conflict with traditions  
¡1 Farming should only be about food production 
¡1 Other options for maintaining income are preferable  
¡1 Planning or Landlord’s permission would be difficult to get 
¡1 Too much red tape (rules and regulations) 
¡1 Lack of finance  
¡1 Lack of available time or labour  
¡1 Lack of space, buildings or other resources on the farm 
¡1 Lack of evidence of demand  
¡1 Not profitable  
¡1 Illness or disability  
¡1 Another issue  <which>………………………………………………….. 
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Q6.  This is for all working farms.  Finally, may I ask some quick questions 
about you and the farm(s) you are in charge of.     Please tick only one answer 
per question. 

a.  Do you come from a farming family? 
¡1 Yes    ¡2 No  

b.  Were you born in the same county as where you farm now? 
¡1 Yes    ¡2 No  

c.  What age are you? 
¡1 Under 35    ¡2 35-49  
¡3 50-64 ha    ¡4 65 or older  

d.  Have you ever had a full-time job other than farming? 
¡1 Yes    ¡2 No  

e.  Are you now employed full-time in farming? 
¡1 Yes    ¡2 No  

f.  Have you ever had any formal agricultural training? 
¡1 Yes    ¡2 No  

g.  Are you and your immediate family mainly reliant on farming for your income? 
¡1 Yes    ¡2 No  

h.  What is the total size of your farm holdings? 
¡1 <5 ha    ¡4 50-100 ha 
¡2 5-20 ha     ¡5 >100 ha 
¡3 20-50 ha      

i.  And how many farm holdings do you manage? 
¡1 One    ¡3 Three 
¡2 Two     ¡4 Four or more 

j.  What tenure do you have on your farms? 
¡1 Owner    ¡2 Tenant  
¡3 Manager    ¡4 Mixed  

k.  What is the main type of farm enterprise? 
¡1 Cereals    ¡2 General cropping  
¡3 Horticulture    ¡4 Pigs & poultry  
¡5 Dairy    ¡6 Cattle & sheep (upland) 
¡7 Cattle & sheep (lowland)    ¡8 Mixed or other  
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