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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Protected Landscape designations covering extensive tracts of the northern uplands contain a 
wealth of environmental resources. They encompass substantial reserves of natural capital, defined 
by the Natural Capital Committee as elements of nature that directly or indirectly produce value to 
people, including ecosystems, species, freshwater, land, minerals, the air and oceans. 

The northern upland AONBs (the North Pennines, Forest of Bowland and Nidderdale) developed a 
joint approach to this Test to address the common challenges of hill farming in a high-quality 
landscape.  Three separate reports have been produced which reflect some differences in farming 
practices and some separate conversations with farmers in each of the three AONBs, as well as the 
individual ways that the business analysis was developed at the end of the Test. 

This report reflects the experience in the North Pennines AONB. 

Overview of activity 
The aim of this Test was to lay the foundations for an Environmental Land Management system 
which supports High Nature Value farming and land management in the North Pennines AONB, 
whilst ensuring that farming in the uplands remains resilient and profitable. To do this we: 

 Worked collaboratively with 7 farmers in the co-design of simple land management plans.  
 Identified natural capital assets on these farms and developed outcome-focussed 

management and enhancement options to help deliver a range of public goods. 
 Delivered farm business analysis and planning alongside the land management plans, to help 

set public goods delivery within the context of long-term economic viability of upland farms. 
 Explored with farmers some of the issues around advisors, payment mechanisms, payment 

rates and verification. 
 Explored farm profitability within existing farm businesses and how a move towards 

Maximum Sustainable Output (MSO) could improve profitability (reduce losses) and deliver 
public goods. 

 Developed an allocation model which can be used to test policy choices, relating to payment 
rates for habitat extent and quality, on the viability of High Nature Value farms, and to 
develop payment rates to deliver High Nature Value farming in upland landscapes. 

Key learning points 
A list of conclusions is presented at the end of the document under the research question headings.  
The following is a distillation of a few key points. 

The viability of High Nature Value farms and payment rates 

Many farm businesses in the uplands could improve profitability (reduce losses) by reducing inputs, 
from which environmental benefits would also derive. This is true of grassland systems where, as our 
report by Nethergill Associates (Appendix 6) shows, maximum profitability for upland livestock 
farms is achieved at the point of Maximum Sustainable Output (MSO) – a point at which no inputs 
are required to boost or supplement the natural grass available on the farm. 

Movement towards MSO should be a first step in the process of protecting and enhancing natural 
capital on upland hill farms, but farm businesses need advice and support to move towards the 
MSO. It takes time to explain this concept to farmers and for farmers to think about how it affects 
their business.  Every farm business is different and requires careful analysis and then advice on how 
to move forward. 
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Although movement to MSO maximises profit (or minimises losses) most North Pennine farmers 
who move to this low input/High Nature Value farming model would still require other income to 
survive, and farmers should be paid for providing public goods which derive from the higher natural 
capital which results from farming at, or close to, the MSO. 

The profitability (or viability) of High Nature Value farms is more sensitive to the payment rates for 
different habitats than any other factor in our allocation model (Appendix 7) and needs to be 
considered very carefully. 

Payments 

Payments rewarding achievement should reflect the value of all public goods on the farm, not just 
new public goods delivered over a baseline at the beginning of the Plan. To do otherwise would 
severely disadvantage those who have been providing public goods for years, and disincentivise 
positive change in the transition period.  All of our farmers highlighted the issue of farmers 
traditionally getting paid better through agri-environment schemes for habitat restoration or 
creation – unfairly rewarding farmers that have previously damaged habitats rather than always 
having maintained them.  

Farmers and advisors see flexibility as key. Where payment is by results, there should be a mixture of 
actual and proxy indicators, and some flexibility in their application, to lessen the risk to farmers 
from things outside their control (such as extreme weather events).  Where payments are for 
activity, there should be flexibility to change prescription where the desired result is not being 
achieved. 

Land Management Plans 

Land Management Plans are a useful and user-friendly tool to guide the provision of public goods on 
a farm holding. They set out current public goods provision on the holding, show the potential for 
greater provision, and help to develop a shared ambition of how this will be delivered. 

Land Management Plans should set out a long-term vision (25 years +) for public goods on the farm 
based on spatial prioritisation from the Local Nature Recovery Strategy and other relevant strategies 
(including AONB/National Park Management Plans), in addition to shorter term goals (3-5 years) for 
monitoring and review. 

Advisors 

The role of a trusted advisor is essential to help the farmer get the most out of ELM through e.g. 
undertaking baseline surveys, interpreting results, recognising high quality habitat and public goods 
opportunities on a holding, and linking into data sources and forthcoming spatial planning tools in 
high quality landscapes. 

In the uplands at least, advisors need to be familiar with the concept of the Maximum Sustainable 
Output (MSO) and be able to assist farmers to move towards this position, improving profitability 
and delivering public goods.  
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INTRODUCTION 

Background and context 
The Farming for the Nation Test and Trial involved 12 Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 
Partnerships and has been co-ordinated by the National Association of AONBs, on behalf of DEFRA, 
between January 2020 and June 2021. The northern upland AONBs (the North Pennines, Forest of 
Bowland and Nidderdale) developed a joint approach to address the common challenges of hill 
farming in a high-quality landscape.  

Each AONB contracted a Land Management Advisor to work closely with participant farmers on the 
development of a Land Management Plan for each farm holding (6 each in Nidderdale and Forest of 
Bowland, and 7 in the North Pennines). In parallel, Nethergill Associates were contracted to 
undertake business analysis and advice using their Maximum Sustainable Output approach. The two 
aspects were brought together at the end of the project to investigate payment levels that could 
support High Nature Value farming. 

The North Pennines context 
The North Pennines AONB is the second largest of the 40 AONBs in England and Wales (at 1983km2). 
One of the most remote and unspoilt places in England, it lies between the National Parks of the 
Yorkshire Dales, the Lake District and Northumberland. 

© Crown copyright. All rights reserved. Durham County Council LA 100049055 2021 

Fifty percent of the AONB is designated as a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), including two 
National Nature Reserves, five Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) under the EU Habitats Directive, 
and a Special Protection Area (SPA) under the EU Birds Directive. Important habitats and species 
within the AONB include the windswept expanses of blanket bog and moorland, the species-rich 
grassland and oak/ash woodland fragments of the dales and the breeding wading birds and black 
grouse that thrive in the allotments and pastures along the moorland fringe.  

Farming plays an important role in the lives of local communities and in managing the landscape. 
Most of the AONB is classified as a Severely Disadvantaged Area (SDA) and many farmers are in agri-

Map 1 Location of North Pennines AONB 
& UNESCO Global Geopark 
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environment schemes that support both environmentally friendly farming practices and viable farm 
businesses.  

Our Test and Trial farms 
We worked with seven farmers spread across the AONB. They encompassed a mix of owned and 
rented land, from 50 – 800 hectares in size and ranging from 140m - 709m above sea level. Three 
have grazing rights on additional common land that was not included in the Land Management 
Plans. All of the farms have sheep, with all but one also having cattle. Other livestock on some of the 
farms include ponies, pigs and chickens. Farming methods range from traditional through to 
regenerative, and all are in either Higher Tier Environmental Stewardship or Countryside 
Stewardship schemes. 

A wide variety of upland farm habitats are represented on these farms, including blanket bog and 
upland heathland, grass moorland, rough grazing, rush pasture (breeding wader habitat), semi-
improved and improved pastures, species rich grasslands (hay meadows and calaminarian 
grassland), watercourses, mature and recently planted woodlands (conifer and broadleaved), scrub 
and wood pasture. Four of the farms have SSSI, SAC & SPA designated land. 

Map 2 location of Test and Trial farms 

© Crown copyright. All rights reserved. Durham County Council LA 100049055 2021  
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Research Focus 
The Farming for the Nation Test and Trial collectively set out to address 6 strategic objectives, listed 
below. The subset of objectives addressed by the northern upland AONBs test are listed below:  

FFT: RESEARCH OBJECTIVES AND THEMES  NORTH PENNINES T&T FOCUS 

 

 

 

 

  

1. AONBs as strategic frameworks 
How can AONB Management Plans be used to develop 
strategic and spatial frameworks for the delivery of 
public goods through ELMS? 

2. Integrated land management plans: 
Design approaches and collaboration 
How can we best work with landowners and land 
managers to help them develop integrated Land 
Management Plans (LMPs) that work both at the scales 
on individual holdings and larger farm clusters (across 
landscape and nature recovery networks)? 

3. Self-assessed indicators for success: 
Engagement and expert knowledge 
What role can self-assessed indicators of success, that 
are understood and used by farmers and other land 
managers to deliver excellent public good outcomes, 
play in the design of the ELMs? 

4. Monitoring, verification and payment 
triggers 
What systems of monitoring and payment verification 
will be needed to administer the scheme? 

6. Evaluating collaboration 
How can we gain most benefit from collaborative 
working across and between protected landscapes? 

B: The North Pennines T&T explored the 
scope and ideal format for a land 
management plan focussed on 
identification, assessment and enhancement 
of Natural Capital assets, and trialled this 
approach with farmers. 

A: The North Pennines T&T explored the use 
of AONB management plans and the 
evolving LNRS in guiding the approach to 
land management plans 

C: The North Pennines T&T learned about 
the skills and resources required to produce 
a land management plan and discussed the 
ability of farmers to contribute to the 
process of writing plans, and of monitoring 
success. 

E: The North Pennines T&T sought to 
determine whether land management 
planning, combined with business planning 
could offer an approach to ELM which 
offered optimal results for farmers and for 
public goods. 

D: The North Pennines T&T investigated 
farm business finances and the interaction 
between input levels in farms, farm 
profitability and natural capital 
enhancement. An attempt to quantify the 
public payment required to encourage High 
Nature Value farming and retain farm 
profitability was made. 

F: The North Pennines T&T worked closely 
with two other northern upland AONBs to 
explore differences and similarities between 
farms in each area, and the approach 
needed to farm planning and payments. 



7 
 

METHODOLOGY 

The outline of our methodology is illustrated below.  In summary, there were two parallel analyses 
of natural capital and of business finances on our seven T&T farms.  These were subsequently 
brought together, first with individual farmers to discuss both the natural capital plan and the farm 
business advice with both advisors together (Steps 4 & 5), and subsequently with all 7 farmers and 
the advisors together (Step 6) to discuss the wider implications of this work. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Step 1 - Selection of participating farmers 

Step 5 – Co-design of land management plans Step 4 – Farm Business advice 

Step 8 – Reporting 

Step 3 – Natural Capital audit Step 2 – Farm Business audit and analysis 

Step 6 – Collective discussion on self-
assessment, monitoring and verification 

Step 7 – Payment rates investigated 
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Step 1: Selection of participating farmers  
The target was to recruit six farmers in each northern upland AONB. Twenty-three farmers were 
approached in the North Pennines, all of which had engaged with us before, providing confidence 
they would commit to the process should they be selected. Seven expressed an interest and it was 
decided that there was capacity to work with them all. The distribution of the farms is shown in the 
map below. The farms are representative of different farm types, sizes and the potential for 
provision of public goods in the North Pennines.  

At the same time as Step 1, an experienced Land Management Advisor was seconded from the RSPB. 
Janet Fairclough is a well-regarded Advisor who has previously assisted some of the participant 
farmers with their current agri-env schemes applications. 

Step 2: Farm business analysis 
Askham Bryan College Rural Business Research Unit were contracted to undertake business 
assessments of all 19 of the northern upland AONB farms, including the seven in the North Pennines 
AONB. These included a detailed breakdown of income from direct payments, agri-environment 
payments and off-farm income over a 12-month period (October 2018 – September 2019). The 
reports all include a description of farm type, highlighting regional variations between the three 
AONBs and how this compares to national datasets from the Farm Business Survey. The data was 
confidential and only provided to Nethergill Associates for the purposes of the project (step 4). 

Step 3: Natural capital and public goods audit 
AONB special qualities and features defined in the North Pennines AONB Management Plan were 
used to define the local priorities that ELM should support. These are echoed in the current 
Countryside Stewardship targeting features, although expressed somewhat differently.  A table 
showing public goods, AONB special qualities and CS priorities is presented in Appendix 2. 

The Land Management Advisor undertook an initial desk study of available datasets to ascertain the 
opportunities/constraints on the holdings. See Appendix 4 for a list of datasets analysed. To assess 
opportunities to expand and connect habitat, a wider assessment of priority habitats at a landscape 
scale, using GIS, was undertaken. This was followed by a site walkover to ground truth the desk 
analysis. A suite of additional surveys were then undertaken to a) assess condition of species-rich 
grassland and woodland b) survey for specific species (bats and wading bird assemblage) and c) 
assess soil health (dung beetle survey, earthworms, root depth and laboratory soil testing involving a 
broad spectrum analysis and soil organic matter). A peat depth survey was undertaken on one of the 
holdings. 

As the participant farms are in the upper reaches of catchments, they are well placed to deliver 
Natural Flood Management (NFM) measures to reduce the risk of downstream flooding, e.g. 
peatland restoration, woodland planting, runoff attenuation features. To assess the potential for 
NFM the Environment Agency’s ‘Working with Natural Processes’ map was used. This provides an 
indication (based on modelling) of the types of land management measures that could be 
considered.  All seven farms showed high potential to deliver NFM benefits. 

Access as a public good was discussed with the AONB Partnership’s Access & Recreation Working 
Group, where representatives of local authority Rights of Way teams and Local Access Fora 
participate. 

Other datasets analysed included the Historic Environment Record and sites of geological diversity. 
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Step 4: Farm business advice 
Nethergill Associates were contracted to undertake business analysis of the 19 northern upland 
farms, including the seven in the North Pennines AONB, following the methodology they developed 
for Nidderdale AONB Partnership and subsequently applied to work carried out by them for RSPB, 
National Trust and the Wildlife Trusts (leading to the 2019 ‘Less is More’ reporti).  

The ‘Nethergill Approach’ looks at livestock farming in the UK uplands and determines profitability 
before and after support payments are taken into account, and in relation to fixed and variable 
costs. An approach to examining farm accounts was developed to determine the level of output at 
which these farms are most profitable, termed the Maximum Sustainable Output (MSO). The 
approach has shown that on upland and marginal livestock farms, reducing output (and hence stock 
numbers) to a level where stock is grazed only on the farm’s naturally available grass (i.e. without 
artificial fertilisers or bought in grass), increases profit (or reduces losses) through significant savings 
of variable costs. In turn this can generate environmental benefits, by reducing environmental stress 
(from grazing and/or nutrient input) on the land. 

Chris Clark (Nethergill Associates) met with each participant farmer to present the business analysis, 
and answer questions. The Land Management Advisor was also present, so that changes to farm 
management could be discussed from both a financial and environmental point of view. 

Step 5: Co-design of land management plans with farmers 
The Land Management Advisor held an initial meeting with each farmer to explain the project aims 
and objectives, and to talk through the farmers’ current land management and their future plans 
and aspirations. 

A template Land Management Plan (FMP) was devised between the three Land Management 
Advisors for the northern uplands AONBs. Sections included:  

1. Farm overview 
2. An explanation of the Environmental Land Management scheme objectives 
3. Introduction to Natural Capital and ecosystem services 
4. Environmental survey results – the picture now 
5. Biodiversity and Landscape opportunities 
6. Fitting opportunities into ELM themes 
7. Cost and impacts of delivery 
8. Appendix: Ecosystem Services in the North Pennines AONB 
9. Interactive PDF map showing opportunities and constraints 
10. Map of ELM actions 

A questionnaire was sent to all farmers to gain information on current farm management. A draft 
LMP was first produced by the Land Management Advisor, bringing together the questionnaire and 
audit information and framing it in the context of public goods and what the new scheme could pay 
for. This was only partially complete (sections 1-4 plus appendix and map) and used as the start of a 
conversation with the farmer.  

Further draft LMPs were created following conversation with the farmers, in which the final sections 
of the LMP were completed. Due to time pressures Section 7 was not completed in discussion with 
the farmers, but the data from the final LMPs was used in Step 7 of the methodology. 
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Over the course of the Test and Trial a further two questionnaires were completed by participants to 
gauge their views on the LMP design process and the farm business planning process. Appendix 3 
includes these two questionnaires and a summary of results from each.   

Step 6: Collective discussion on self-assessment, monitoring and 
verification 
Several collaboration events were organised. Due to Covid-19 restrictions these were all carried out 
via Zoom. Two events were held with the seven North Pennines farmers. The first to introduce 
participants to each other and a general discussion about their hopes and fears for ELM. The second 
event was to summarise the findings of the project, check that participants were in agreement and 
flag other areas of concern. 

A joint event, with all northern upland AONB farmers was held in January 2021 to discuss their views 
on self-assessment, monitoring and verification. A presentation from Brendan Dunford from the 
Burren Programme stimulated the discussion. 

Step 7: Payment rates investigated 
Always an ambition of the Test, although not a stated aim, was to investigate the kinds of payment 
rates which might be applied to different kinds of public goods or natural capital, and how these 
would affect farm profitability and viability.  Late on in the Test we had finished the farm business 
analysis and Land Management Plans and took the opportunity to contract Nethergill Associates to 
undertake a final piece of work. 

Using the data from the seven farms in the North Pennines, the contractors developed a 
spreadsheet allocation model which can be used to investigate the results on farm profitability of 
applying different rates of payment for the management of different types of habitat. 

The model allows comparison between the existing support and future scenarios with editable 
payment rates and varying extent and quality of habitat on each farm.  The model was delivered just 
days before this report was finalised and so there are no definitive results, but early exploration 
shows that the model will be useful in two ways: 

1. Testing the result of payment rates on the profitability of our farms 
2. Exploring how to set payment rates (and relative payment rates for different types of habitat 

and habitat quality) to help deliver the desired public goods 
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OUTPUTS 

Land Management Plans, including natural capital audit 
Work on each of the seven farms resulted in a draft land management plan.  For reasons of 
permission and anonymity only one redacted plan is presented in Appendix 5 as an example. 

The plan went through many iterations, including the inclusion of an interactive pdf map which 
allowed farmers to switch layers on and off (as in a GIS system) to view the various habitats and 
constraints on their farms.  However our farmers much preferred paper maps, and so the current 
plan has four separate static maps. 

A list of datasets which were used or sought by the advisor for the land management planning 
process is presented in Appendix 4.   

Farm business analysis  
A report from Nethergill Associates summarises the results of an analysis of each farm business 
across the three northern AONBs and provides an analysis of links between farm profitability and 
public goods delivery which might summarised as follows (the full report and findings are presented 
in Appendix 6): 

Hill farming as practiced in the study farms within the AONB areas is intrinsically unprofitable 
without considerable external support. Most farms (70%) were unable to recover fully their 
associated fixed costs. A few farms (15%) were even unable to cover their variable costs and this 
suggests an intrinsic un-viability in their business proposition. 

The report contests the applicability of conventional wisdom in that production volumes will drive 
profits. This behaviour comes from a cost model in which variable costs increase linearly with output 
volumes. In fact, variable costs in farming are non-linear and comprise two separate and sequential 
cost elements; productive variable costs incurred when working with nature and corrective variable 
costs when substituting for nature. The point where productive costs end and corrective costs begin 
coincides with the point at which the natural resources available, such as grass, will run out. This is 
also the point of maximum sustainable output (MSO). For the study farms as a whole the MSO 
averages at 72% of current output levels. If farms were to downsize to their respective MSO points 
their profitabilities will increase, but this increase will not be sufficient alone to offset the need for 
support. 

Tactical improvements to performance (on all farms) can come from two initiatives: 

1. Downsize over a two-to-four-year period to MSO levels of output by progressively cutting-out 
corrective variable costs. 

2. Attack, aggressively, the burden of fixed costs with the objective of containing the burden to 40% 
sales value. 

Strategic improvements to performance (independently budgeted to not cross-fund the farming 
activity) can also come from four longer-term initiatives:  

1. Diversify into new, but related, activities such as farmhouse accommodation, renting-out surplus 
pasture, or offering services on contract (say, where one has under-utilised plant)  

2. Invest in new added-value products, such as ready-meals production, or cheese-making.  
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3. Organise some branding initiatives (with help from organisations such as the AONBs, and the 
National Parks) that will differentiate product offerings and command a price premium.  

4. Grow through contiguous aggregation when opportunities arise as, whilst this will not change 
individual MSOs, it will offer more scope to recover the burden of fixed costs.  

At a community level the pattern of intrinsic profitability is quite startling. Only five farms of the 19 
make a positive contribution to the local economy. The remaining 14 progressively reduce the value 
of farming in the community. The first 15 farms make a collective contribution of zero and the 
remaining four take the group to a substantial cumulative deficit. 

The report shows the effect on profitability of moving to the MSO and of taking an aggressive 
approach to reducing fixed costs.  The effect on nature and the provision of public goods is less easy 
to quantify at present, although the report’s authors believe that the MSO is also the point at which 
there is least environmental stress in a farmed grassland system.  Whatever the case, it is undeniable 
that a reduction in stocking rates and artificial inputs which would follow from a move towards the 
MSO is often the action prescribed by farm conservation advisors who are advocating for 
improvements in natural processes and for biodiversity. 

Payment allocation model 

The payment allocation model developed by Nethergill Associates arrived at the end of the contract, 
but should, in future, allow us to explore the results or varying payment rates for public goods on 
both farm profitability and the delivery of those public goods. 

An anonymised version of the spreadsheet payment model is presented in Appendix 7. This version 
includes nominal payment factors applied for different habitats represented on our seven North 
Pennines farms and reallocates the total current Basic Payment and other agri-environmnet support 
for these seven farms according to the amount and quality of habitat, and these payment factors. 

Initial findings show how sensitive the model is to these payment rates, beyond any effect which can 
be made by substantially increasing habitat quality or quantity, and so it is of real importance that 
these rates are carefully considered. 

In the future we hope to use this model with more data.  Currently the seven farms are not 
necessarily representative of North Pennines farms as a whole, being largely self-selecting, and 
possibly closer to the High Nature Value farming model than most. 

Using data on habitat extent and quality for the whole of the North Pennines, with a global figure for 
current support payments, will allow us to see how this might be reallocated according to desired 
public goods outcomes and what effect it could have on farming profitability as a whole.  Further 
work is needed. 

In the mean time a series of graphs below demonstrates the kinds of outputs that the model can 
produce and how they might be interpreted: 
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Chart A       Chart B 

 

All charts show the cumulative profits of our seven North Pennine farms ranked by profitability. 

The blue line shows profitability before support. Only two farms are profitable.   

The red line show profitability after support at current levels.   

The green line in all cases shows the theoretical profitability of the farms using allocations in the 
model.   

For chart A we used the habitat area and habitat quality proposed in the new land management 
plans and with a fairly simple ranking of habitat value.  For chart B we increased the ambition on 
each farm. There is very little difference in allocation. 

In chart C the purple line in chart C shows this same modelled profitability as chart B but using a 
larger total allocation based on the prices per hectare from model B. Every farm increases its 
profitability, but the overall allocation remains the same. 

In chart D we modified the habitat rankings to reflect scarcity. Comparing charts B and D we can see 
that we can manipulate the habitat rankings to simulate the current support situation, and that the 
model is highly sensitive to the habitat rankings. 

Chart C       Chart D 

 

The model also allows easy comparison between the results 
of different scenarios for individual farms. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Our conclusions are grouped according to DEFRA themes and are presented below alongside a code 
or codes to show which research questions each conclusion addresses.  A summary of research 
questions determined by the National Association is shown below.  More detailed questions under 
each heading are shown in Appendix 1.  

Our conclusions are drawn from the Outputs of the Test listed above, as well as from the many 
meetings and conversation with farmers, the business advisors, and from some parallel learning as 
part of the two Local Nature Recovery Strategy pilots in Cumbria and Northumberland, that has 
informed some of the spatial prioritisation section. 

Research questions 
National Association of AONBs research questions Code 
1. NATIONAL OBJECTIVES AND LOCAL PRIORITIES: AONB MPS AS STRATEGIC FRAMEWORKS  
How can AONB Management Plans (MP) be used to develop strategic and spatial frameworks for 
the delivery of public goods through ELMS? 

NA1 

2. INTEGRATED LAND MANAGEMENT PLANS: DESIGN APPROACHES AND COLLABORATION  
How can we best work with landowners and managers to help them develop integrated Land 
Management Plans (LMPs) that work both at the scales of individual land holdings and larger farm 
clusters (across landscape and nature recovery networks)? 

NA2 

3. SELF-ASSESSED INDICATORS FOR SUCCESS: ENGAGEMENT AND EXPERT KNOWLEDGE  
What role can self-assessed indicators of success, that are understood and used by farmers and 
other land managers to deliver excellent public good outcomes, play in the design of the ELMS? 

NA3 

4. MONITORING, VERIFICATION AND PAYMENT TRIGGERS  
What systems of monitoring and payment verification will be needed to administer the scheme? NA4 
5. TESTING GUIDANCE  
What information, and in what format, do scheme participants need to be able deliver the 
scheme’s objectives? 

NA5 

6. EVALUATING COLLABORATION  
How can we gain most benefit from collaborative working across and between protected 
landscapes? 

NA6 
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Spatial Prioritisation 
 The North Pennines AONB Management Plan provides a useful guide to nature 

recovery priorities and other public goods in the AONB area but does not 
currently provide a spatial prioritisation mechanism. The next revision of the 
North Pennines AONB Management Plan is likely to incorporate a Nature Recovery 
Plan, based on the strategies developed in each of our three counties. 

 Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS) should provide the spatial prioritisation 
of nature recovery objectives.  Our recent experience of two Local Nature 
Recovery Strategy pilots (Cumbria and Northumberland) leads us to suggest that 
LNRS will eventually be able to provide this spatial prioritisation for the North 
Pennines given three caveats 

o That DEFRA provides clear guidance to local authorities which leads to 
consistency across county boundaries of data quality, modelling type and 
structure of outcomes and measures. 

o That resources are provided to ensure that priority habitat data is accurate 
and up-to-date. 

o That protected landscape bodies are able to shape the outcomes and 
measure which relate to their area. This has specific data needs (more and 
better) and other resource implications. 

 Local Nature Recovery Strategies should have sufficient granularity for farmers to 
be able to identify the ambitions of the strategy on a field level and to guide the 
long-term vision for the farm.  

 It will be helpful to have a spatial prioritisation of other public goods, such as 
gaps in strategic access provision or water storage potential for natural flood 
management, to help with Land Management Planning.  

 Where there is actual or perceived competition between public goods (e.g. 
carbon sequestration vs biodiversity) we should always take a ‘nature first’ 
approach. This will deliver nature recovery and associated ecosystem services. The 
risk of doing otherwise is to threaten biodiversity in pursuit of single objectives, in 
the face of a global biodiversity crisis and within the context of the Government’s 
30 x 30 commitment as it pertains to Protected Landscapes. 

 The presentation of spatial priorities as options rather than prescriptions is 
important to get right. It is important that spatial prioritisation of public goods is 
expressed in terms of options that a land manager(s) might choose to deliver as 
part of their farming business(es) to contribute to public goods provision, rather 
than a prescription for the land which might interfere with the farm business. 

 National priorities compete in some areas, and E.L.M payment rates should be 
able to reflect local priorities. In certain part so the North Pennines, for example, 
habitat for Curlew should be prioritised over creating new woodland or scrub, and 
this local priority should be reflected in incentives. 

 

NA1 
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Land management plans (format and content) 
 Land Management Plans should be a key component of Environmental Land 

Management. They are a useful and user-friendly tool to guide the provision of public 
goods on a farm holding. They set out current public goods provision on the holding, 
show the potential for further public good provision, and help to develop a shared 
ambition for the delivery of public goods.  

 Land Management Plans should focus on delivery of benefits across the whole farm 
and as part of the wider farmed landscape. Our T&T farmers were keen to work 
across their holding to deliver the benefits which can come from creating a mosaic of 
habitats and maximising the benefit from their work. They understood how their farm 
fitted into the wider landscape and the impact they could have on it. There are clear 
benefits in joining up such plans across multiple holdings at the largest scale possible. 

 There should be a simple, standard format for Land Management Plans, with set 
definitions of public goods.  Our farmers were comfortable and familiar with the Farm 
Environment Plan (FEP) used under previous schemes.  The format we used for a Land 
Management Plan was generally found to be straightforward by our farmers and with 
the right level of written content. Additional feedback included a request for more 
diagrams and photographs to aid the text. We trialled an interactive PDF map to show 
all the baseline information on farms, which was considered over-complicated, and so 
not recommended. Farmer preference was for a simple base map with existing key 
features, habitats, designations etc. on - similar to a FEP map.  

 Land Management Plans should set out a long-term vision (25 years +) for public 
goods on the farm, based on spatial prioritisation from the Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies and other relevant strategies; in Protected Landscapes there should also be 
a strong focus on delivering the Management Plan. Our plans were based on a 5-year 
vision for the farm. Feedback from farmers suggests that a longer-term vision (25 
years+) would also be useful. 

 Land Management Plans should include a clear timetable for monitoring and review. 
Reviewing a Land Management Plan regularly would also help review its ambition, as 
payment rates, market conditions and other external factors change. Farmers 
suggested the plan include short term (3-5 year) goals, and dates for review and 
monitoring. It was thought that this would also help the plan become a working 
document. 

 Land Management Plans should be based on a minimum number of surveys (or on 
up to date existing data) to ensure they capture existing public goods which need to 
be protected or enhanced. In an upland context, these surveys should identify and 
map (as a minimum) all Priority Habitats including species-rich areas of heathland, 
wetland and grassland and all peatland (including peat depth measurements), all 
woodland, scrub, hedgerows and plantations, breeding wader habitat, soil health (i.e. 
soil test including soil organic matter, and a Visual Soil Assessment including root 
depth, structure and invertebrates such as dung beetles/earthworms).  

 Farmers want to be involved in the production of Land Management Plans from the 
start, but all our farmers recognised the need for specialist help for things like 
ecological surveys and the identification of biodiversity enhancement opportunities – 
this should be through a trusted, local advisor (see Advice and Guidance below). 

 We provide an example Land Management Plan in Appendix 5 

NA2 
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Land management plans (data) 
 There is an urgent need to redress inaccuracies and update old data in the Priority 

Habitat Inventory (PHI), and develop a simple mechanism for local ecologists to help 
with this. Coverage of in the North Pennines is reasonable, but the quality was found 
to be inaccurate on many holdings. There is also a need to expand the PHI to include 
new survey and modelling work for priority species (e.g. Curlew) outwith existing 
priority habitats, otherwise these priorities could be overlooked when drawing up land 
management plans. 

 To be effective, NFM needs modelling at the sub catchment/catchment scale using 
high quality Lidar, and then ground truthing. The results of an Environment Agency 
led NFM Demonstrator project currently underway in the North Pennines has shown 
this. 

 Any land management decisions where there is a question mark over the depth of 
peat (particularly as it pertains to the planting of trees) should require a peat depth 
survey. 

 All land managers should have free access to high quality data through the regional 
record centres.  Regional Record Centres need support to provide this service. 

NA2 

 
Advice and technical guidance 
 The role of an advisor is essential to help the farmer get the most out of ELM through 

e.g. undertaking baseline surveys, interpreting results and recognising the public goods 
opportunities on a holding, accessing spatial planning tools for nature recovery. 

 Specialist advice is required for many aspects of land management planning. 
Specialist ecological advice for habitats such as peatland, upland hay meadows and 
woodland provide farmers with the information to manage these features for optimum 
benefit. In addition, specialist advice is also essential for NFM modelling, water quality 
management, conservation of historic environment features, strategic access 
improvements and additions to the Rights of Way network. 

 Where possible, advisors should be given the chance to stay in one area and become 
familiar with farming communities and practices.  A relationship of trust, mutual 
learning and collaboration between farmer and advisor is key. This is best achieved by 
advisors becoming familiar with the landscape and farming systems in one area over a 
period of time.  In the North Pennines advisors having experience of upland farming 
and upland habitats is seen as very important by farmers.  Experience enables the 
flexibility that is sometimes required of advisors when working with farms in 
unfavourable climates and challenging conditions.  

 More specialist advisors are likely to be needed, and some element of training and 
induction for upland advisors will be required.  Protected Landscapes teams, farmers 
and farmer networks can all play a role in this.  Farmers were concerned that there 
may not be enough good advisors available to roll out ELM quickly and effectively. 
Training new upland advisors will be important to ensure consistent and high-quality 
advice, and to retain trust in the ELM schemes. 

 Farmers trusted the advice and guidance provided by Protected Landscape staff and 
see a strong role for (in this case) the AONB team in the delivery of ELM advice and 

NA2 
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guidance. This is known to be a theme coming through in our partner pilots through 
the wider AONB T&T programme 

 Land Management Planning is a multi-disciplinary skill requiring a good level of 
technical knowledge (including IT and ecology) as well as an understanding of the 
prevailing policy framework and being able to access and understand relevant 
guidance, including the developing Nature Recovery Strategies 

 Access to high quality training and information for farmers throughout the life of 
their Agreement is essential. 

  



19 
 

Payments 
Payments for public goods and low input/High Nature Value farming 
 The business analysis which was carried out by Nethergill Associates (Appendix 5) for 

each farm was found by most farmers to be useful, or at least interesting. For most it 
confirmed a direction of travel towards lower input farming. Most of our T&T farmers 
plan to make some changes to their businesses in the next couple of years, and for 
some this change is already underway. 

 The concept of Maximum Sustainable Output (MSO) - leading to a point of maximum 
profitability and reduced environmental stress - was found to be helpful in thinking 
about future business development.  This concept was introduced to our T&T farmers 
as part of the business analysis. 

 Many farm businesses in the uplands could improve profitability (reduce losses) by 
reducing inputs, from which environmental benefits would also derive. This is true of 
grassland systems where, as the report by Nethergill Associates shows, maximum 
profitability for upland livestock farms is achieved at the MSO point, at which no feed 
inputs are required beyond the natural grass on the farm. 

 Farm businesses need advice and support to move towards the MSO. It takes time to 
explain this concept to farmers and to explain how it might affect their business.  Every 
farm business is different and requires careful analysis and then advice on how to move 
forward. 

 Business analysis which incorporates the idea of the MSO should be used as a key 
tool in helping upland hill farmers understand farm profitability and increase natural 
capital. 

 All business advisors working with farmers (at least in the upland context) should be 
aware of the MSO concept and the importance of reducing variable and fixed costs. 

 Movement towards MSO should be a first step in the process of protecting and 
enhancing natural capital on upland hill farms. 

 Although movement to MSO maximises profit (or minimises losses) most North 
Pennines farms who move to this low input/High Nature Value farming model would 
still require other income to survive. See report for more detail. 

 Farmers should be paid for providing public goods which derive from the higher 
natural capital which results from farming at, or close to, the MSO. 

 Farmers expressed concerns that large landowning estates might take farms in hand 
and remove tenants in order to take advantage of payments for public goods. These 
larger conservation grazing or rewilding schemes will provide important public goods, 
but sometimes, to some degree (and which may be offset to some extent by other 
factors), at the expense of others, such as viable rural communities/social capital.  

Payment rates 
 Payments should reward achievement (public goods provision), but also take into 

account activity (capital payments to make changes, or the costs of management)  

 Payments rewarding achievement should reflect the value of all public goods on the 
farm, not just new public goods delivered over a baseline at the beginning of the 
Plan. To do otherwise would severely disadvantage those who have been providing 
public goods for years, and disincentivise positive change in the transition period.  All 

 
NA3 
NA4 
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of our farmers highlighted the issue of farmers traditionally getting paid better 
through agri-environment schemes for habitat restoration or creation – unfairly 
rewarding farmers that have previously damaged habitats rather than always having 
maintained them. 

 Payment rates should be simple to understand. For example, a hectarage payment 
rate for peatland habitat meeting certain quality conditions - perhaps with a small 
number of quality or results-based tiers. 

 Payment rates need to be set at a level that disincentivises farmers from pursuing 
more intensive production to the detriment of public goods. 

 Payment rates need to take into account local conditions, such as height above sea 
level, and be flexible enough to react to fluctuating market prices  

 Payment rates need to be set at a level which allows small farm businesses to 
survive and thrive. We should consider weighting payment rates to the advantage of 
smaller farmers, recognising the social capital that farming communities provide in 
rural areas. There is a real danger, otherwise, that farms will consolidate as they move 
to a low input model. Indeed, this is a clear conclusion from the report by Nethergill 
Associates and was a concern for our farmers. 

 Payment rates should reward collaboration.  This is one potential mechanism to 
support the continued existence of thriving communities of small farms. 

 Payment rates should be tapered down for landholdings over a certain size to avoid 
money being disproportionately distributed to a few of the largest landholders. 

 We have broadly estimated the payment rates we think would be required in the 
North Pennines as part of the Nethergill Associates report 

Payment terms 
 Payment agreements should be for a minimum of 10 years. Some agreements, i.e. for 

long term land-use change should have longer agreements, perhaps at least 30 years 
(e.g – creation of new woodland/wood pasture, catchment reintroduction of beavers).  

 Payments need to be made promptly, and more frequently than annually, perhaps 
quarterly, as long as this does not lead to more delay due to increased bureaucracy. 

Payments by results 
 Farmers were cautiously supportive of payment by results schemes as long as they 

were flexible (see below) 

 There should be a mixture of actual and proxy indicators to lessen the risk to farmers 
from things outside their control (such as extreme weather events), but to reward 
real results. 

 There should be flexibility in monitoring to take account of things outside the 
farmer’s control 

 Monitoring should be done by experts for particular outcomes (e.g. botanists for hay 
meadow quality), but farmers agreed that monitoring could be done by farmers 
themselves, given training and support, with occasional verification by third parties, 
for some outcomes.  

 Specialist monitoring (and training for farmers) has a range of resource issues, and it 
is not clear how these will be resolved within the future farming payment 
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Payments for activity 
 Where prescriptions are used, these should reflect the nature of the farm and be 

flexible enough to be changed during the agreement should the desired results not 
be achieved.  

 
Collaboration 
 Some public goods can only be delivered effectively through collaborative work, such 

as an improved access network, or increased connectivity of woodland and scrub.  

 Our farmers were supportive of the idea of collaborative working across several 
farms to deliver public goods across the wider landscape, especially if linked to ‘uplift 
payments’ for landscape-scale benefits. 

 Farmers should be encouraged and assisted to collaborate for the delivery of public 
goods, as well as for other social and economic benefits. 

 Resources are needed to support farmer clusters. In the North Pennines some farm 
clusters already exist through landscape-scale projects (time limited) or Facilitation 
Funds (scope limited). New clusters need nurturing with advisor/facilitator time. 

 It would help collaborative work if all the farms in any cluster had a single advisor. 

NA6 

 

Other 
 The absence of local abattoirs has a serious impact on farmers wishing to capture 

more of the supply chain on premium pasture-fed produce in order to remain/become 
profitable. A mobile, fixed fee, abattoir would enable more farmers to focus on quality 
rather than quantity and contribute to the viability of low input farms operating at or 
near the MSO.  

 There is currently no strategic approach to designing access provision in relation to 
the current Public Rights of Way network and Open Access land. This would be helpful 
if farmer clusters are to help deliver meaningful access provision. It was noted by our 
Access & Recreation Working Group that this would require extra resources. 
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7 Spreadsheet allocation model template developed for North 
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Excel file in 
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Appendix 1 

Research Questions 

National Association of AONBs research questions Ref code 
1. NATIONAL OBJECTIVES AND LOCAL PRIORITIES: AONB MPS AS STRATEGIC FRAMEWORKS  
How can AONB Management Plans (MP) be used to develop strategic and spatial 
frameworks for the delivery of public goods through ELMS? 

NA1 

• What information is needed to convert AONB MP objectives and policies into spatial 
frameworks? 
What techniques can we employ to articulate/translate priorities spatially? 
• What ways are there to involve landowners and managers in the co-design of ELMS delivery 
that takes account of AONB MP objectives and policies? 
• What level of engagement with other AONB MP Partners is necessary / helpful in designing 
an ELMS delivery framework? 
• How do we ensure consistency across other plans and processes that influence land use and 
management across the AONB? 
• How do local AONB priorities work within the national ELMS framework for the delivery of 
public goods? 
• Are AONB boundaries relevant or should we map 
to natural resource boundaries? 
• Is it helpful to interpret and prioritise the public goods that are most relevant to the AONB 
(for instance, based on its Special Qualities) or should we rely simply on the national ELMS 
public good 
categories? 

 

  

2. INTEGRATED LAND MANAGEMENT PLANS: DESIGN APPROACHES AND COLLABORATION  
How can we best work with landowners and managers to help them develop integrated 
Land Management Plans (LMPs) that work both at the scales of individual land holdings and 
larger farm clusters (across landscape and nature recovery networks)? 

NA2 

• What means of engaging with farmers and other land managers work best to encourage 
collaboration across holding boundaries?  
• Does a process of co-design, in which scheme participants are given key roles in planning 
landscape-scale outcomes, result in more effective agreements (i.e. better public good 
outcomes)?  
• How can you best translate strategic landscape-scale outcomes into a farm-scale plan? How 
to align ideal visions with practical reality?  
• What sources of spatial data and means of analysing and displaying them are most suitable 
for developing integrated LMPs?  
• When working at a landscape /nature network scale, should we prepare area and/or topic 
plans?  
• Is there an optimum area of coverage for LMPs to provide significant landscape and nature 
recovery benefits?  
• What is the impact at the landscape / nature network scale if some landowners / managers 
choose not to take part? 

 

  

3. SELF-ASSESSED INDICATORS FOR SUCCESS: ENGAGEMENT AND EXPERT KNOWLEDGE  
What role can self-assessed indicators of success, that are understood and used by farmers 
and other land managers to deliver excellent public good outcomes, play in the design of the 
ELMS? 

NA3 

Do self-assessed indicators enhance understanding and commitment by scheme participants in 
the objectives of the scheme?  
• Will we need indicators of success that are adopted nationally and/or those that reflect local 
circumstances?  
• Is there a role for scheme participants to help design or select the indicators that they will 
assess?  

 



24 
 

• Can self-assessed indicators be effective both at tracking the ‘direction of travel’ (i.e. net 
gains in public goods) as well as the eventual achievement of defined outcomes?  
• How can the objectivity and consistency of selfassessments be ensured? What levels of 
training / knowledge sharing / assessment are needed to do this?  
• What simple and efficient means are available to help scheme participants make the 
assessments? Is there scope to use existing data, other statutory returns and well-known land 
management techniques?  
• Who will have access to the indicator assessments provided by land managers? What 
benefits come from sharing them with other land managers and other partners? 
  

4. MONITORING, VERIFICATION AND PAYMENT TRIGGERS  
What systems of monitoring and payment verification will be needed to administer the 
scheme? 

NA4 

• What will public funding pay for and on what basis?  
• What information needs to be collected to ensure that scheme participants are meeting the 
objectives of the scheme?  
• What are the most effective means of collecting monitoring and verification data, in terms of 
both administrative cost and raising standards?  
• Are there differences in the monitoring and verification systems required between types of 
participant, land cover and public good?  
• How can payment levels be set so that they reflect the value of the public goods provided, as 
well as the costs experienced by scheme participants?  
• For a scheme designed around the delivery of eventual public good outcomes, what are the 
best ways of verifying that progress is being made towards those outcomes?  
• What role could knowledge-sharing between scheme participants, advisers and 
administrators play in monitoring and enhancing the effectiveness of the scheme as a whole?  
• What role could innovative and private finance mechanisms have in the new scheme? 

 

  

5. TESTING GUIDANCE  
What information, and in what format, do scheme participants need to be able deliver the 
scheme’s objectives? 

NA5 

• What level of written guidance is needed so that participants know what outcomes they are 
agreeing to and how they can provide them?  
• What scope should there be for interpreting written guidance to reflect local characteristics?  
• What does an effective structure of local advice and knowledge-exchange look like?  
• How should the quality of advice be managed and accredited?  
• How much advice, on average, do participants need to prepare and deliver Land 
Management Plans?  
• Do certain types of scheme participants need more advice and support than others? • What 
role can online data, including GIS software, play?  
• Under what circumstances can peer-to-peer knowledge exchange and collective learning 
work most effectively? Should participation in a programme of knowledge exchange be 
mandatory? 

 

  

6. EVALUATING COLLABORATION  
How can we gain most benefit from collaborative working across and between protected 
landscapes? 

NA6 

• What mechanisms are most effective at sharing learning between AONB projects at the level 
of project staff and key partners?  
• What are the most effective means for sharing learning with equivalent initiatives in National 
Parks?  
• Are there opportunities for collaborating with adjacent non-designated landscapes (sharing 
our findings as well as learning from them)?  
• What added value is derived from peer-to-peer working by farmers/land managers within 
and between protected landscapes?  
• What lessons can we learn about how to involve wider stakeholders and beneficiaries in the 
design and delivery of ELMS? 
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Appendix 2 

Table showing North Pennines Countryside Stewardship priorities, AONB special qualities, 
and public goods 

Public goods AONB Special Quality Countryside Stewardship priority 
Thriving plants and 
wildlife 

Clean and plentiful 
water 

Clean air 

Protection from and 
mitigation of 
environmental hazards 

Mitigation of and 
adaptation to climate 
change 

Habitats: 

Special grasslands (upland 
limestone, upland hay meadow, 
calaminarian, species-rich road 
verges and river banks, allotments 
and pastures for waders) 

Moorland (peatland, heathland, 
montane heath, acid grassland) 

Trees and woodlands (upland 
mixed ash, upland oak, wood 
pasture, wet woodland, juniper & 
montane scrub) 

Rivers and wetlands (springs and 
flushes, reservoirs, waterfalls) 

Priority habitats: 
Blanket bog 
Upland heathland 
Upland flushes, fens & swamps 
Upland calcareous grassland 
Upland hay meadows 
Calaminarian grassland 
Ancient and native woodland 
Wood pasture & parkland with veteran 
trees 
Upland mixed ash woodland 
Riparian habitat associated with priority 
rivers & lakes 
Lowland meadows 
Lowland heathland 
Lowland fen 

Thriving plants and 
wildlife 

Species: 

Arctic-alpine flora of Upper 
Teesdale 

Raptors (hen harrier, short-eared 
owl, peregrine, red kite) 

Water vole 

Breeding wading birds 

Priority species: 
Black grouse 
Lapwing 
Willow tit 
Twite 
Red squirrel 
Small pearl-bordered fritillary 
Pale bristle-moss 
Rare spring sedge 
Juniper 
Downy willow 
Breeding wader assemblage (lapwing, 
redshank, curlew, snipe) 
Woodland bird assemblage (lesser redpoll, 
lesser spotted woodpecker, tree pipit, 
redstart, pied flycatcher, wood warbler, 
marsh tit, hawfinch) 

Protection from and 
mitigation of 
environmental hazards 

 Flood risk management 

Beauty, heritage and 
engagement 

Historic environment Historic Environment: 
Designated features 
Traditional farm buildings and non-
domestic historic buildings 
Undesignated historic and archaeological 
features of high significance 

 Dark night skies  
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Appendix 3 
Farmer questionnaires - December 2020 and February 2021 

Appendix 3a 

Land Management Plan farmer questionnaire 

December 2020 

 

PART A: Chris Clark business analysis feedback 

What did you think of the business plan format/theory? 

 Very good, when the figures are laid out in this format it really hits home how challenging it is to 
make a hill farm profitable. 

 Yes - very interesting to apply a business lens and to look at farming income and expenditure 
purely economically. 

 It was ok but some was not easy to follow regarding the profit part or the MSO. 
 Very thorough and informative. some technical aspects difficult to interpret. not all seemed farm 

specific eg. advised to reduce fertiliser costs but not used on farm at all. 
 It was a useful exercise and tended to match our own ideas. The reference to reducing stocking 

rates was more theoretical than practical. 
 The session I had with Chris Clark was not really relevant as I has recently made significant 

changes to my farming business. 
 It was interesting, but complicated theory to understand at first. 

 

Has it made you think differently about the farm business now and in the future? 

 Yes. We have made a lot of changes to the business over the last few years. We have been 
reducing inputs and focusing on farming with the environment in mind. Speaking to Chris and 
doing the business analysis has helped give us direction working towards MSO. 

 I think there are broader issues that come into play when making decisions about income and 
expenditure - for example the annual rental of pasture takes into account the broader 
relationship with the farmer. However, there is definitely food for thought here. 

 I’m not sure if it has made me think that much differently at the moment  
 Yes. 
 It tended to confirm our long term plans. 
 It was reassuring as could see what were doing right already. 

 

Have you made any business changes already? 

 Yes, although these changes were already planned within our business before test and trials. 
 The other 6 farms had not made any changes yet. 
 Reducing housing of sheep and cattle over winter 

 

Are you planning any business changes over the next year? 

 Yes. 
 Potentially, yes. 
 It might, maybe end up with adjustments with stock and numbers. 
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 Yes, considering diversification with a holiday let. 
 Not at the moment. 
 Adjust stock looking at scenarios and housing. Investigate whether can get rid of tractor. 

 

We hope to have enough budget left to ask Chris Clark to look at some alternative scenarios for what 
any proposed changes would look like for the business in 3-5 years. Is this something you are 
interested in? 

 Yes, very interested. 
 Potentially yes - it would be something that would be great later in 2021. 
 I would have to wait and see.  
 Yes. 
 Not at this stage 
 Yes, to look at herd impact, what is the right number of stock for the farm? 

 

Where do you see the business in 5 years? - Where will farm be without BPS?  

 I see the next 5 years as a huge challenge for the farm business. We plan to replace the BPS 
income through improvements to farming system, off farm income and diversification projects. 

 Possibly more holiday lets - and more work to support environmental initiatives. 
 Hopefully still livestock farming but may have to look at other income streams. Without BPS we 

would have to look at Elms and other Environment streams, would probably mean less 
investment. 

 Looking add adding value to existing stock numbers, aiming sell more replacements. 
 Without income equivalent to BPS it would be bleak, will survive but at expense of any 

investment. 
 Looking towards retirement in next few years, no succession so thinking about future options. 
 Producing nutritionally rich food, selling more direct from farm. Currently rely on BPS for cash 

flow so need to work out how best to become more self sufficient. Lots of ideas and want 
several income streams to increase resilience. Glamping diversification planned.  

 

Any other comments about the business/Chris Clark side of the project? 

 I am very pleased that we will be working alongside Chris Clark on another MSO project over the 
next 3 years. 

 Not currently. 
 It was enlightening and surprisingly positive. 
 Confirms what was suspected about state of majority of farms without subsidies 
 No. 
 Highlights the issue with high fixed costs, ELM and other Defra initiatives need to be set up to 

attract both young farmers and new entrants to farming.  

 

PART B: LMP general structure/format 

Is the plan simple to follow? Suggestions for improvement? 

 Yes. 
 Yes - simple to follow.  It would be helpful for the environmental survey results to be put into a 

table to make it clearer. 
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 The plan is fairly easy to follow and the colour coding helps and make it easier to interpret. 
 Yes. 
 It was straightforward to follow 
 The plan is very comprehensive and easy to follow and understand.  

 

Who should complete the LMPs? Should Defra pay farmers the cost for completing them? Do you 
think farmers could complete their own plan? 

 The farmer must be fully involved in completing the form. Depending on the level of options that 
the farmer chooses should determine the level of input from Environmental/Defra advisors. If 
Defra are to pay farmers for completion of LMP's this needs to be done to intensify the farmers 
and not the agents representing them. 

 I think farmers should complete the form with assistance from external advisers.  Potentially this 
will be time consuming and some recompense for this would be appropriate.  A barrier for 
farmers will be the amount of paperwork involved which can be time consuming.  If technology 
can be used to pre-load data into forms but equally this needs to be accurate as often there are 
data issues with Defra. 

 Farmers would probably need expert help with surveys , Defra could finance independent 
support to help complete the plan with a ceiling of funds  

 Farmer with advisor. aspects could be completed alone eg. farm summaries and costs section 
but biodiversity and landscape opportunities section requires input from ELMS advisor side to 
outline. payment by Defra would be more likely to encourage farmers to join, especially without 
guarantee of achieving a scheme agreement.   

 Farmer with support from NPAONB/trusted advisor. Would need some support and advice. 
 I feel that it is essential for a new scheme to be successful it needs to have farmer input from the 

start. No two farms are the same and no one knows the land better than the farmer, therefore 
the farmer being involved in drawing up the management plan will make the process much 
easier. 

 

Environmental Survey Results (Section 4):  

How can we improve presentation of information in this section? Is there too much / not enough 
text? How useful are maps / diagrams / annotated photographs? 

Should this be summary paragraphs (like now) with the full survey reports put in the Annexes at the 
end, or would you prefer more detail in this section? 

Was it ‘just telling you what you knew?’ or did it help start thinking more about what potential there 
is for an ELM agreement? 

 As a basic overview its good but I would prefer more detail about the results of the surveys. Not 
every farmer would take as much interesting these so maybe they could be attached in the back 
of the LMP? Photos could be added to help give a clearer idea of woodland, ponds, features etc 
that are being discussed in the results. 

 See above - suggestion for table. Summary paragraphs with full reports annexed. There are no 
maps, diagrams and annotated photos in this section.  Broadly speaking this presented 
information that we already knew albeit some finer detail e.g. bat species. 

 The survey results were very good, the presentation of data was great with plenty of 
information. There were things like the bat survey that I didn’t know about and would certainly 
help in formulating an Elms application and agreement  
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 Clear summary of what we already knew from looking at detailed survey results. maps useful to 
ensure clear distinction between different areas and habitat of farm when referred to later in 
plan. 

 Text about right. Diagrams and photographs would be useful as a measure of the landscape 
throughout the scheme. Full survey reports should be in Annex. Knew most of this because of 
current HLS scheme. 

 SSSI condition site assessments are very out of date, would be good if NE surveyed SSSIs and 
updated these, so could see if HLS management has been improving environmental condition of 
habitats 

 

Is it clear that the LMP covers the whole farm? 

 Our farm is quite large and split into a few different blocks of land so a map of the whole farm 
would be difficult to scale but this is definitely something that would make the whole farm area 
covered by a LMP much clearer. 

 Yes, but concentrating on suitable land for scheme with less on better agricultural land. 
 ‘Yes’. (response from all other farmers). 

 

Does the plan provide a clear indication as to what management actions you could choose to 
undertake in ELM? 

 No. 
 Yes, once biodiversity and landscape opportunities and cost sections completed but these 

require external input and approval. able to self identify target areas but not specific 
requirements eg. grazing avoidance in the year - we know this from previous management but 
couldn’t decide it ourselves if completing the LMP without guidance or a key? 

 ‘Yes’. (response from all other farmers). 

 

How can we ensure the Final Version LMP is a document that is useful and that you will refer back 
to, and also provides enough proof to Defra that the plan has been carefully targeted and will deliver 
against the ELM themes? 

 The plan needs to be created with a long term vision in mind. Ideally set 25 year environmental 
goals for the farm, with a vision for how the farming business will look over that time scale. The 
LMP will need short goals (3-5 years) for farming business to aim for as well, meaning a review of 
the LMP every 5 years. 

 Ensure that there is regular monitoring and reviewing of actions by the farmer - maybe 
milestones and key dates to work towards.  Do we know what inspections will be put in place? 
And can they be scheduled in advance so that work and preparation can be made. 

 As long as it is clear what management is needed and reasoning and evidence based the farmer 
should buy in to deliver on the Elms themes as long as the financial reward is good enough  

 Ensure not overly complicated while maintaining appropriate level of detail. current outline 
allows it to be adapted to farms with different required actions. complete collaboratively so 
both side understand options and limitations to plan. 

 It should not be overly complex, but give clear targets to aim at. 
 It should be a working document that has an overall vision and regular review.     

 

Do you understand how your farm fits into the larger landscape and the impact you can have? 
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 Yes. As individual farmers we should be able to compliment each other’s farms without losing 
our individuality.  

 Yes, also need to recognise maintenance of existing features more 
 ‘Yes’. (response from all other farmers). 

 

Any other comments about the LMP structure? 

 Don’t see how it can be completed by farmer alone and achieve requirements as possible 
actions need to be determined between multiple parties and detail as to application required. 
eg. improving soil health. 

 How to link the overall long-term vision?  
 ‘No’. (response from all other farmers). 

 

PART C: Maps 

What maps are useful to help with assessing existing features? Would you want Defra to provide all 
this information (like the EI maps they provide for CS/HLS applications), or expect whoever was 
writing your LMP to do this (like with a FEP)?  

 The maps that show the areas that have potential to hold water are very useful for our business 
as we are in a high priority catchment sensitive area. These maps could work particularly well 
when looking at a group of farms in a high priority/upland area. Defra Should provide all of this 
information. 

 All the maps that have been provided have been helpful.  Maps showing woodland and other 
classifications are good.  There have been issues with data accuracy when Defra have produced 
maps and map layers. 

 Maps are helpful and current Defra ones are pretty accurate and would help whoever does LMP. 
 Maps useful, source irrelevant. 
 Happy with the maps provided by Defra 

 

Map A - would annotations be useful (such as photographs, which ELM themes areas fit into)?  

 Yes. 
 Potentially. 
 Yes. 
 Current key with sections of farm useful for referring to later in plan. annotations and photos 

may be useful for before after comparisons? monitoring purposes? 
 Photographs would be useful 
 Photographs (fixed point photography) such as annually to show changes over time. 

 

How best to map field boundaries? Eg. On Map A (but does this make it too cluttered), A separate 
map (but does this make it too many maps) 

 One whole farm map with the boundaries clearly marked on it, with scaled down maps provided 
for any focus areas or selected options. 

 On Map A would be best. 
 Individual maps would be easier to read. 
 Maybe have a boundaries map with walls categorised (good/gappy/restore/relict) 
 Could use overlays for boundaries 
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Would any other maps be useful? 

 Where options maybe available of a group of farms working towards an ecosystem service 
together, a map of the whole area/catchment that is or could be affected. 

 A map to highlight opportunities for development e.g. corridors between woodlands or 
buffering rivers would be useful.   

 To many can be a bad thing, as few as possible.  
 No. 
 No. 
 How about a ‘future’ map with what the overall vision could look like 

 

PART D: Section 5 - biodiversity and landscape opportunities 

What format do you prefer (tables, more descriptive paragraphs, other solutions)? 

 Descriptive paragraphs are my preference. 
 Tables but with description annexed perhaps. 
 Tables and descriptive paragraphs is probably best. 
 Table works. more description of options? key/reference document required to complete if not 

being done with advisor. 
 Tables. 

 

Are the objectives clear?  

 Yes, when interpreted alongside 6 to show aims 
 ‘Yes’. (response from all other farmers). 

 

Is it clear what the measures of success would be? 

 No, the measures of success should be set out with the long term (25 year) vision. 
 Yes but could be clearer. Also maybe need a baseline to start from to measure rate of success? 

E.g. photographic evidence perhaps. Also information required to meet measures of success 
should be included within the document, e.g., 'SSSI favourable conditions assessment' criteria, 
'locally defined INNSs', or list of species e.g. for species rich grassland asset or woodland and 
scrub asset. 

 Not with some things, difficult to measure certain aspects eg water sequestration and carbon 
storage. 

 Yes but some suggestions seem too subjective or to don’t include other influencing factors. - if 
the measure for success and therefore continued payments is the species richness and we meet 
requirements outline in terms of ground management and habitat variation but wader numbers 
decline will we lose payment? even though not potentially responsible for decline. other factors 
such as harsh winters and reduced feed options. 

 Yes. 

 

How prescriptive should the possible actions to achieve objectives be? Should this link to diagrams 
of good management/examples? 

 Very prescriptive, including diagrams/pictures of good examples. This must be actions that are 
relevant to that farm and not just a list of possible actions to select from. 
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 Good management examples would be helpful to follow general management practices (but 
made applicable to the area/size of farm), however should not be prescriptive unless necessary. 

 It should link to good management examples and descriptions would be helpful with evidence. 
 Level adequate but details of further info should be accessible. will be huge variation in 

knowledge of farmers - some who have been involved in HLS and knowledgeable and others in 
other environments going in blind. need to be wary of not patronising but also not assuming 
extensive knowledge in all parties 

 Small amount of prescription with the leeway needed to adapt to individual field conditions and 
weather.  

 Actions could include the following to complete tables in Section 5: 
o SOILS - Encourage mixed grazing (cattle, sheep, horses) this would help soil structure 

and improve organic matter. To lessen the chance of damaging the ground with heavy 
machinery allow some flexibility around cutting dates for hay making and other land 
based operations. This would be particularly useful after periods of heavy rainfall. 
Allowing areas of hard standing in fields for winter feeding this would prevent damaging 
the grassland and soils across a larger area. Visit other farms to see how they put best 
practice into effect. 

o BOUNDARIES - Allow top wiring of farm boundary walls. This would be good  from an 
animal disease point of view as it would help to stop Sheep from Jumping walls and 
mixing with other flocks. It would also help to keep walls in good condition.  Make a 
payment for restoration and maintenance. 

o INVASIVE NON NATIVE SPECIES - Payment should be made for time spent looking for and 
the subsequent removal of INNS. Grant payment could be made towards the cost of red 
squirrel feeding stations. Keep a record of red squirrels. 

o BREEDING WADERS ALLOTMENT - Grant towards the cost of cutting rushes. Some 
farmers have specialist machinery to cut and control rushes (perhaps they could be 
hired in to help with rush management on other farms) 

o SPECIES RICH GRASSLAND - Cutting date needs to be more flexible, to encourage cattle 
to be kept on upland farms there needs to be flexibility on grazing arrangements. Soil 
should be tested as light applications of farm yard manure may not be sufficient to 
provide the nutrients that all protected plants need. 

o SEMI IMPROVED GRASSLAND - Allow farmers to have a reasonable amount of freedom 
whilst improving the land through good environmental practice. 

o WOODLANDS AND SCRUB - On some farms livestock have access to mature unfenced 
woodland. This provides good shelter for livestock during periods of bad weather. Under 
planting and gapping up could be done by using suitable tree protection.  

 The old ESA scheme was clear and simple, more adaptable and locally targeted too. 
 There should be lots of flexibility and help to support farmers to make the right decisions for the 

business and environment 
 

Your thoughts on payment methodologies ... Should you get paid for area, capital, payment by 
results, what is a fair payment for each option, does it vary? Frequency of payment (annually, 
quarterly, yearly)? How long does an ELM agrement last?  

 Capital payments will need be in place as an incentive for farmers to take up projects. These 
should cover the cost of the materials and labour as a minimum. A combination of both maybe 
needed depending on the option, preferably payment by results would be used if the targets 
that are set can be easily quantified. Monthly/quarterly payments would allow farmers to 
manage cash flow much better. I also feel it is very important that ELM delivers payments on 
time. This will help reengage farmers that have become frustrated by delayed/part payment 
A36and in turn help take up of the scheme.   
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 Yearly payment. Payment for each option would vary depending on hours needed to complete 
actions and capital items needed. Length of agreement: 5-10 years depending on asset and 
longer plans on moorland/maybe woodland areas where appropriate.  There should be some 
element of 'payment by results'. 

 A lot could be paid on area for the land management. Payment by results could work but is open 
to variance beyond farmers control and would need a sufficient baseline payment to encourage 
farmers to participate. Features could have a set payment and paid for the number on farm. 
Agreements would last 10 years minimum and payment made either annually or biannually. 

 Combination of area and nature capital, payment should vary for results or for action depending 
on area and type of habitat (and if payment by results how is this monitored, self monitoring 
appropriate in some form but if payments depend on diversity for example potential for 
falsifying results and reducing overall positive outcome for improvement). payment value should 
more than cover the costs of the action and the potential loss to the business in terms of 
production eg. if liming required to improve soil pH payment for this aspect of elms agreement 
should at least cover the cost of this and the labour required or people wont do it. payments 
should vary in terms of overall benefit and public good - biodiversity more important than 
perfect boundaries. Minimum 10 years to allow reasonable timeframe to see results of changes. 
annually - already regular delays would assume worse if increased admin required for more 
frequent payments. 

 Payment for area and by results. It is important that payments are on time, but annually is ok. It 
is important that payments are a part of the farmers income and not just income forgone. 
Important monies are not solely aimed at improvements, but rather to support a farmer to 
continue to farm in an environmentally friendly way where this already exists. Soils tested and 
payments on accumulative score. Set amounts paid for upkeep of walls?  

 Payments could be a mixture of payment by results and an area payment. The payment needs to 
reflect the considerable commitment made by farmers to manage farmland in environmental 
stewardship. With a trade deal being made with the EU there is a feeling that the future for  
agriculture is more positive. Lamb and beef prices are certainly moved in the right direction. 
When thinking about entering into environmental schemes farmers will be doing a lot of number 
crunching. The length of any agreement will be of major consideration. Payments need to be 
reviewed after five years and not fixed for the duration of the scheme. 

 How to pay farmers for ‘well being’, such as prescriptions for mental/physical health from 
getting into the countryside on farmland.  

 

Any other comments about Section 5? 

 Payment rates need to be revisited on trial farms when more detail is put into what options are 
likely to be available as part of an ELM. 

 ESA had a rotation of cutting dates, starting on 7th July and with others put back to 15th or 21st. 
This gives a bigger window to catch good weather on at least some fields. 

 

PART E: Section 7 - costs and impacts on delivery 

Section 7 aims to show how LMP and Chris Clark's 'MSO' theory fit together to help make business & 
environment decisions across the farm 

Does this section help, or should it be something we use only when reporting back to Defra, to 
demonstrate value for money (i.e. how we began to calculate your costs in delivering the plan, along 
with the wider benefits to the public?) 
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 This table is very basic and not something that I would find useful in our business. It could be 
used to show a value for money but I think it would need to be more detailed and targeted to do 
this. 

 Important but it would be good to have some examples.  Potentially this could be difficult to 
complete. Ideally you would track this during the 'performance period' rather than waiting 
before reporting back to Defra.  Again there is a concern regarding the burden of paperwork on 
farmers. 

 I would use in reporting back to Defra to demonstrate value but also income foregone but needs 
to take into account values , livestock in our case. 

 Useful tool for farmer to outline losses and benefits. specifics of the business analysis and mso 
should not be shared with Defra as they are not relevant to whether payments are justified or 
not. this section should be collaborative as some costs will be subjective. 

 I think this table would help but have concerns that figures put in tables showing how a farm 
business is doing sometimes oversimplify a business, when a farm is a complex business 
managing different systems that compliment each other. I think with some help we can calculate 
costs because of HLS experience.  

 

PART F: Additional things we are keen to get your view on - Habitat linking/mosaics/SUSTAIN 
tool/WWNP 

SUSTAIN farm public goods tool (attached with email) - Would appreciate if you could look at this, or 
we could together if you prefer. This tool uses farm information and produces a web so you can see 
where you sit both good and bad with the 10 themes included in the tool. It has been suggested that 
it could be useful for Tier 1, so farmers can easily see where they are on the chart. Thoughts 
welcome... 

 I haven't yet entered any data into the SUSTAIN tool but I really like the look of it. I think this has 
a lot of potential to help farmers build a ELM scheme. Could it also be used for benchmarking 
groups of farmers? Possibly adding in basic financials/costs would be a great way for farmers to 
run cost of production, with the idea of reducing inputs and increasing profitability.   

 This looks to be a helpful way of looking across all aspects of ELM and viewing how our farm fits 
in and what we can do to improve - so yes, we think it would be useful.  We have yet to put any 
of our data in. 

 The web tool could be useful as long as the information is accurate. 
 Requires a lot of info and time for a small output. the web is a useful visual and once completed 

once could make small changes to see outcomes but initial requirement large. 
 I thought this was an interesting too, especially if there was a group of farmers where each 

others methods could be measured and best practice shared. It is a good measure of efficiency. 

 

We have been exploring the idea of linking habitats across several features such as a riparian 
corridor or linking breeding waders, where you get paid for the general management plus an 'uplift' 
payment across several fields for the additional benefits that a mosaic of linked habitats could 
provide. Could you see this being something farmers would like and be prepared to do?  

 Personally yes, this is something I would like to do. Other farmers might look at it differently but 
ELM needs a whole farm approach so linking habitats is a very important part of that. 

 Speaking for ourselves we can see the value in this and would be very happy to support. 
 I think it is something farmers could go for as long as they see tangible and financial benefits. 
 Yes, definitely. 
 Provided there was complete information given and a discussion with farmers involved, possibly 

in small groups. 
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How do you see yourself working collaboratively to get ELM benefits across wider landscape than 
just farm to potentially get improved payments across a wider landscape? (For example, there is a 
Hen Harriers in Ireland project - where the farmers get a basic payment for managing their moorland 
habitat for hen harriers, plus an additional 'bonus' payment if the SPA in the wider area they are part 
of gets hen harriers breeding in it). 

 I would really like to take part in some wider landscape projects given the opportunity. I can see 
an example like the hen harrier project working in our area given the right agreement with a 
group of farmers. Problems could be caused by other third parties being involved ie. estates 
managing moorland for red grouse. As in some cases a lot of the moorland management is 
operated outside of the farmers control. 

 Linking habitats across farm boundaries. Similar projects for protected birds/animals in the area 
e.g. Black Grouse, Red Squirrel etc. 

 Farmers can work together if they can see the benefits and it is explained to them, this isn’t 
always easy as we have seen with some commons but if it is financially rewarding they might. 
Sometimes explanations from a trusted source can be helpful eg from a fellow farmer on NFU 
for instance. 

 Example sounds promising but collaboration to achieve payments will require larger and smaller 
farms working together who will likely have different levels of financial motivation 

 This has potential, but concern if there is an issue that arose that we had no control of. Eg. on 
grouse moors, especially if there could be any penalties. The farmers on out common were 
nearly financially penalised when over-burning occurred one year. Farmers are not in a position 
to police gamekeepers. It would need good coordination.  

 Diversity across a landscape is probably easier for public to understand than farm scale. 

 

Other thoughts? 

 While we appreciate the need for the elms aims and overall improved sustainability this should 
not come at the overall cost reducing production on a national scale. if production is limited to 
give environmental improvements this will result in increased net importing of food from 
countries who are not farming sustainably and the global sustainability and climate picture will 
suffer while our national picture looks like its improving. 

 Farmers in our area are proud to have been involved for many years of environmental land 
management, I do think there is a good understanding of the benefit the schemes have made 
not only to our farms but also to the Pennines dales. To summarise. Agriculture is going through 
a period of major economic change with the removal of BPS, changes to stewardship schemes, 
leaving the EU, together with the introduction of new land based schemes farmers have a lot to 
consider. Putting well thought out schemes in place that embrace the needs of the environment 
whilst also making sound financial sense to the farmers is very important. 

 The benefit of local advisers are that they understand the local context of the type of farming in 
that particular environment taking into consideration local seasonal changes which can impact 
on local farming practice and habitats. An example of this is the need to feed livestock on 
protected ground during serious winter conditions to prevent animal welfare issues arising. 
Hopefully issues would normally be resolved by the advisor rather than having to go through the 
much longer process of waiting for a central office to respond. 

 Some current HLS management conditions need to be resolved. Regarding soil fertility, the 
sparse use of muck on HLS meadows causes me concern, especially when I see a hay meadow 
improved by the AONB that gets a bit more muck doing better in the survey, possibly due to it 
being a drier field. 
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 I would support flexibility with winter feeding regimes. Have no problem with not using ring 
feeders in certain fields, as scattering hay and moving areas avoids poaching.  

 Red tape is crippling farmers wanting to innovate, eg micro production/direct selling/no local 
abattoirs.  

 A good local advisor is key, who can help farmers find practical solutions to improve the 
environment rather than dictating to farmers with strict policy. Also Defra should invest in a peer 
to peer learning programme, training farmers is less bureaucratic and would be preferred by 
many farmers than being told what to do by NE/RPA etc. 
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Appendix 3b 

Land Management Plan farmer questionnaire 

February 20201 

Further questions on payments and monitoring 

Where E.L.M. payment rates are based on results, monitoring will need to be undertaken to 
determine the appropriate payment rate. Some examples of the monitoring that may be 
required are given in question 2. 

1. Please state if you agree or disagree with the following: 

 Some monitoring could be undertaken by farmers themselves.  Agree/disagree 
 Training and support will be required for farmers to undertake monitoring. Agree/disagree 
 Some monitoring will need to be undertaken or checked by experts/advisors. 

Agree/disagree 

Further comments: 
 Training and advice very important 
 Some can be done by farmers, but spot checks and openness need to be a big part of this 

 
 

2. Which of these outcomes, which deliver public goods, would you feel confident to monitor 
yourself (with suitable training), or would you expect an expert to do?  

Outcome Example of monitoring required Self Expert 
Healthy and functioning peatland Score based on number of positive and 

negative habitat species and structural 
characteristics. 

 Y 

Species-rich grassland Species-richness score based on the 
presence of positive and negative indicator 
species 

Y  

Habitat for breeding wading birds Score based on positive and negative habitat 
structural features 

Y  

Woodland, trees and scrub Number / diversity of appropriate native 
species  
Number / diversity of woodland bird species 

Y  

Flood risk mitigation Number and condition of natural flood 
management features.  
 
Calculation of water storage capability. 

 Y 

Watercourse and riparian habitat A score based on naturalness, connection to 
floodplain 

50%  

High quality experience for 
visitors  

Length and condition of footpaths 
Engagement activities 
Visitor facilities provided 

Y  

The historic environment and 
archaeological heritage is better 
understood, valued and cared for 

Condition of heritage features 
Provision of access or interpretation 

50%  

Y = most farmers preference. 50% means there was a split in opinion 
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Further comments: 
Farmers would be capable of scoring all of these public goods with the adequate training. There 
probably needs to be a certain amount of “hand holding“ from experts in the early surveys but 
this should help to build confidence in farmers ability to carry out accurate results. 

 

3. Where monitoring is undertaken by self-assessment please state whether you agree or disagree 
with the following: 

 E.L.M. payments should recompense the farmer for time taken. Agree/disagree Split 
 Training should be free to the farmer. Agree/disagree 

Further comments: 
 Part of the ELMS payment would cover this, Training would be part of the agreement, 

possibly like CPD points 
 Regarding free training may be utilised by farmers collaborating and being able to look at 

other farmers fields and confirm the conclusions their neighbours have come to or being 
able to help with looking at where there might be differences in their findings. 

 In the past time taken by farmer has not been calculated or reimbursed 

 

4. Regarding payment rates for providing public goods. To help ensure that smaller farms don’t lose 
out to larger landowners/businesses we would like to propose to DEFRA that there should be a 
sliding scale of payments. Please state whether you agree or disagree with the following: 

 Payment rates need to be set at a level which allows small farm businesses to survive and 
thrive. Payment rates could be weighted to the advantage of smaller farmers in the uplands. 
Agree/disagree. 

 Payment rates should be tapered for landholdings over a certain size to avoid tax-payers’ 
money being disproportionately distributed to a few of the largest landholders. 
Agree/disagree. Most agree, but some with caveats 

Further comments: 
 It has to be value for money and wouldn’t want to see upland farms just completely 

rewilded for the sake of being able to attract a large payment. I think there has to be a 
certain amount of management human and livestock to be able to justify public support 
along with still providing some food security and not exporting our carbon footprint 
overseas. 

 Probably would agree although large landowners may look to do more environmental 
work through ELMs and we have to be mindful of the jobs that work may support locally 
and people that work for large estates.  

 Larger landowners can employ several people, but small businesses are equally important 
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i Clark, Hart, Scanlon (2019) Less is more: Improving profitability and the natural environment in hill and other 
marginal farming systems. [The RSPB, National Trust and The Wildlife Trusts] 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


