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The High Weald: an outstanding medieval landscape



Our research and advice programme

Futhering understanding of one of England’s finest landscapes

The High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty is one of the best surviving medieval
landscapes in northern Europe. The components of the High Weald’s natural beauty that make it

recognisably distinct are:

= Geology, landform, water systems and climate: deeply incised, ridged and faulted
landform of clays and sandstone from which spring numerous gill streams.
= Settlement: dispersed historic settlements of farmsteads and hamlets and late medieval

villages.

= Routeways: ancient routeways often narrow, deeply sunken, and edged with trees,

hedges, wildflower-rich verges and boundary banks.

= Woodland: a great extent of ancient woods, gills, and shaws in small holdings
= Field and heath: small, irregularly shaped and productive fields often bounded by — and

forming a mosaic with — hedgerows and small woodlands.

The High Weald AONB Joint Advisory Committee (JAC) is a partnership established in 1991 of 15
local authorities, Defra, Natural England and organisations representing farming, woodland, access
and community interests. The JAC is responsible for publishing and monitoring the statutory AONB

Management Plan.

The JAC is supported by a small, dedicated staff team, the High Weald AONB Unit, which develops
understanding of the High Weald’s key components - their history, development, distribution,
special qualities, management, deterioration, damage and loss - to provide an evidence base for

the AONB Management Plan and related policy, guidance and action.

This report has been produced to further that understanding and aims to help everybody conserve

and enhance one of England’s finest landscapes.
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Summary

* The High Weald is well placed to benefit from figwovernment investment in it
as a ‘public good’, but there are many issuesdndImanagers around
maintaining grassland for conservation purposes naore support is needed.

* This study reviews types of grassland in the Highall and their management,
together with the many background factors and s¢ua influence grassland
managers, some of which are particularly pertinetthe Weald.

» The costs of and returns from grassland manageanerxamined, together with
the major sources of income for managers, and musarces of help and advice.

* The results of a wide ranging survey are presemt#hl,the views and
experiences of grassland managers, advisers aatitipreers on how well
grassland management in the High Weald has beeedsby Stewardship
schemes and how they anticipate the future ‘ELNAesue working.

* The study reviews the evolution of Stewardship se® critiques the current
Countryside Stewardship scheme, and shows how maoeward ELM creates
opportunities for supporting grassland managenretita High Weald that
delivers multiple ecosystem services.

» Eight recommendations are put forward to allow Etdwuild on the best aspects
and achievements of previous Stewardship, whileroif the greatest flexibility
to Wealden land managers of all types to proviadelpective grassland systems
with high biodiversity and other values.




1. Introduction

This study is part of a larger proposal for a Hijeald Nature Recovery Area (Grassland) that will
include grassland recovery case studies and progasmmendations on knowledge exchange,
targeting, restoration mechanisms, grassland laantagement plans and measuring outcomes.

The High Weald AONB is a known refuge for species-grassland. There is scope to increase this
resource, and the High Weald is well placed to befiem future government investment in it as a
‘public good'. It is recognised, however, that #gna@re many types of grassland managed in many
different ways, many issues for land managers aroo@intaining grassland for conservation
purposes, and that more support is needed.

1.1  Studyaims

The aims of this study are:

» To critique current Countryside Stewardship optiand specifications as they apply to
grassland management in the AONB, and have follaWwedpproach of previous agri-
environment schemes

» To propose an approach for grassland managemémg imew ‘Environmental land
Management’ (ELM) scheme that recognises the nawitig that ELM itself is seeking in
engaging with land managers

This approach includes options and specificatiasghed to feed in to a ‘grassland management
plan template’, and to incentivise and guide a n@enge of land owners and managers to improve
the wildlife value of their grasslands and who ldely to take up the ELM scheme.

1.2 Nature Recovery Network

The Nature Recovery Network (NRN) project aims addthe mechanism for a nature recovery
network that will achieve bigger, better and maiegd up species-rich grasslands. It has a focus
on the High Weald AONB, which is located at therhe&the South East between the North and
the South Downs. Among the aims of the NRN is dn@eparing landowners and farmers for
different financial delivery tools, such asleveloper contributions and [new] agri-environment
payments.

2. Grasslands in the High Weald

Unimproved, species-rich grasslands are less th@anf3all grasslands in the High Weald AONB,
and its rarest and most threatened habitat. Theep@rconcentrated in one area, but scattered
across the High Weald; jewels in a medieval langsc®lany of these grasslands are designated as
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) ora=l wildlife sites. Recent surveys have identified
significant amounts of non-designated, speciesgralssland — up to 40% of all grassland in the
AONB. While less recognised, the non-designatedsimad offers huge potential for enhancement,
creating links between and buffering the unimprogeassland.



2.1 Types of grassland

The AONB website has information aimed at manageggassland in the High Weald, under the
‘wildflower meadow management’ tab, in the Land Mgers Pack (LMP) under ‘meadow
grassland’, and in the Weald Meadows Initiative (Whhder ‘wildflower grasslands in the
Weald'. All these sources define types of grasstanok found in the High Weald, and provide
excellent guidance and information. However therea common terminology, and the terms
‘wildflower meadow’, ‘meadow grassland’ and ‘wildfiver grassland’ are used freely. This is
potentially confusing to managers of what may daeafale grassland, but may not identify their
own grassland as in any way a meadow or as havamy mwildflowers. This study therefore
proposes definitions of grassland based on thestgdepted for the land managers’ questionnaire
(qv), which seeks to capture all types includingperary and improved grassland;

Ryegrass or short-term ley (grazed or cut)

Herbal or multi-species ley (grazed or cut)

Traditional meadow (mainly cut for hay)

Traditional pasture (mainly grazed)

Rough grassland (tall grasses, little or not managed, +/- scrub)
Wet grassland (regularly waterlogged or flooded)

Heathland (grassland, small shrubs such as heather and gorse, +/- trees)
Wood pasture (large trees, grazed grass, often old parkland)
Horse or other eg llama paddock

Large lawn or garden

Amenity, recreation or school ground

Churchyard

Land by railway or highway

Other grassland

Further basic information such as soil type andigcgualifies the type(s) of grassland set out
above. Defining the grassland according to its iggaichness should be a next step, with clear
criteria for evaluation; this study has adoptedsthosed in the Countryside Stewardship guidance
for species poor improved, semi-improved, and gseacch. The final overlay of information
should be that of how the grassland is managedrdming or cutting, or both or not at all.

See Appendix 1, and the descriptions of grasshgmestbelowadapted from High Weald Land
Managers PackNB these are the current Countryside Stewardsligible grasslands only from
the list above).

OO0O0O0O0O0O0OoOOOooog

2.2 Ryegrass or short-term ley, grazed or cut

What isit?

Short-term ley grassland is sown for agriculturalexreational purposes and may be in place for 5
years or less. It normally has a low number of B o®ften dominated by (cultivars of) ryegrass
and (where grazed) white clover, with the grassiggedominant. Fertilisers or high levels of
nutrients are often but not always applied, eg wherite clover is encouraged. These inputs allow
a high yield of grass to be taken, in grazing onfthay, or more commonly from silage.

What benefits does it have for wildlife?

Few, although if left ungrazed after a last cusitdge or hay and allowed to set seed it can benefi
birds as a winter seed source. Wide uncut fieldgmaralso provide a food source and shelter for
wildlife.



How should it be managed or enhanced?

Leave some areas eg field corners to set seedsilpe. Leave wide field margins uncut and fence
off temporarily while grazing during the summer rtfanif possible, or if the field is cut, graze the
margins with the aftermath. If margins are perm#égdanced, some rotational cutting (cutting
every two to three years in rotation) may be nexrgs® prevent the encroachment of scrub and
bramble.

What should be avoided?

Application of high levels of nutrients at riskyrpels or on high risk ground, and/or when they will
not be taken up by grass growth.

2.3  Herbal or multi-species ley, grazed or cut

What isit?

A herbal ley is a complex seed mixture of graseggimes and herbs such as sainfoin, birdsfoot
trefoil, chicory and plantain, which bring a rarafébenefits to forage, livestock health and soil
fertility. Herbal leys can often include a mixtweup to 17 species, and are maintained for up to
seven years.

What benefits does it have for wildlife?

Traditionally used to build soil fertility and strwre in an arable rotation, herbal leys bring
significant benefits not only to soil health, bigato the health and diet of livestock and theewid
environment. The diversity of the mixtures includegcies attractive to pollinators and also
ensures a longer flowering season. Certain spawksied in the mixtures have an anthelmintic
property, which creates less reliance on artifisiatmers, and the high legume content reduces the
need for expensive artificial nitrogen.

How should it be managed or enhanced?

Choice of species to sow depends on the aims déjhés location and soil type, but all mixes
should be diverse and therefore more ‘enhancecbimparison to ryegrass based leys. Can be used
as part of a ‘mob grazing’ strategy, in traditiogedzing systems, and for silage.

What should be avoided?
Overgrazing leading to bare soil / soil compactond run-off.

2.4 Traditional meadow (mainly cut for hay)

What isit?

Traditional hay meadow management involves cuttirigte July after most of the finer-leaved
grasses and wildflowers have set seed and themgrtdme re-growth from September until the soll
becomes too wet, usually in November or Decemblg#ci®s-rich meadows are characterised by a
colourful mix of finer grasses and wildflowers aar@ now a rare habitat.

What benefits does it have for wildlife?

Managing meadows in this way allows annual wild#oylants to flower and set seed, some
wildflower perennials to flower and provides sonagacity for invertebrates to breed and over-
winter and some birds to nest and feed. Bumbleaerédutterflies will benefit from leaving uncut
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flower margins, large patches or corners each wdtdaQugh on larger sites uncut margins should be
rotated annually to prevent invasion by rank goassvth.

How should it be managed or enhanced?

Sites also managed with stock need grazing to rergoass regrowth after cutting, and possibly
also early in the year. With no stock, cutting tmmimic this process, with one early and one late
cut. No fertilizers should be used if the swardami-improved or species rich, but a traditional
regime often includes a light application of wealtted organic manure in the autumn every three
years or so. It is worth soil sampling prior to application of manure.

What should be avoided?

All cuttings should be removed on non-grazed siigerevent smothering of wildflower seedlings
and to prevent nutrient build up, which can encgareompetitive species.

2.5 Traditional pasture (mainly grazed)

What isit?

Traditional pasture management involves grazingtliygn the spring and summer by sheep or
cattle; this allows any wildflowers to set seed &mgrovide a diversity of vegetation structure.
Like meadows, species-rich pastures are uncommousually found where agricultural

improvement has not been possible eg on very podr ar light or stony soils, or steep slopes.

What benefits does it have for wildlife?

Traditional pasture management is particularly biera to the breeding and over-wintering of
invertebrates. It also supports the nesting andigeof some bird species. Lighter, later and/esle
frequent grazing will benefit invertebrates moréjler heavier grazing in autumn/winter can benefit
plant diversity more.

How should it be managed or enhanced?

A recommended general regime would be to applyt bgimo grazing from April to mid-July, with
hard grazing after this period to the end of Decem8pecies-poor swards can be enhanced
through the introduction of wildflower seed, if teeard can be opened up to allow this.

What should be avoided?

Overgrazing creates bare ground, which is easilyntged by aggressive weed species and
undergrazing leads to the dominance of coarse@gabsacken, bramble and scrub. If the sward is
semi-improved or species rich, fertilisers shouti e used as the effect of grazing means that
nutrients are being recycled.

2.6 Rough grassland

What isit?

Rough grassland is characterised by the dominaned! grasses and other coarse vegetation such
as nettle, thistle, dock and hogweed, and beitig br not managed. It can include fallow or set-
aside developed on arable land. It may have anegleof scrub and tree natural regeneration; scrub
is normally a sign of undergrazing, but can beexely valuable for wildlife. Clumps of scrubby
growth become denser over the years to form yowmNand. Small areas of rough grassland can
also be left around the edge of traditional meadaod pasture fields.
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What benefits does it have for wildlife?

As well as the value of any scrub, rough grassiamtremely valuable for invertebrates, small
mammals and birds, and will provide hunting grotorraptors such as barn owl. It can be found
in combination with other grassland types such efs aeath, wood pasture, in which case values
are multiplied.

How should it be managed or enhanced?

Cattle grazing, using Sussex and other hardy byeedsitting are both appropriate to maintain
rough grassland. As opposed to annual cuttingraf fgrass, rough grassland can be cut in late
summer in every second or third year on rotatiod, taen just enough to prevent the encroachment
of scrub. A minimum cutting height of around 11cnir{ches) will allow for vole runs to persist

and so help to support barn owl and other predaBmsie areas can be cut shorter and more
frequently to provide a more diverse habitat which benefit birds, invertebrates and other

wildlife as well as favouring the flowering and de®y of annual and perennial wildflowers.

What should be avoided?

Sudden drastic changes in management or struetgiqarolonged heavy grazing, large-scale scrub
clearance, unless a site is in danger of becomoapiand. Avoid any use of fire to clear rough
grass and standing scrub. Fertilisers should notskd.

2.7 Wet grassland

What isit?

Often found in a valley bottom and close to a rivert can be found anywhere where the High
Weald’s abundant springs come to the surface oetisgpoor drainage. Grassland may not appear
marshy during the summer, but with high rainfalthe winter, conditions may become wet
underfoot, and standing water may sometimes be seen

What benefits does it have for wildlife?

Wet grassland areas can be extremely valuableifdlife;, and some unusual wetland plants such
as sneezewort and spearwort may occur. They aadlgte the diversity of plants and
invertebrates and, if large enough, also birds. iensity grazing and raised water levels,
particularly in spring, will benefit breeding waden large open landscapes. May also signify the
site of an historic water meadow.

How should it be managed or enhanced?

Cattle grazing using traditional breeds are appatg@ifor wet grassland management and light
poaching in the winter can open up some areas afdste help maintain a diversity of structure
and habitat to benefit a range of wildlife.

What should be avoided?

Sudden drastic changes in management eg proloregad lgrazing, large-scale ditch clearance or
drainage. Colonisation by natural regeneration @afpe willows which will dry out the ground and
overshade plants. Fertilisers should not be usetiran-off from surrounding land should be
avoided through eg the use of buffer strips.
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2.8 Heathland

What isit?

Heathland develops on poor soils on sandy riddesiajority on the highest ridge — the Weald
Forest Ridge - from Horsham in the west to Tunleitlidells in the east. It is characterised by small
shrubs such as heather and gorse as well as dreagew trees and shrubs, in which (usually acid)
grassland may be a minor element. While the maia by far in the High Weald AONB is the
Ashdown Forest, some heathland exists as smaltkepowithin woodland settings on farms and
holdings.

What benefits does it have for wildlife?

Heathlands are a mosaic of diverse habitats anctorma number of rare species; birds like the
nightjar whose strange churring song can be hdatdsk, and plants like the blue marsh gentian,
which is found in wet mires. It is extremely vall@bor a wide range of invertebrates.

How should it be managed or enhanced?

Historically, natural regeneration of woodland weastrolled as grazing animals spread and nibbled
away at the young trees and shrubs, and commoagerssted gorse for firewood and bracken for
animal bedding. On sites where grazing is imprable, cutting is the only alternative; ideally,
cuttings should be removed.

What should be avoided?

Lack of management; without grazing or cuttingesrand shrubs gradually turn heathland to
woodland. Bracken and gorse, which used to be legb¢r control through commoners harvesting,
grow tall, overwhelming the unique heathland plahtgasive plants such rhododendron. Avoid
any use of fire to clear bracken and standing sdfalilisers should not be used.

2.9 Wood pasture

What isit?

Wood pasture is characterised by the presenceg# tad (often veteran) trees, over grass; often it
may be old parkland, or woodland cleared to leagattered individual trees.

What benefits doesit have for wildlife?

Veteran trees support a wide range of speciesjdima plants, insects, lichens, fungi and
microorganisms, many of which only survive in tipesalised conditions and are therefore
amongst our rarest. The grassland may be secotawltnig in value, especially if under shade from
the trees, however where grazed it may have the saines as traditional pasture, and if
undisturbed, animal dung provides an additionaltatiiMay also be of historical/archaeological
interest.

How should it be managed or enhanced?

Graze and/or cut to maintain a closely grazed swaedspersed with taller tussocks, and retain all
mature and veteran standing trees and all staraiddallen deadwood. Protect any ‘parkland’
features, such as fencing, historic structuregdand ponds.

What should be avoided?
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Damage to existing trees from livestock and wilaraals, and any damage to dead trees or timber.
If the sward is semi-improved or species rich,ilisdrs should not be used as the effect of grazing
means that nutrients are being recycled.

2.10 Horse or other paddock

What isit?

Horse paddocks typically have close-cropped gradslaften with bare earth. Scrub and trees that
remain often have no low growth. Problem speciet s$ nettles, docks and ragwort can
sometimes proliferate, and give the appearancesefyadegraded landscape if the land is not
sympathetically managed.

What benefits does it have for wildlife?

Few where close-grazed, although if other livestaaknot available, maintaining an area with
horses at suitable stocking rates can be a valgmasland management tool. Herb species in a
sward will have wildlife value (see below). Permaingub-division of fields has an impact on the
landscape so semi-permanent or temporary fencimgigtve used; wooden or dark green/brown
plastic posts and electric rope or dark green, hromblack electric tape.

How should it be managed or enhanced?

Horses do best on less productive swards tharanmdatd agricultural systems. Some herb species
are desirable and species favoured by horses mdudsfoot trefoil, black medick, yellow trefoil,
ribwort plantain and yarrow. Grazing with otherct@uch as cattle is an effective way of reducing
the amount of grass intake for horses, especialiyng the peak growing seasons. This can be done
either by allowing the cattle to graze the landobehorses or by grazing them together.

What should be avoided?

Care needs to be taken to avoid poaching roundrfgedeas and entrances especially in winter and
wet weather. Any facilities should maintain thehegt environmental standards with regard to
storage of manure and drainage. Horses browse treésiewly planted and specimen or veteran
trees will need to be protected by putting netonguards around them.

2.11 Methods of grassland management

Grassland is a dynamic habitat and without regui@anagement intervention will undergo
ecological succession, a process that can be i@ite in comparison to say a pond or woodland.
While non-intervention is an option for a land mg@a some management is usually the preferred
option. Stewardship scheme prescriptions normalipire some form of management, however
limited, during the period of the agreement. Gi@sslmanagers who do not have access to stock
and/or machinery may be able to access these thiRAYISAK, an agricultural machinery and
land management services ring operating in KentSarssex.

The main methods of grassland management of graaiigng, or a combination of both are set
out below (adapted from High Weald Land ManagerkPa

2.11.1 Grazing

Grazing is often the most effective choice of mamagnt for maintaining species richness and
promoting the ‘traditional’ look of grassland iretsurrounding landscape. It can be very useful in
restoring neglected areas or to conserve a sitgustarequires minimal grazing such as one with
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archaeological features. Grazing should removegdlae's grass growth to ensure the area is
maintained.

Factors to be considered when opting for grazingagament:

Aims of grazing: grazing restricted by conservationl landscape objectives may not be as
productive, but payments such as Stewardship campensate for this and make it financially
viable.

Whether grazing is suitable for the site: if a iées traditionally been managed for a long peripd b
cutting, changing to grazing could cause many gseta be lost and have an adverse effect on the
landscape.

Size of area: larger sites need larger numberlsestbck, whereas it may be awkward to find a
small number of animals for small sites. Largegssitan be split and grazed in rotation.

Time of grazing: requires knowing the charactassstflora and fauna of the grassland, to determine
the best grazing and resting periods (+/- cutting).

Stock type and availability: each type of grazingraal has different effects on the vegetation,
while grassland managers without stock will neeldring these in via a grazier or other
arrangement.

Sheep
» Create a very short sward
» Eat low grassy plants but will avoid taller plants
* Need less water than cattle
* Not useful for restoration as prefer shorter gradampts than taller plants

Cattle
» Create areas of tall and short vegetation
» Eat low lying and taller plants
* Need a lot of drinking water
» Can be used for restoration

Goats

* Create a varied sward

» Prefer scrub and taller vegetation than short graests

» Difficult to contain on site

* Very useful for restoration as eat small treessordb plants including gorse and hawthorn

Horses
* Harder to manage than sheep or cattle
* Not appropriate for restoration as do not eat glanth as ragwort
* Dung is dropped in one area leading to weeds, andause bare patches leading to weeds
such as thistle and dock
» Consider grazing horses with sheep or cattle tatera varied sward
» Create areas of tall vegetation and bare patchesgloninate some plants and leave others

Grazing periods and intensity

The aim of grazing is to remove the grass growtthefyear. Light grazing over a longer period is
typically favoured in Stewardship schemes, rathantheavy grazing over a shorter period, as it
ensures that flowers can set seed and that cegpiaties will not be eliminated by hard grazing.
Light grazing for at least 10 weeks a year betwianl and November is recommended, aiming
for a mixture of sward heights by the end of theaswer. This will encourage a range of species of
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flora and fauna in the grassland and also enhast¢anidscape. The preferred time of year for
grazing varies with each site, depending on looab@ions and type of vegetation present, and
professional advice is recommended.

For wildlife and landscape conservation objectivks,site can be grazed briefly in spring allowing
vegetation to grow, flower and seed during the semind followed with further grazing in
September and October or beyond as needed toggsiviird tight going into winter. If the site is
managed solely for livestock production, it maydhe&ebe grazed all year round. If this is the aase
lighter stocking density should be considered tues the site does not become over-grazed and
lose its landscape value, but under—grazing shioeilavoided. As a very general rule, conservation
grasslands should be grazed at a rate of 1 catlesbeep per hectare/year but this will vary
considerably and further advice will be needed.

2.11.2 Cutting

Cutting or mowing can be a very effective way offnaging grassland, although it results in the
instant removal of a habitat. Cutting can be paditr where it has been the traditional form of
management in the past and the vegetation andif@ittimmunities have formed around this
regular management.

Cutting for hay is often the traditional methodnefinagement to produce winter feed for livestock.
Cutting 2 — 3 times a year for silage, usually lestwMay to September, has become a more
popular choice due to a greater economic returttir@@ufor hay or silage will influence the
frequency of cutting of grassland with both hawuitiferent effects on the conservation and
landscape value of the grassland.

Cutting is often useful in an area that is impdssib fence for livestock. From a nature
conservation point of view, cutting for hay is freferred option. It is better for biodiversity tha
cutting for silage as there is only a single cyear. This allows vegetation to flower and set seed
compared to three intensive cuts a year for silage.

Hay should be cut in summer late enough in the ygeallow plants to flower and set seed. Cutting
after mid July is often stipulated in Stewardshapeanes, but should otherwise be timed to balance
productivity with conservation objectives. If pradion of winter feed for livestock is not important
then Jcutting in late August or early September is pdssiBven with hay cuts an occasional spring
cut may reduce the dominance of certain specids asifalse oat grass. Leaving a wide uncut area
around the edges of the field acts as a refugedneficial insects to repopulate the grasslantias t
grass grows again and is an important safe corfatanammals.

Types of machinery

The type of machinery to use will be influencedthy size of the site, local topography, financial
constraints and access to machinery. Tractor mduntehinery can be used to cut the grass and
collect the cuttings which is often the most sugadption for larger sites. Flails can be used
although these can be very damaging to mammaleptder populations and can make collection of
cuttings difficult. A strimmer or pedestrian motmythe is suitable for small areas or ones that are
difficult to access by larger machinery. Both avaikable from tool hire shops.

In all cases, cuttings should be removed fromatsiprevent the area becoming rich in nutrieffits. |
not, the cuttings decay overtime and allow domingoes of vegetation such as bramble and nettles
to develop and engulf the site. This can reducdath@scape value of the site as well as reducing
the number of species of flora and fauna founcherstte. Removal by machinery is best for larger
sites whereas smaller sites can be raked manually.
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Cuttings are ideally used as a feed for livestactaken away and composted, the latter often being
the best option on smaller sites. However, disposaite may be needed. If this is necessary, a
composting area of low biodiversity value and wheutrient accumulation will not cause problems
can be used. Although cuttings will decay very glyicvigorous species such as nettles, docks and
thistles will readily establish and may cause peois.

Species rich grassland created by local nativefiilger seeding
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3. Background and issues

Farmers in general, and livestock keepers in pdaiccomplain that over the years they have had
to put up with more and more impediments to runm@ifgisiness; be that in the form of ‘red tape’,
or general ‘hassle’. While some of that difficuisydue to the bringing in line of a previously lith
regulated industry, some of it is due to socialngfes and changing attitudes, as well as in
farming’s place in the countryside. After nearlyeth decades, even the Stewardship schemes that
are under examination in this report are part af background. Any examination of the schemes,
and any proposals for a future scheme, has todae about what grassland managers (unless for
some reason of scale or type they fall outside whdéscribed in the following section) contend
with; and by extension, ask the question; whaniftaing could the future ELM scheme do to help?

3.1 Grassland management - regulatory background

A manager of grassland operating on all but a gergll scale is subject to the same regulations as
any other farmer or land manager. Many of thesalatigns are specific to keeping animals and
managing their impacts and waste products, and soenhe ‘cross compliance’ that is required if
taking Basic Payment Scheme (BPS) or Stewardshigirig. Some apply equally to the landowner
and to a graziér

3.1.1 Keeping and moving stock

A farmer or grazier must have a county parish mgqCPH) number to keep livestock as part of a
business. A farmer/grazier must have a CPH nuntbeormply with the rules on recording and
reporting livestock movements. All movements otleasheep and goats must be recorded and
reported to the appropriate agency. On-farm movémneeords must be kept to record all
movements on and off the holding, births, deatltsraplacement tags. Requirements on moving
and recording animals, and any ‘standstill’ resiits, will vary depending on e.g. whether stock
will mix with someone else’s or arrive from a ditbeat CPH. Clearly such restrictions restrict the
ability of land managers or graziers to rapidly gnimals on land other than their own, and take
them off again. This impacts especially in the Hifykald, with many small holdings and fields,
and some of the options for getting small areazegtdike ‘flying flocks’ and finishing stock on

one holding that were raised on another will comp@gainst movement recording requirements. It
can be made somewhat easier for anyone nearbyehyfas'temporary land association’ (TLA). A
TLA associates a permanent CPH with land or a mglavithin 10 miles of that CPH’s main
livestock handling area. The land or building v treated as part of the permanent CPH it is
associated to. This means there is no need toderaeport livestock movements between that
land and the rest of a CPH, and standstill regtnstdo not apply when moving livestock between
that land and the rest of a CPH. A TLA lasts uft §eear but can be renewed before it ends.

3.1.2 TB restrictions

Kent, Surrey and West Sussex are in low-risk ai@a&B and require only 4-year testing of cattle.
East Sussex is in an ‘edge’ area requiring anmasaing. All cattle keepers on an annual testing
interval must also comply with statutory pre-movettesting requirements, unless an exemption
applies to the animal being moved or the type ofentent. Cattle keepers in a low-risk area who
moved cattle from the annual testing areas mustamply with post-movement testing

I Including for the purposes of this report peoplartg grass for silage, hay or haylage
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requirements. Even if TB does not spread furthes,a restrictive issue for livestock keepers in
Sussex especially, and interviewees identified gwch.

3.1.3 Stewardship agreements

Stewardship agreements have their own ‘general gggment requirements’, as well as some
specific ones eg not cutting more than 50% of etiges on or bordering agreement land in a
calendar year, and limiting grazing activity to avovergrazing and undergrazing across the whole
grazed area of the holding. The same cross conggliapplies to Stewardship agreements as to
BPS, namely:

* Maintaining land in Good Agricultural and Environmal Condition (GAEC) by meeting a
range of standards that relate to water, the piioteof soil and carbon stock, and landscape
features; and

* Meeting a range of Statutory Management Requiresn@iRs) relating to the
environment, public and plant health, animal heatttl welfare, and livestock identification
and tracing.

The highest levels of cross compliance inspeciidinre are repeatedly for livestock identification
and movement regulations, as well as for Nitratéhgtable Zone (NVZ) requirements (see below).

Although not part of Stewardship as such, the Emrrental ImpactAgriculture) (England) (No.
2) Regulations 2006 (as amended) apply to projbetsaim to increase the productivity of
uncultivated land or semi-natural areas, and wnchmally) cover two hectares or more in area
(total project area not field size). Natural Englaonsiders land to be uncultivated if it has not
been subject to physical or chemical cultivatiomthia last 15 years. This would restrict the ability
of a land manager in the High Weald to improve gjeaxl that has been in long-term permanent
grassland such as in a Stewardship scheme.

3.1.4 Water, soil and air

In England and Wales about 60% of nitrates and @8bptosphates in water come from
agricultural activities. In addition, agriculturgiesponsible for about 80% of total ammonia
emissions, of which 75% come from livestock farmshich clearly implicates grassland, even
managed at low intensity. Storage of fertiliser amghures is covered by a range of legislation,
aimed at minimising point source and diffuse padiat About 58% of England and Wales is
designated NVZ, and large areas of the High We&dR are covered, including the Rother and
other valleys in the east, south of Heathfield tsami Crowborough, west of Tunbridge Wells,
south of East Grinstead, south and east of Horgrahwest of Cuckfield. This imposes rules on
livestock farmers on storage and spreading of nemnaind fertilisers, including closed periods and
a requirement to make calculations eg of manurdymed and map areas on the farm where
spreading can take place.

‘Low-intensity farms’ (where at least 80% of thadiais grassland, no more than 100kg of nitrogen
per hectare per year is applied as organic mamugkiding any nitrogen in manure deposited on
the field by livestock), no more than 90kg of ngem per hectare per year is spread as
manufactured fertiliser, and no organic manureasight onto the holding, do not have to keep a
record of any actual applications of manufactuegtlliser and organic manure in each field.
However, they must have recorded information toasti@at they meet the criteria for low-intensity
farms and still plan their nitrogen use by keeprfgrtilisation plan. When calculating their
fertiliser applications, they must not include amga of the holding where they do not spread any
fertiliser or work the soil (for example, on rougtazing areas). While this may exempt many High
Weald farms from the most onerous NVZ regulatidingy will still need to keep some records.
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In addition, the new (2018) Rules for Water appleveryone cultivating land and/or keeping
livestock even if not in an NVZ. These require pigtons to be taken against soil erosion and
runoff from eg farm tracks and gateways, poachypnguvestock and the application of manures and
fertiliser. Failure to comply risks loss of BPS pagnt and even prosecution. Finally, government
proposals for a Clean Air Strategy published inuday 2019, which would require eg slurries to be
spread using low-emission spreading equipment Histlary stores and manure heaps to be
covered, will potentially impact on High Weald gsksd farms with livestock.

It is debatable whether every High Weald grasstfaadager with livestock or taking in manures
(especially if they believe they are operating dave-intensity scale), is following the NVZ
regulations, or has grasped the significance oRihles for Water and the implications of the Clean
Air Strategy. With explanation and advice, they @oé overwhelming obstacles, but they make it
more difficult to operate in this landscape and ttime and costs for what are already small,
under resourced farms.

3.2 Grassland management - other issues

Along with the regulatory background, the issuagdied up below are part of the background
against which grassland managers in the High W&@INB operate. Many are beyond the scope of
any future ELM scheme to tackle, although a locaksne could support and promote livestock
farming and its role in the maintaining the langsxaf the High Weald AONB.

3.2.1 Land ownership and age structure

‘Traditional’ farmers are ageing; nationally, 40%dandholders are aged over 65, and the median
age is 60 (Farm Structure Survey 2016). At the siame, for the first time ‘lifestyle’ buyers,
investors and wealthy individuals bought more thali the farmland sold in England in 2018
(Strutt & Parker, reported in Farmers Weekly 1.2.¥8ith its smaller livestock farms and location
in the affluent southeast, the High Weald AONBikslly to exceed both those indices, creating a
polarised pattern of small traditional farms witfeang owners at one extreme, and lifestyle
holdings at the other, with more modern agribuses$etween the two, looking to take on land
both from older farmers as they retire and fronséhwith funds but no farming capability. A one
size fits all Stewardship model has tried to ctdeall these types of landholding, as well as fit
around the complexities of BPS and who claims vilnadling. An ELM scheme could be more
comprehensive in having different types of arrangeinand payment for different models of
ownership and management, both less complex andkdad for the farmer/landholder, and
taking in more non-farmers, tenants, small landowa@d graziers who often struggle to find an
entry into present schemes.

3.2.2 Land holding and management

The High Weald AONB has multiple models of landdioy and management. Where the owner is
not also managing the land, grassland can be heltfeved via a number of legal mechanisms (in
addition to purely informal agreements). Land mamnagnd graziers in the High Weald AONB can
use many different arrangements, including asgfattenancy, herbage let, annual grazing licence,
farm business tenancy (FBT), and agistments (takifigestock for a payment to the grazier).
Graziers on species rich grasslands may also ddrte of charge, or they may pay, or be paid. The
grassland managers interviewed in the High WealtNBQ@re clearly willing to undertake
management of the sites under their control. Egutde role of graziers is hugely important, as a
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site without its own stock or equipment deliverm&tewardship scheme agreement is entirely
dependent on them. At the same time, the difficaftfinding reliable graziers with long-term
commitment was mentioned by several owners, whidsé looking to take on land commented on
the poor state of some sites eg regarding fenavatgr and grass quality. Lack of on-site
equipment such as livestock handling facilities)gpand hurdles may not be an obstacle to a
grazier, as it can be brought in. In any initiatateempting to link owners and graziers, selectireg
right people and matching them with each otherusial. Everyone has different ideas about how
land should be managed, and with site owners rgrfgom traditional landowners to non-farming
and recent purchasers, personalities play a bigaparneed careful management.

3.2.3 Public and welfare issues

Well-used public access in the High Weald AONB tasa number of issues, chief of which is
potential dog attacks on livestock, which was mhige an issue by several interviewees, but also
livestock being let out through gates or fencesspass was mentioned as a nuisance by one
interviewee farming alongside a busy walking /ayglroute. On the other hand, there have been
incidents of footpath walkers killed by cattle, Bstample at Forest Row in October 2018. Access
also means that the welfare of stock is in theipudye. Poor quality grassland will not support
livestock without supplementary feeding, which may be possible on Stewardship scheme land,
and winter grazing on the soils of the High Wead create wet, muddy conditions. Unless
grassland managers have land they can move animalgart from the poor image created, they
may be contravening welfare, soil and water reguiat Stock types that thrive on poorer grassland
land such as Sussex cattle may have an advantagé&ommercial’ breeds. The balance between
managing grassland purely for conservation and giagat for a market return, and the role of
Stewardship scheme support, are clearly criticidmaholders’ motivations, as well as being linked
to livestock condition and welfare. There is aldmk to how many stock can be grazed on a site at
any time, and whether managers have the abilitgdee stock on and off land in Stewardship
schemes when conditions dictate or allow, regasdb&she prescription in their agreement (see
further 4.4. below).

3.3 Grassland management - costs and returns

The landscape of the High Weald AONB with its diffit soils and small, irregular fields makes
returns from grassland management (including lodskeeping) borderline. Land managers are
often dealing with sites with less productive graswl while difficult vehicle access was not
considered an obstacle by most interviewees, ath&tiacles such as damage to fences from deer
and falling branches were. Where land is in a Stés¥ap scheme, requirements of the agreement
as to when hay can be cut or stock can be grazkdamhat numbers is a further restriction on any
‘commercial’ management approach.

3.3.1 Livestock, meat and markets

The returns on extensive grassland enterpriseéswareand on a purely commercial analysis it is
hard to justify managing them without support frorare profitable enterprises on the farm, a non-
farming source of income, or Stewardship schemdifgn(or any/all of these). Key issues for this
study and grasslands in the High Weald are alsarniderpinning role of BPS payments on land,
and what happens to a landholder/grazier relatipnshen BPS is phased out.
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The prospect of Brexit with no deal, or one in which markets foeaper food imports are opened
up, and/or current live export markets are subgetdenigh tariffs, does not create confidence & th
sector At the time of writing, in a no-deal Brexit, a teorpry tariff regime would apply for up to
12 months; 87% of total imports to the UK by valeuld be eligible for tariff free access. Tariffs
would still apply to 13% of goods imported into tHK, and this includes a mixture of tariffs and
guotas on beef, lamb, pork, poultry and some daigupport farmers and producers who have
historically been protected through high EU tariffs

The great majority of grassland managers will hegivestock, either their own or a grazier’s,
andsome interviewees see an opportunity for promdbioglly produced (and grass-fed), locally
sold meat; the grasslands of the High Weald AON#Edbave instant appeal in this. However
there are other pressures on the sector at the mo@eestions have been raised about red meat
regarding human health and the environment (EATeea€ommission report, January 2019). A
current trend for a vegan lifestyle, which at atrexe level refuses all animal ‘exploitation’ or
products, is linked for some with an activism tbe¢ks to ‘name and shame’ eg dairy farmers by
publishing names and locations, and urging diretba.

3.3.2 Restocking the High Weald

Conditions in the High Weald favour grass produtind livestock enterprises account for 65% of
all farms and underpin the farming economy. Howekrerarea’s elevation, small fields, low grade
soils and poor drainage means the average farnissRéha compared to the national average of
81ha; and the average farm income of £16,000 plass than that of any other farm type and
comparable to that for grazing livestock in a LEagoured Area. Between 2000 and 2013 the High
Weald saw a reduction in livestock numbers of 2A%ainst this background, the stuBgstocking
the Weald: Securing the future of livestock farmmthe High Weald’'s working landscafiine
2013) looked at encouraging farmers to reverseldoéine in livestock numbers, create space for
young and aspiring farmers, and help secure th&imgptandscape of the High Weald. The study
also pointed out that in seeking to encourage ymavg farmers to set up in the Weald, there is no
direct help from Stewardship schemes, other schawcteslly fund diversification leading to a loss
of yards and buildings, and there is pressure fresidential purchasers on the same resource.

A follow up Feasibility study and Proposal for Implementat{@ecember 2015) modelled income
from a 40 ha Wealden sheep enterprise under tbes®eos — annual grazing licence, FBT, and a
‘transition’ with a young farmer taking on more ¢awvia both. In the words of the report, the
modelling ‘shows how low the profitability of thevéstock sector can be — or perhaps more
accurately what scale an enterprise needs to beer to be profitable. Without the benefit of
stewardship payments and with an eroded PillarPSBoayment coupled with increasing rents, it
will be increasingly difficult for an enterprise b profitable without concessionary arrangements
between landowner and grazier.’

3.3.3 Grazing Animals Project, Nix pocketbook

The Grazing Animals Project (GAP) was formed in 188 an advice network for grazing on
conservation sites, and by 2005 supported a netefotR0O0 members. While much of the
information it produced is now over 10 years old\Fchas done some useful work looking at
enterprise costs and gross margins for livestockgrassland management, including producing
ready reckoners itemising costs as a guide form@getting up an enterprise.

TheJohn Nix Pocketbook for farm managem@@19 edition) has some useful costs including
‘conservation costs’ such as establishing a wild8omeadow, and the prices of various grass
mixes including those designed for Stewardship mesg as well as standard enterprise costs such
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as for suckler beef. Some costs from the Nix Pdid@k are reproduced in Appendix 2, as well
some capital costs from a local farm equipment kaipgelevant to livestock management. A
simplified list of grassland enterprise costs frafmich a gross or net margin might be worked out
in setting up to manage grassland by grazing amafbing is also included as a very rough guide.

3.3.4 Grassland managers’ costs

It must be stressed that other than for a stant@rinercial enterprise such as beef production on
improved grassland, costing grassland managemartersuous exercise, and those interviewed
struggled to find anything that would fit a classitterprise costs model. None of those interviewed
are managing their grassland as a stand-alonepeisterEven for the land-based businesses, it is
wrapped up in the management of the rest of a fanti where these are also graziers, part of a
wider area of land they graze or cut on their owlidlimng and for others. For non-farmers with other
sources of income clearly the grassland does na ttamake a commercial return. Arrangements
and expectations are tremendously varied, andrityecommon factor between the large-scale
commercial farmer and the near to retirement antbly’ farmer was the conviction that without
Stewardship scheme support, managing their consamvgrassland would not have been possible.

Returns from grazing other than through Stewardstifgmes or BPS (see 3.4 below) are a
combination of the let of grazing or grass cuttiagg sales of meat and livestock. Native rare
breeds are supported by Stewardship, and meattirese may find a niche market opportunity in
an area such as the High Weald AONB. One interwehas a pedigree Sussex herd from which
sales of breeding stock adds value.

Some example costs and returns from interviewees;

e Summer grazing selling at £15/ac, £30/ac, and wkeep at 30 p/head

* Grass rented in at £20/ac

* Hay crop selling at £120/ac

* On 73 ha CSHT income value £26K/year against £1&&i/gosts

e 0On 429 ha CSHT income covers costs but only wittiiddBreeds Supplement
* On 542 ha HLS income value £30K/year against £26#//gosts

* On 15 ha HLS income value £3K/year covering costqbt time input

* On 135 ha HLS income value £24K/year

* On 19 ha HLS income value £4K/year

* On 49 ha BPS income £10K/year, no Stewardship sehecome

3.4 Grassland management - funding sources

Government policy makers, and government agena@s &s Natural England and Environment
Agency, have to strike a balance between the ‘steét out in 3.1 above, and the ‘carrots’
described below. Stewardship schemes have beendimstay of grassland management for
wildlife conservation for nearly 30 years, payig the positive management of habitats and
features. BPS and it predecessors in direct fappat have also put a ‘floor’ in the economy of
grassland and other farmland management, but tiev@AP support system is heavily criticised
in some quarters for creating a ‘dependency culthet at best discourages innovation and new
entrants to the industry, and at worst is simplyipg people not to farm. The future system set out
in the 2108 Agriculture Bill, is a deliberate moaway from a perceived ‘money for nothing’
approach.
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3.4.1 Environmental Stewardship

The ‘Higher Level Scheme’ (HLS) component of theziEsnmental Stewardship agri-environment
scheme that ran until 2014, engadgrid owners and managers in 10-year contractsologe a
range of land management activity, backed with laothual revenue, and one-off capital,
payments. Conservation of important and specidsgiassland habitats figures prominently in the
HLS, and cutting and/or livestock grazing is théadé management tool for this.

The ‘Entry Level Scheme’ (ELS) componenttofvironmental Stewardship pays a flat rate of
£30/ha, provided enough ‘points’ are gained for agaimg certain features, including ‘low input’

and ‘very low input’ grassland. While the relatwase for grassland-based holdings to use the low
input option without much environmental gain hasrberiticised, it allowed them to qualify for
Stewardship scheme payments, and the £30/ha undergiany other work in HLS has been an
economic boost that will be missed in Countrysit@nardship. Howeverhe ‘Restocking the
Weald’ study points to a lower uptake of ES inithgh Weald at c. 50% of the agricultural area as
against 67% nationally (in 2013). Among reasongHa it cites the generally much lower take up
of Stewardship schemes among small farms, andeteeiped low value of permanent grassland
for biodiversity.

22 of the land managers responding to the survaytenviewed have current ELS/HLS
agreements. The replacement scheme for HLS is Gwmioie Stewardship (CS), and early
conversion from HLS to CS is only allowed in ex¢epal cases, and in the final year of an
agreement. In December 2018 Defra agreed potenti@hsions to expiring 2019 HLS agreements
on a rolling one-year basis up to four years, stilifetheir being assessed for suitability by NE.
Four of the eight land managers interviewed hakertahis up, so remain locked in HLS for a
further year, without being able to make any chartgeheir scheme, but with the guaranteed
continued income.

3.4.2 Countryside Stewardship

CS has replaced HLS and will be the main agri-emvirent funding source for the next 2-6 years.
Like HLS, it has revenue and capital payments acaoside range of habitat types aimed at getting
optimum management. CS has been criticised faoitgplexity and overemphasis on record
keeping and evidence, and this as much as thencatiton of payments (including ELS £30/ha) has
been a justification for those extending ELS/HLBesues, as well arguably for NE officers to
encourage extensions. Nonetheless CS will remaimiin incentive for grassland management in
the High Weald AONB for up to 5 more years, urtié £ELM scheme comes ih7 of the land
managers responding to the survey or interviewee batered into CS agreements.

3.4.3 Basic Payment Scheme

All holdings above 5 ha are eligible for direct psgnts under the Basic Payment Scheme (BPS).
This support (predicted value for 2018 £231.70¢a3 created under the Common Agricultural
Policy (CAP) and is based on holding ‘entitlememdésfand in order to claim. To claim under BPS
land must be available for agricultural productibenced off areas or areas of dense scrub in
grassland can therefore be declared ineligilieof the land managers interviewed for this rdpor
are in receipt of BPS.

In 2019 and 2020 the amounts paid under BPS wilalzely the same as previously. Between
2021 and 2027 there will be progressive reductiomsrect payments until BPS is phased out in
2027 (the ‘transition period’). The phasing will im@re rapid for larger holdings.The transition
payments will also be ‘delinked’ so that claimamtl not need to continue farming to claim, with
an option to take a lump sum, and leave farminggather. While this could be an attractive option
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for grassland farmers in the High Weald AONB, itilcbhave financial implications eg for
inheritance tax so is not without risk.

In addition to various forms of letting land set au3.2.2 above, BPS creates another layer of
complexity in that either the landholder or a geazian claim the payment, depending on what
arrangement is reached between the parties. Wiaigegs are often happy not to get involved in
the claim process, for some this, plus managingcaiching Stewardship scheme income, is a
preferred route and a source of income. Also, rtagesituations land registered to one business
and used to claim BPS may also be included in agpication submitted by another business.
This is known as ‘dual use’, and there are rulesiad eligibility and management control of the
land that need to be followed, with a written retof the rights and responsibilities of each party.

3.4.4 Sussex Lund

Sussex Lund is a grants programme aimed at comyngiraitips, schools, churches, parish councils,
charities, businesses, farmers and landownersugpmbging small-scale, practical projects that
improve the landscape of the High Weald AONB. figarts projects in the wider countryside as
well as those in hamlets, villages and towns, sascbhurchyards, school grounds, recreation areas
and roadside verges. One-off grants of between A6AE10,000 are available for eg habitat
improvement projects, which could include develgpimore species-rich grassland.

3.5 Grassland management - sources of advice and information

The High Weald AONB website provides a major sowfceformation under the ‘wildflower
meadow management’ tab, in the Land Managers RAR)Y under ‘meadow grassland’, and in
the Weald Meadows Initiative (WMI) under ‘wildflowgrasslands in the Weald’. Other sources of
advice and information were listed in the grasslarahagers survey questionnaire as below:

Land agent e.g. CLM, Batcheller Monkhouse, Cluttons, Strutt and Parker
Other agents e.g. FWAG

Industry bodies such as AHDB (Agriculture & Horticulture Development board)
Local group such as Small Farm Training Group (SFTG)

Natural England

High Weald AONB Partnership, Weald Meadows Initiative

Conservation organisation e.g. Sussex or Kent Wildlife Trust, Buglife

Websites / online

OoOoooooOoon

Results from the survey questionnaire and intersisiaow the very wide range of sources that are
and have been used; see section 4 below.

3.6 Discussion

None of the regulatory background in 3.1 abovenialasolute obstacle to grassland management as
such, or to joining an agri-environment scheme,itomakes taking on a Stewardship agreement
less attractive if it adds to the burden of papekwor little return. Equally, none of the issues i

3.2 is an absolute obstacle to grassland managemémnwhen added to the burden of regulation,
and the costs and returns set out in 3.3, for sbmemay be a deciding factor in whether to carry
on.

While many holdings in the High Weald AONB have hé&ended under Stewardship schemes, and
some by other initiatives, it would be hard to featholding, whether farming or non-farming, small
or large, that has not been supported by BPS. @aeviewee set their £10K/year BPS income
against the £5K/year they pay for farm insuranoael and said ‘it would be hopeless without it'.
Few farmer claimants would see it as ‘money fohimng’, rather as essential support for an
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industry pegged down by poor returns and besetheravays. BPS has certainly been fundamental
in farm business economies (statistics for thegae?i014/5 to 2106/17, from ICAEW Farming &
Rural Business Community Newsletter December 2018);

* Average Farm Business Income (FBI) was £37,000

» Direct payments [BPS] comprised 61% of FBI (83%t&arants)
* Inthe northeast direct payments were 98% of FBI

* 42% of farms would have made a loss before diraginents

The decline in overall support, and the switch fiBRS to public money for public goods and other
support, is likely to be in the order of one thiirdm c. £3 billion to less than £2 billion (source
Defra/Andersons 2018). The option of taking a ltsum and leaving farming will be attractive for
many in the High Weald at (beyond) retirement agg@n small grassland / livestock farms. Many
who see it giving a chance for new entrants haptaaped the option, but on holdings in the High
Weald with high residential values, and farmergimgéooking to take on more land, this is
guestionable without active incentives. These faoften have infrastructure funded by generous
grants in the 1970ies now decaying and prohibiyieipensive to replace.

A key question for the industry and this repotthis degree to which future support can - or should
- be accessed by all those now getting BPS thatirem farming. In this, the High Weald AONB

is in a better position than say East Anglia, lerhaps less so than the northeast, where the
‘uplands’ label attracts special consideration. tet High Weald shares many characteristics with
upland areas of smaller, grassland and livestoskdanterprises on difficult land, in landscapes of
high historic and cultural significance, valuedthg many who visit them. Not every holding now
getting BPS will get support under ELM, and thdsa do will compete for a smaller pot overall.
Support through ELM for grassland managers neetls wearly justified in the context of a

special landscape with unique characteristics.

Finally, Defra sees advice and other support afarimation as central to the working of ELM, and
its role is also flagged up by the NRN (see Seddicaelow). Expert, ongoing advice is seen as vital
by many grassland managers responding to the quasire and interviewed. The number of
individuals in and around the High Weald AONB wathvorking knowledge of farming and farm
businesses, able to get to grips with the notidimublic goods and ecosystem services, and skilled
to assess and advise on semi improved and spetiegrasslands, must be small. Urgent thought
needs to be given to where ELM advisers will coroenf the skills they need and how they should
be trained and accredited.
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Steep land and small fields in the High Weald

Dogs and livestock warning sign on footpath
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4, Consultation

A wide range of people was interviewed for the gtuntluding landholders, advisers, a land agent
and a policy adviser, by online survey, and indraldinterview face to face or by telephone.

4.1 Questionnaire survey

A ‘survey monkey’ questionnaire of 10 questions weasle available online and promoted through
the High Weald Unit to over 150 grassland ownehg Guestionnaire is reproduced at Appendix 3.
The questionnaire sought to gather information\aeds from owners and managers of grassland
in the High Weald, by asking about types of gras$léow it is managed and by who, how it is
paid for, if managed in a Stewardship scheme, viewihe future ELM scheme, confidence in
grassland identification, knowledge of soil heatthd obstacles to grassland management.

The survey had 63 responses, from owners of ov@d B of land (7 did not specify an area). The
majority of responses (44) were from managers a$gland in the East Sussex High Weald, with
four from the High Weald in Kent and three from WWest Sussex High Weald. Six responses were
from managers of grassland outside the High WeakKkent and East Sussex, amounting to over
230 ha. 10% of respondents did not specify thetiocaf their grassland. The greatest number of
respondents (38%) are managing areas from 4 t@4and only 5% are managing area of 200 ha
and over, although 13% did not specify a land area.

4.1.1 Grassland types

Traditional pasture and traditional meadow is tlshctommon type of grassland on respondents’
holdings, accounting for almost half (47%) of thaggland types mentioned. The remainder is
mainly a mix of wet and rough grassland, herbahalti-species ley (8%), large lawns or gardens,
wood pasture, and rye grass / short-term ley (6265s common, and accounting for just 12% of
the grassland types mentioned, are horse or ottetqeks, heathland or 'other' (defined by
respondents as grassland planted with native toeelsard, banks, pond area and poor grass that is
not species rich).

4.1.2 Management practices, and sources of information

Traditional cutting for hay is the most common ngeraent practice at 21%, followed by topping
with cuttings not removed at 14%. Only 7% of reggents cut for silage. More respondents graze
with their own stock (20%) than use a grazier tweotarrangement, while more get their grass cut
by a contractor (14%) than do it themselves. Otltingincludes 'cut and raked by volunteers
participating in churchyard management ' and 'tdppy occasionally ', and other grazing
includes 'aftermath grazed Nov to Jan' and 'skeep '. Although not included in the figures as a
management response, one respondent also mentlateatiey ‘can't get it grazed'. Asked about
changes to their grassland, 73% of those resporsditnigthey would like to or planned to improve
its wildlife value, 5% said increase productiond d7% said both.

The High Weald AONB, Natural England, websites/oaland conservation organisations account
for over#s of respondents’ sources of advice for grasslandagement. However there is a wide
range of sources, and other sources of adueetioned (10% of responsaésglude none, or own
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experience and self-education, booklets, experteataf, contractors, seed dealers, the Soil
Association, PFLA, and grazing or wildflower groups

4.1.3 Paying for management, and other grassland values

Overs of respondents’ grassland is paid for by a contlmnaf farm sales and public funding.
10% is self-supporting through farm sales, whil@oliS supported by public money. Other methods
of payment for grassland management mentioneddporelents include diversification, farm
attraction, PCCs, rental, estate management compadya free grazing agreement with grazier.

A wide range of other services of value from grasgdlwas given by respondents, with alnfast
citing beauty and landscape, access to nature eadthrand well-being. Fewer were likely to cite
services such as carbon storage, water purificati@hflood alleviation. Amongst the 11 mentions
of other services of value being provided by tlgeassland, almodt were 'wildlife habitats and
biodiversity' or 'insects and pollinators'. Addital services mentioned were tourism, educational
talks and seed harvesting for meadow regeneration.

4.1.4 Agri-environment schemes

Over¥s (28%) of respondents have never had land in a $tisvg scheme. Most of those of those
that have had land in a Stewardship scheme areontave been in Environmental Stewardship or
old Countryside Stewardship schemes, though 11% &gpired ES schemes. Only 12% and 6%
respectively are in Countryside Stewardship MT @t Blthough these are more recent schemes.

Looking ahead to ELM, asked if an agri-environmstieme with payment by results and the land
manager in control would appeal, 86% respondedipely, although a wide range of comments
was made including:

* Unless a scheme helps farm income, land managsereotavant to join or fund the balance

of costs

* Interest would depend on the prescriptions and teswlts are assessed

» The difficulty of assessing results

» Effects on results eg climate, weather and landagers' knowledge, interest and incentives

» Belief that land manager knowledge is limited imgoareas, eg wildflowers

* Finding the CSS too restrictive to adjust land taseeet needs as a visitor attraction

« Lack of understanding of schemes and being putytiureaucracy

- Schemes being complicated and not viable

« Land area managed being too small to make joinioghwhile

Asked if the ELM approach where the land manageeldgs their own plan would appeal, again
an overwhelming majority of 92% said yes, with saoenments;

* Finding previous schemes effective as they incesgd/farmers and landowners for doing
less or making changes at no cost, rather thambawipay for new work, e.g. leaving
hedges uncut or changing timing of mowing headlands

* Interest would depend on the manager and whetkgrate prepared to develop their own
plans

» Interest would depend on the adviser

* Interest would depend on the terms of the ELM

* A preference for an approach where an advisortiseguired so the land agents aren't the
main profiteers
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Asked what help would be most useful in develo@nd=LM land management plan, all types
except paper-based management information ancuéaregsit from an adviser were cited by 47-

51 of those responding, the other two types geingnd 42 citations respectively. However, paper
based management information was seen as very tampdry the majority of those citing this type
of help, and indeed 5 of the 7 types of help wéexlas very important, and one as important, by
the highest number of respondents for each typegxibeption being a regular visit from an adviser.
Twice as many respondents thought a one-off visinfan adviser was very important or important
than a regular visit from an adviser, and web-basadagement information was cited as the most
important out of any type of help.

Only one other response was added: 'assistancedsithifying and form filling for relevant
schemes'. Another suggested online chat with aisadas useful. It was also commented that the
adviser should not have to be a land agent paibdyf@he farmer.

4.1.5 ldentifying species-rich grassland, and soil knowledge

Asked how confident they would be at assessing tven grassland using the definitions of semi-
improved and species-rich given in Countryside &telship, over half said they would be very
confident or quite confident. Only 11% said theywdobe not at all confident, contrasting with the
results of the individual interviews below. A paeabuestion asked how knowledgeable
respondents felt they were in general about sailthgthis time, over half said they were not very
knowledgeable or not knowledgeable at all. Only <%l they were very knowledgeable.

36% of respondents had obtained recent informatiogoil health. Reasons given as to why
respondents had not include assuming the solil isttdf it was analysed a few years ago; not
knowing what to do; being worried about the cost; lmeing knowledgeable enough; it not being a
priority; not feeling the need to; not being suféhe benefits; and not having thought about it. Of
those who had obtained recent information, a shghjority (46% against 42%) had got someone
else to take samples and send them to a laborasthgr than taking the samples themselves and
sending. A small number (4%) had taken samplesaaatised them themselves.

4.1.6 Obstacles to grassland management

Among a wide range of obstacles to grassland manege poor returns from keeping livestock

was seen as a major obstacle by the greatest nwhtespondents, along with lack of funds to pay
for an adviser. This, and lack of species-rich gleagl management experience, got the greatest
number of responses overall citing them as obstaPleblic access issues also featured highly as a
major obstacle, while this, lack of suitable maeinynand difficulties finding a useful adviser were

in the top six seen as obstacles by the greatesbeuof respondents. Issues such as fencing, water,
vehicle access and livestock movements figuredHeggy (the latter in contrast to individual
interviewees), although a high proportion of thtiss cited these ranked them as major obstacles.
Being unable to get a grazier, or a contractoake ta hay cut, were less likely to be seen as major
obstacles.

This questioned raised a large number of commantglter important obstacles faced in managing
grassland:
Nine comments were made on costs and subsidies:

» Lack of engagement or contribution to capital coisstNatural England

29



» Poor subsidies for managing land for long-term beonéthe land to keep it available for
food production longer term

* Return on management costs

* Income from farm to justify any expenditure

» Lack of finance to maintain fences, cut hedgesamthanging trees

» Cost of native species seed mixes for improvingvéreety and quality of grasses and
wildflowers

» Cost of hiring help to implement in the field

» Capital to invest into establishment of no-till ggkand

* Contractor costs

Time needed to implement environmentally benefisiedtegies, and public access and dogs not
keeping to paths being a disincentive to conseymatiork, each attracted 2 comments.

Other important obstacles faced were listed as:
» Contractor knowledge of good management practices
* Public attitudes (burial grounds) ie tidiness venraild flower meadows and wildlife
* Needing to proceed with the majority view where ¢state is run by a management
company with residents as members
* "Environment Agency's irrelevant phosphate calcoifest being applied to my grazing

system "
* "The difficulties are starting to defeat me arairl sad to see the meadow in decline"
* Old age

» Steep land with heavy impermeable subsoil, poandgge on lower slopes

Other comments made in association with this qoesti

- For Churchyards and cemeteries (370+ in SusH#@ge are areas with open access for the public,
covering many acres of countryside so a perfecodppity to promote wildlife conservation.
Education, and changing attitudes to wildlife cawagon are key. Grazing is rarely possible
although sheep are unhelpfully used as 'mowing mashin summer months in two Sussex
churchyards

- Only a few acres with 12 sheep does not seenicajje

- Grassland management needs a reason - livestetkeaobvious and historic answer. Pressures
from fashionable vegan and vegetarian lobbies arenlg consumer confidence - produce from
pasture fed historic landscapes needs to haveceabpadorsement - perhaps country-wide, and
completely unlike the infuriatingly irrelevant andsunderstood red tractor scheme. Could all the
AONBs and national parks do a joint marketing “margventure?

- Created forest of some 400 species-rich treds Motestry Commission 1993,1.5 ha, planted 150
approx. more, incl. 23 Black Poplars, restored 8a#) added scrape, 535 m hedging

- Government grant schemes seem to me to be toplioated to make a claim

- Late-cut hay is less valued and local contraaboilg use big round bales

- The best way to get more species would be fortgamource and provide the seeding and planting.
| don't have the resources or equipment

- We have been very fortunate to work with soméi#nit advisers from local wildlife groups,
government bodies and private consultants. Fufthreling to better the reach of these advisers
through education of the public etc. would be mowneny well spent
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4.2 Individual landholder interviews

Eight individual landholder grassland managers weerviewed for this report. They were asked
the same 10 questions from the survey questionnaus some additional questions specific to
Stewardship schemes. Their holdings range in ao@a 15 to 1012 ha, and include non-farmers,
modern multi-farm businesses, and traditional lantEr estates. They are mainly owned land, with
some rented. Some have their own stock, some ageegg, some both. Four are in HLS schemes, 2
are in CS, one has land in both, and one is nahynStewardship scheme. The interview
summaries are at Appendix 3a.

4.2.1 Interview results

Grassland types, management and income

The interviewees are managing a wide range of lgragsypes; the great majority have traditional
meadow, pasture or both, and most have rough ahdrassland, although usually in small areas
(this mirrors the types of grassland representelderwider questionnaire survey). A minority have
ryegrass or short-term leys and only one has herbalulti-species leys. Some are planning to
make their grass more species rich, and fewerdease production — for some it is both, according
to the kind of grassland they have. Hay made byrdractor is the majority cutting method, with
some also cutting for silage and haylage. A slighjority have their own stock, and the grass is
grazed about equally by cattle and sheep, and tsebdor some. All the interviewees are
supported by Stewardship scheme and BPS incomehalfereport a contribution from produce
sales as well. All the interviewees believe theasg provides other services of value such as
carbon storage, beauty and landscape.

Sources of advice and information

A wide range of sources is being used, with nomaidating, although only one interviewee reports
getting advice or information from a conservatiogamisation. Among specific sources, FWAG
and WMI are mentioned several times. All sourceladp are ranked mainly as important or very
important. The most consistently highly ranked infation seen as useful for development of an
ELM plan is adviser help. Regular and one-off gi$ibm an adviser are ranked about the same, as
are paper and web based management informationpGisits to other grassland sites are seen as
more important than training courses and workshapere either ranked lower this tends to be due
to the age of the interviewees.

Evaluating and monitoring

Half the interviewees are not at all confident\aleating their grasslands using Countryside
Stewardship definitions, and the same number sadélves as not knowledgeable at all about soill
health. Half have obtained recent information airtkoils (though in one case 4-5 years was seen
as recent), and in all those cases samples wegg taksomeone else and sent to a lab.

Obstacles to grassland management

None of the interviewees sees lack of livestock aga@ment experience or enthusiasm as an
obstacle. Only one reports not being able to ggtaier as an obstacle. Structural difficultieshsuc
as lack of machinery or overwintering land / famh, fencing, water supply and vehicle access are
mainly seen as less or not important obstacledidPatress issues such as dogs, and movement
restrictions due to TB are regarded as importaneoy important obstacles in the great majority of
cases (in the case of TB in Sussex, and for thabetlneir own stock). Poor returns from livestock
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keeping are cited as very important obstacles Hlmainterviewees; those giving any other view
do not depend on the stock for an income. Halinterviewees do not see difficulty finding, or
lack of funds to pay for, an adviser as importdrgtacles.

Views on Stewardship schemes, and ELM

The great majority of interviewees believe Stewhgschemes have covered the costs of
managing their grassland very or quite well. Eyuhley believe Stewardship schemes have
worked very or quite well in achieving the aims andcome of managing their grassland. There is
less belief that schemes have worked for grasstearthgement in general in the High Weald, with
half the interviewees giving a ‘quite well’ respendhe great majority believe ELM could do

better in the High Weald, and both ELM and the LMahagement Plan approach appeal to them,
although this is sometimes a qualified response ,same are not sure. Half the interviewees would
support an ELM scheme that provided incentivesotondre in grassland management than cover
income foregone.

4.2.2 Interview dialogue

The individual interviews also provided an invalleabpportunity to query responses, and get a
wide-ranging dialogue around points being raisdgt gomments below flag up key issues raised
by interviewees on past Stewardship schemes, Gminhr Stewardship, and how the future ELM
scheme should position itself.

Stewardship scheme conflicts

There can be tensions in HLS schemes around ditfelgectives. A grazier wants productivity
and income, from their point of view a Stewardssitp (even if fenced and watered) may be poor
grass that stock don’t do well on, while the owtadees the BPS and HLS money (for doing
nothing, sometimes). A site owner delivering HLSweathe rules and dates to be stuck to, from
their point of view they are offering cheap grazsupsidised by the scheme. If the owner is also
the grazier, though HLS covers the costs, they voedlly have liked more flexibility around
grazing and cutting dates (climate change not hglpere), the chance to do more when an
opportunity is there, and more productivity from $lgrassland than the scheme allows. It's about
site micromanagement, giving the grassland managee freedom to choose, and managing the
land accordingly.

Perception of Countryside Stewardship

It's too complex to apply to, too prescriptive fpevate, and you can’t do more than the rules and
the agreement allow. The payments are late, anmhsipections are badly targeted, lengthy and
onerous. When people started in Stewardship scheéraggot a lot of help from a Natural England
adviser, these advisers moved on and now people amch go, visit less often and they can lack
experience as well.

Messages for ELM

This High Weald land is only good for grass, busgtand and livestock enterprises are marginal at
best, so we’ll have to do agri-environment - itsexe the future money will be, and we could not
have managed without it up to now. Or without BPtBe-end of that will have a real impact. We
think we’ve done a pretty good job in HLS and wike to carry on, too, so continuity is important
and building on what we’ve done. But should ELM rapigo to owners who don’t do anything?
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We need in ELM:

» Alocally adapted scheme that values the High Waaldue landscape - and the grass fed
meat that it can produce

» Baseline information, so you can target your olyestand evolve your scheme as you
observe changes over 5 years

* Monitoring, but this should not penalise you if igetting the right results immediately or
you are inspected at the wrong time

* Ongoing, consistent, knowledgeable adviser input

» Payment for more than income foregone, and forggabbove and beyond — there could be a
baseline establishment payment with additional payrfor ongoing management

* Recognition of the role of productive grassland tredvalue of herb-rich, long-term leys in
an agricultural system for their benefits to stackl wildlife

* Recognition of the woodland/ grassland mix in thghHNeald and support for those
managing both at the same time

» Good capital costs payments, especially for (renghinfrastructure in farmyards that is
needed for livestock management

» Support for collaboration; we already do this fome things eg machinery and it makes
sense to work together at a landscape scale

4.3 Otherinterviews — advisers

Three people with experience of advising on Steslapdschemes were additionally interviewed
for the study about their views on how the scheha® worked, and how the future ELM scheme
might work;

Dawn Brickwood, Weald Meadows Partnership coordinator, has adgsassland owners and
done surveys and support for entry to Stewardsthipraes (mainly HLS), as well as supplying
native wildflowers for sites through the Weald NatOrigin Seed (WNOS) initiative.

Leo Hickish, partner with land agents Batcheller Monkhouss,gramoted Stewardship schemes
including group applications, and applied for eritnygrassland owners, as well as negotiating for
clients on inspections, amendments and day tostayes such as stocking rates.

Ralph Hobbs, formerly with FWAG and Natural England and aniemwvmental land charity
trustee, has advised on Stewardship schemes athddfmp entry for grassland owners, as well as
giving ongoing advice on implementation and camgyout botanical surveys to go with
applications.

Their responses are summarised below.

[A] How well Stewardship schemes have worked in ceving the costs of managing grassland
in the High Weald?

Quite to very well. Payment rates have not been imade a question of whether they are worth it
for the burden of scheme administration. Annuahpanyts have been good, capital payments can
fall short for grassland creation/enhancement aitiall sites where more machinery and work is
needed than covered by 100% payments, when thesmsed on Nix standard costs. Difficult to
get all costs into one quote when payments basegibimg 3 quotes. Needs more support for
management of existing grassland, £250-£300/heflect boundary support key to the
management of good meadows.
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[B] How well Stewardship schemes have worked in a@ving the aims and outcomes of
managing grassland in the High Weald?

Quite to very well. HLS has been very successtul, &tewardship schemes have worked quite well
on the whole, especially for grassland recreatibere there are visible results after a few years,
and in encouraging more commercial grassland owhess successful for established grassland,
and it needs time to see what results CSMT wileh&ack of ongoing advice is an issue, to keep
people motivated and doing the right thing — itsgible to have an agreement and do nothing if
people don't read it and are not picked up othezwis

[C] Would interviewee support a future ‘ELM’ (Envir onmental Land Management) scheme
approach if it provided incentives to do more to alieve eg a wider range of grassland types,
more species rich grassland, or grassland with othealues, rather than simply covering
‘profit foregone’ like previous schemes?

Yes. ELM should deliver but it needs to have agm&domes to aim for, strong enough to make a
difference. No harm in a competitive scheme, boe#ds discretion for the grassland manager to
go over and above in delivery on the ground, amthvediue. Needs support for entrants, and
specialist advice, plus monitoring of ongoing wairk adviser and specialist to ensure success, with
key milestones or time periods. Cluster farms d@dalve better outcomes — someone takes the
lead, advisor input, and the group shares machisergk and best practice. Payments for
infrastructure and options for network grazing amatchinery use.

[D] How well Stewardship schemes have worked for gssland management in general in the
High Weald in interviewees’ opinion?

Quite well. Stewardship schemes have got the sgtitof management into land managers’ heads
and onto the ground, without them we would haveddst more grassland diversity. Needs
retained advisers, with specialists. Linked traggnygmogrammes, and monitoring. We have not learnt
the lessons about administration; schemes neeet tihig, trust, and relationships right. Less
bureaucracy is needed eg on inspections and peh&ti minute areas; a more positive approach.
Able to contact administrators and vary schemes.

[E] If interviewees think the future ELM scheme coud work better for grassland
management in general in the High Weald?

Yes, or don’t know. The framework sounds good betkwow very little detail. High Weald is not
very different from uplands — needs a scheme withensupport for livestock farming. A risk that it
will be another bureaucratic nightmare. CS is dar aff putting to most landowners now and there
are too few younger incomers to take it up. Larmhagers need to be able to do the application
themselves (maybe some help to do surveys) andstadd what it means — they will have to
deliver it. Needs more flexible prescriptions, agvavailable from the start and throughout.
Monitoring should not be too ambitious, same nundfespecies in a grassland but more flowering
is good. Herbal leys with eg birdsfoot trefoil, reldver, have a value. If everyone has to do ELM
more resources will be needed.
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4.4. Other interviews —land managers

A fourth interview was held witkidelity Weston, vice chair of the Pasture Fed Livestock
Association (PFLA), and a grassland farmer whohaasland in Stewardship schemes for
restoration of wildflower grassland, and been oigaartified since 2000.

1. How have your Stewardship schemes worked?

We have got more species in the meadows we manaidpec@attle grazing], and dormouse using
the hedges. We've learnt by doing it, we know wbado for the maximum environmental benefit
and are confident we won't be damaging anythingdfchange this slightly. It needs a certain level
of understanding to do this, but [in our situatisrg'd love it if a future ELM scheme were less
prescriptive. We've also been doing mob graZiiog 15 months and it has benefits in species
diversity, soil structure, less N leaching, andrefar hedges which get longer resting periods.

2. What is the PFLA trying to achieve that can helgreate diverse grassland

PFLA is a forum looking at getting the most ougodssland, not just financially but to produce
healthier meat in an environmentally friendly weslying on natural grassland, often wildflower
rich. We want to get more farmers to have prodecgirassland with wildlife value — not graze hard
with set stocking and make a ‘green desert’. Takivegpressure off grazing gives more wildflowers
and better soil biology. If people see someonedisié they know it works, and it's fairly basic, i
needs electric fencing and water troughs, it'smaely expensive or hi-tech.

3. How could ELM support this?

It could have payment options for eg mob grazirgjtal works for eg electric fencing, bringing in
bales of hay from species rich meadows. Advisetdseaologists must be at the heart of any local
scheme, it's crucial to help farmers know what thaye (who pays for the advice, is it through the
scheme?). This could be less tied to individuahf&grwith a collaborative approach, a group of
farms with an adviser who makes yearly visits, gromembers could contribute. Groups could be
advice hubs, with people passing on ideas andnrdtion, eligible for a farmer-to-farmer training
payment. PFLA members have learnt together andei@to do it — this is more empowering than
being told what to do all the time with no idea wjou're doing it.

4. What about marketing produce, and getting new emants?

There are 400 PFLA members and of these 70 anéexttb use the ‘Pasture for Life’ logo, with
their produce traceable back to the farm. We gragrto tie the marketing in to the management —
so buying PFL means supporting environmental bendf are doing a ‘route to market’ project

on marketing; in some places there is a demanBF&rproduce but not enough suppliers. An
incentive to be certified like Stewardship paymegit® for organic would speed this up, and there
is a role for ELM to recognise accreditation likeLPand LEAF Marque. PFLA has a very young
membership in comparison to many farmer bodiegy see it as a new way of farming, not just
doing what their parents did. They tend to be send#irms than average, and as low-input systems
pasture fed grassland farms don’t need a lot adstiaent, so have potential for new entrants.

A fifth interview was held withddlohn Marland, who has a 65 ha farm in the High Weald AONB
and also farms in Kent, has a wide experience dfcansults on all types of crop and stock
farming, and has put the High Weald farm into Coysitle Stewardship in 2019 to revert it from
arable to grassland.

2 Rotating stock around tall mature swards and nwthiem on quickly to fresh areas so grazed
areas are not poached and are rested a long time
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Experience of Stewardship schemes before Countrygdstewardship?

‘Old’ Countryside Stewardship and ELS/HLS no problé&suidance was clear — ELS/HLS forms
seemed long-winded and complicated, but the sclitselewas not as complicated as it looked.
Once the concept of ‘profit foregone’ was underdiatelivering was not that difficult, provided
you stayed within the tolerances of dates, distaacel areas.

Aims for what was undertaken on the High Weald farr@S?

To put a stable income stream into place if goimg a volatile market post-Brexit, and lock into a
scheme with a requirement to address water qualitye area, as well as meeting AONB
objectives to restore meadow grassland in the Miglald. To achieve scheme targets, and get an
income on land that was not that productive.

Experience of the Countryside Stewardship process?

Very similar to previous Stewardship schemes, lag wery pleased to have had help with the
application, the adviser filling in the forms witls as applicants. Challenging but achievable as far
as selecting options, from a wide range, narrowliogn to a few specific to the farm and we were
happy to enter into, then to one that we couldteould have been different if we had not found
this one option. A couple of queries post applaatbut could not fault that.

Views on ELM?

As a farmer | would find ELM incredibly complicatesh where it is going and what it is trying to
achieve. Schemes up to now have been based onerfcoegone so paying more or less a sensible
equation of income. They have not been about makimigpfit; the benefit is taking out land that
would not have made much profit anyway, eg arabld fargins. The payments for many options
in existing grassland were low, because managewesit’'t making much difference; schemes
won't pay for a gain they feel they already havdike paying to revert arable back to grass. If
we’re turning 40 years of CAP support into ELM @&shto be carefully structured, it has to
accommodate all the land and farming types in tke The High Weald is more like the uplands in
this, though it has the advantage that farms cagivdsification. ELM can be a good post Brexit
scheme, but most farmers got <£30K BPS as a basicie to meet the bills etc. Unless you
replace BPS you will not keep people on the lardliawill change; this is still an objective of
CAP. ELM needs to have a process and to be alaldjtst, both the agreements and the whole
approach. Agreements: independent qualified advisgply, submit evidence, monitor and
guarantee the scheme. Approach: if we're losingnéas, ELM is not working and it needs to
change.

Supporting grassland farmers?

Without the bottom line of £25-30K that keeps neysill grassland farmers in business they will
go, and the land will be taken over by bigger farsneith more land and stock. If you pay this as a
baseline for a farmer to keep a livestock systemgan change methods eg by making hay instead
of silage, creating wildflower meadows, bringingspecies-rich hay to spread so improving
grassland biodiversity.

Helping young entrants on grassland farms?

There are lots of opportunities on underutilisedllfor this, and for a young person to go into a
farm say with a few sheep on a share basis witlowreer, but there is no incentive for the owner if
they are penalised through the tax system. GiMa@ntivised payment to eg under-25s and use
tax breaks, don't overtax young people at the sfdheir careers.
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4.5 Information from case studies

This study had access to four case studies frogtipoaers working in the High Weald AONB:

* Angela Brennan, Estate Ecologist & Assistant Ed#édeager, Wadhurst Park
» Caroline Fitzgerald, Conservation Grazier

* David Hobden, Farmer, St Dunstan’s Farm

» lain Parkinson, Living Collections and Conservatianager, Wakehurst

Their experience spans a wide range of issuesaeléo grassland management and restoration,
and amplifies many points raised in the backgraanfatmation and the results and comments from
the questionnaire and interviews above. Some sktiesues and their comments are summarised
below.

Help and advice

A network of people, farmers, site managers, sigexntcontractors, ecologists, enthusiasts,
historians, artists and many more who share the sgpreciation for meadow grasslands. The
value of advice to teach and enthuse. Needs |l@mdlp who understand the land and how to
manage it in a semi-traditional way. Landownergmtiave little management knowledge, so they
need conservation graziers.

Tools and techniques

Appropriate seed sources — local native wildfloseed establishes better in the High Weald (value
of WMI). Appropriate knowledge and techniques fstablishment. Appropriate stock — sheep
grazing can get long grass down for winter, sisdhcattle grazing but movement regulations and
testing make it hard to move them.

Costs of management

Countryside Stewardship and BPS have kept farmggg&@ut CS does not recognise the real cost
of grazing herb-rich sites especially if organiotlles supplementary feed cost). There is a cost to
getting hay cut (as well as getting contractorthatright time), and no-one wants the hay. CS
should pay for temporary electric fencing.

Timing and flexibility

Need to change management year by year, and nayslio the same thing at the same time, eg
change timing of hay cut so not favouring a fewcsge Tinkering — doing little and often, see what
happens. Timing — winter grazing risks poaching, lead to thistle problems. Pulse or mob grazing
are alternatives. CS blanket prescriptions dorpiyam the High Weald; it needs local variation,
and varying the timing of prescriptions eg not si#ping autumn reseeding when conditions are
poor. Understanding when to cut, when to grazelesiding what management is needed and at
what time.

Monitoring

Set your expectation from the outset, and find ntipngs to monitor. Looking for three to four
indicator species that Natural England’s Priorighiat Inventory (PHI) suggests should be
expected in a lowland meadow.

4.6 Discussion

Information gathered from surveys, interviews aaslecstudies covers a wide range of situations
and opinions. The survey questionnaire in particsifeows that what is vital for one grassland
manager may not be at all important for another.
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Many valuable threads can be picked up from theesurA large number of respondents are
managing less than 40 ha, and they get their adwidenformation from a wide range of sources.
They are more likely to use their own stock to graand more likely to use a contractor for grass
cutting. More say they have herbal or multi-spetags than have ryegrass or short-term leys.
Nearly% are planning to make their grassland more spewbsr improve its wildlife value,

while a minority cut it for silage (which is cutréar and usually more intensively managed). All
believe their grassland provides other servicesbfe, although fewer think these are the ‘harder’
services of flood alleviation, water purificationdacarbon storage than say beauty or well being.
Support from BPS and Stewardship is vital to mespondents, though ov&rhave never been in
a Stewardship scheme. The great majority like thpgsed approach of ELM, though there are
reservations, such as the difficulty of assessasglts when climatic conditions are changing, and
sensitivity to paying for advice, although thiseen as important in developing an ELM land
management plan. All types of help for this arensseimportant, but web-based information is
more important than paper-based, and a one-offisie important that a regular visit. Group
visits to grassland sites are of more value thainittg and workshops. Most are confident in
assessing the species richness of their own grasdlat not knowledgeable about the heath of
their soil.A poor return from keeping livestock is seen asagomobstacle by the greatest number
of respondents, and costs of grassland managergard highly in additional comments made.

These findings are generally reflected in the il interview results, one exception being less
confidence in assessing grassland species richinesddition, thegreat majority of interviewees
believe Stewardship schemes have covered the @ostanaging their grassland very or quite well,
and that schemes have worked very or quite welthieving the aims and outcome of managing
their grassland, a view also reflected by the adsi: 4.3 above.

The interviewees reflected the views of other lavahagers, advisers and practitioners however in
calling for more flexibility and local adaptation schemes, payments that could go beyond income
foregone for doing more or additional costs, cdesisongoing advice, and support for group
cooperation and working.

Information from the case study practitioners i reinforces these views, and is a final
confirmation to this study of many of the key isstleat need to be addressed in the
recommendations for an approach for grassland neamagt in ELM, such as the role of help and
advice, appropriate tools and techniques, coverasgs, and timing and flexibility.

The case study practitioners also amplify the viesfiected elsewhere in the consultation on
monitoring, and the need to set expectations filwgroutset, and find simple things to monitor such
as a few indicator species. This is a vital consitien for an ELM scheme that is proposing to ask
land managers to do some of their own evaluati@hnaonitoring, and could potentially pay them
by the results they achieve. ELM could fall dowr aoly on not achieving these results, but on
disappointing the expectations of entrants to tiese, and penalising them as well.
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5. From Stewardship, to ELM

5.1 Summary

e Grassland management and creation have alwayskegdargets — if not the key targets —
for the delivery of Stewardship scheme objectiaes] the rewarding of those who enter in
to contracts (‘fagreements’) to deliver them.

e This first section examines the context to how ‘Stewardship’ agri-estvinent schemes
arose, reviews of past schemes, and the evolutitiminking through which the current
Countryside Stewardship (CS) scheme has come aihgb

* The range of options and level of incentives in {&Sstructures and process, and the basis
on which it pays agreement holders are reviewedcatiqued.

* The second section belowxplains the context behind the development ofva ne
‘Environmental Land Management’ (ELM) scheme, aod/lgrassland in the High Weald
can deliver multiple ‘ecosystem services'.

* The approach that has been proposed so far for EidWiding for a Land Management
Plan (LMP), is set out, and some alternative catgrto the standard Stewardship scheme
agreement are explained, as well as the fit of Bl a grassland NRN, and the call for
trials of ELM by Defra.

* The final section belowgoes on to examine ELM as an alternative to CS naaikes
recommendations on how an ELM scheme could beepplithe High Weald, how
revisions to CS could feed in these, and propdealfurther tests and trial in the area.

5.2 Evolution of agri-environment schemes

The current Countryside Stewardship agri-environtnrseheme is the end result of a policy
evolution in how to financially reward positive nagement by farmers and landholders of
important habitats and the species they support.

Appendix 4 sets out a simplified evolution of agnvironment schemes (AES) in England (NB
woodland schemes offered by Forestry Commissiomatrécluded). The Environmentally
Sensitive Areas scheme broke the mould of paynfent;e-off capital items nearly three decades
ago, with a menu of options and annual payments gdpital works costs, and became the model
for the ‘Stewardship’ schemes that followed. THgoareated the legal agreement as a contract
with government for the delivery of environmentabds, through a set of prescriptions and limits
eg dates during or after which grassland couldrbeegl or cut. Stewardship schemes have always
had a strong emphasis on biodiversity, with otlements such as landscape and historic
environment rather secondary, although access wasrgg element in early schemes, and soil and
water have become more prominent in CS. They himeeesrolved from the management of
grassland and ‘edge’ features such field margm&king in more in-field, whole farm options

such as nectar flower and wild bird seed mixes.

5.3 Reviews of Stewardship schemes

From the outset, Stewardship schemes have beerredas a mechanism for delivering real
outcomes for the (part EU, part UK) public fundigngng into them. To quote from a 2012 report
on the North Kent Marshes ESA:
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‘An independent review of the ESAs and [the] Cowsitte Stewardship [scheme] (CSS) conducted
in 2003 concluded that the ESAs had at least plgriacceeded in maintaining the wildlife value

of the areas they covered, in maintaining and etihgrandscape values and in maintaining the
value of the historic environment. However, theeevalso concluded that the ESAs had had
limited success in restoring and enhancing habéadisother more complex environmental features.
The relatively simple, prescriptive approach to agement used in both ESAs and CSS was
identified at the time as a major factor limitirigeir success in this respect.’

The ‘entry level’ (ELS) part of the successor toSC&nvironmental Stewardship (ES), aimed to
pay for a basic level of environmental land managrgingoing beyond cross-compliance, while the
HLS part was designed to encourage a greater fmtasitcomes, and the use of ‘indicators of
success’ to supplement prescriptions. A 2016/1tiEgvironment Monitoring and Evaluation’
review carried out for Natural England concludeak thhanagement under the HK6/HK7
(maintenance / restoration of species rich grad¥laptions had had a net positive effect on the
condition of species rich grasslands, but improveseere smaller than expected: 25% of sites
had improved, while 64% were maintained, and 11&tinked (a net gain of 14%). There was
evidence that certain schemes or option packages positively associated with specific
outcomes, and that ELS was conserving landscapaatkg and HLS both conserving and
enhancing it. Field boundary and low-input permamgassland options were conserving rather
than enhancing their respective targetdmong lessons learnt:

* Potential to develop new grassland options for fomictional services!

» Design and set up of individual agreements isoaitin determining success or failure -
50% of heathland options included non-heathlandtétab

» Baseline condition of features and potential fetoeation is sometimes misinterpreted -
32% of HK6/HK?7 sites were unlikely to deliver sperich grassland

* Objectives to be set with specific reference taabiristics of the sitel

* More ambitious and demanding interventions sometinezded]

» Indicators of success sometimes need to be batleretd to sites and more realistic and
achievable’]

Although the review mainly related to ES rathemtin@w CS, and it is too early to evaluate
outcomes from CS, it does not differ fundamentathyn ES in its ‘prescriptions plus indicators of
success’ approach, despite being much more targetedessons learnt above can legitimately
therefore be carried forward to a consideratiohat ELM might work better for grassland
management.

5.4 Current CS options relevant to grassland management

The Countryside Stewardship scheme currently imadjme has a wide-ranging menu (including
annual options and supplements, and capital wadlleg)can apply to grassland management in the
High Weald AONB. These are summarised in Appendiwlich also classifies them into types eg
grassland management or creation, wet grasslaathlaed. They are also classified according to
where they are available, ie on permanent grasstarmporary grassland or arable. There is a wide
range of habitat and species centred options, fmramagement of wet grassland for breeding
waders, which is aimed at sites of known consesmatalue, to ryegrass seed set for birds, where
an otherwise intensive grassland management typeing modified for an improved

environmental outcome. Organic or other optionkistpric are also potential ‘overlays’ on an area
requiring some kind of work by a grassland mana@&rcould be criticised for this plethora of
choices alone, although it should be acknowledbatlit reflects an evolution of possible entry
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points into Stewardship from the simple one or tiecs of the ESA, and is therefore more
inclusive. With a handbook for options in Mid Tedone of 331 pages, it does however mean that
those who have experience of submitting CS apjpbicatand know what to look for are better
placed the get the best out of the system thaawaege farmer or landholder.

5.5 CS structure and processes

CS is an elaborate structure, rooted in its marmglgody’s researched and experiential views on
how features and habitats should ideally be mandggtslated as a set of options and prescriptions
available to the land manager, and set in a frameafocommitment, reward and monitoring that
forms a legal agreement to deliver the optionshWe intention of providing clarity and avoiding
misinterpretation, each part of this structure lsarcumbersome, rigid and hard to follow, even
where it works.

Specifications and prescriptions

Every option that can be applied for in CS comeh wistatement of where it can be used, where it
cannot, any criteria that must be met, and anyfeatthat can be included. The latter is important,
as some features in a field may be ineligible f&SBout eligible for CS, eg permanent water
features and tracks. This is followed by the mansage requirements (prescription), any
restrictions eg cutting or grazing dates, and antiyiies that cannot be carried out. Records that
need to be kept, and any evidence or third pamgeots that must be sent with the application, are
listed.

Related options that can be carried out on the sas® and some advice and suggestions for
carrying out the option, are given. Even for soneeexperienced in making CS applications, there
is considerable scope to trip up over a technigibdity issue, at best leading to queries and
challenges post application, and at worst makingtharwise useful option on a particular piece of
land ineligible.

Processes and paperwork

The administration of CS has moved to the RPA.NForthis is now a self-service process liked to
the online Rural Payments Service, and an appbicgtack will be generated and e-mailed once a
request has been made. The pack will contain akletpdf application form, and an excel
spreadsheet prepopulated with all the field pardogted to the business in which to write the
options chosen. A historic environment record (HRIF&ill be generated and e-mailed if there is a
notable site on the holding. Applicants will noedego send any additional evidence alongside their
application, supporting annexes, Farm Environmestdrd and Option maps except in certain
circumstances. The application form requires detaithe farm business, and countersignature by a
landlord if the applicant does not have controlrdte land. Applications must be submitted by 31
July. It remains to be seen how the new systemwuditk; previous application widows have been
dogged by late arrival of application packs. Wiiile steady movement toward a paperless, online
system is consistent with all other forms of modawmmunication, it will disadvantage many
grassland managers in the High Weald who due t@addackground cannot engage, so will be
left out or need to rely on agents.

Offers and payments

All applications are scored against CS prioriteeg;ept for applications for the four CS ‘Offers for
Wildlife’, and those that only include organic cension and management optionsSuccessful
applicants should be offered an agreement in NoeembDecember for an agreement start date of
January 12020, with 20 working days to accept or decliree dffer. Agreements cannot be
amended once an agreement offer is made; applicantsnly accept or reject the agreement offer.
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Agreement holders claim for multi-year paymentsranusing the Rural Payments Service by 15
May each year, and should then be paid in arrednjec to any reductions or penalties eg after
inspection. In practice, payments for all Stewangsicheme agreements have been notoriously
delayed, leading to claims of RPA incompetencegagent holder hardship, and even to legal
challenges.

Facilitation funding

The Facilitation Fund (FF) within CS supports grewap ‘clusters’ of land managers, led by a
facilitator, to deliver landscape scale objectigelectively. As well as a payment for its facitia
and activities to a FF group making a successfpliegtion, membership also gets any applicant to
CSMT a 20% ‘score’ uplift. All FF group participanust sign up to an agreement they draw up
collectively, and submit maps showing the arealand covered by the group members (minimum
4 holdings or 2000 ha). The group can then organisetings and training in fulfilment of the
particular objectives they have set themselves.Upeer Rother and Dudwell Farm Cluster in the
High Weald AONB currently has 40 members and inetud range of landowners, from larger
commercial mixed farmers to small meadow ownersa#t taken on issues such as controlling deer
populations, and improving soil health and the galtigrasslands for forage and wildlifehe FF
approach has been one of the few aspects of C&wodely applauded, and its model of
collaboration between farmers and landholders lam@scape scale is likely to be at the forefront
of thinking around the future ELM.

5.6 Flexibility in management

Several of those consulted for this study commeatethe need to be able to adapt to
circumstances and in particular to apply and rent@rder grazing when the need arises, or to
mob-graze on a site to kick-start management.these in Stewardship schemes, if this departs
from written dates, grazing periods, seasons @kstg levels in their agreement prescriptions, it
requires a derogation, with written approval frofd M the case of HLS prescriptions. Aside from
the time needed to obtain an HLS derogation,blyislefinition intended to be ‘a minor and
temporary change from the agreed management grgsos... needed on a single occasion’, so
pre-empting repeated and major changes, howev#igds The amendment process in CS is
similarly prohibitive. Increasing fluctuations ineather patterns were commented on by
interviewees, with unseasonal wet and dry peribdsdan create both unexpected cutting and
grazing opportunities and the need to manage gragsthen growth is unexpectedly lush. The
standard Stewardship scheme derogation and ameng@gnoerss cannot react quickly enough to
this.

5.7 Income foregone as an incentive

Land managers and advisers often make an objectithe ‘income foregone’ principle, based on
EU rules and followed in all UK agri-environmentsenes. These have been used by Defra to set
the (very exact) area payments for options su¢ha€S ‘management of species rich grassland’ at
£182/halyear. CS payment rates are intended tctefhy income lost in undertaking scheme
options, and also to allow for any additional caBtsctly incurred in implementing those options.
The rates set for payments seek to reflect thedypncome foregone for particular activities on an
England-wide basis. In putting out the contraatdme up with these values, Defra stated that
‘Calculations include a range of inputs and outpwtsich are very detailed and go beyond gross
margin comparisons. This is to reflect the fact #wane farmers will have an actual income
foregone above the average, and others below. fis.jmportant to accurately determine the
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elements that contribute to these costs and ingdsralso remain consistent with the verifiable
standards set by the European Commission.’

The resulting calculation that the income foregtha needs to be made up from grazing species-
rich grassland is far less than eg in having 6 ffebstrips round arable fields or sowing and
maintaining a nectar flower mix may be based iruesie determination, but needs be enough
incentive for a grassland manager to keep sitasStewardship scheme that for reasons stated
above are unrewarding and limiting in other ways.

Nonetheless, the majority of those interviewedtlids study believe that Stewardship scheme
payments have covered costs either well or faigyl,valthough there were some comments from
other interviewees and in the case studies abading to cover the true costs of grassland
management, and especially recreation projectshaiage high upfront as well as ongoing costs.

5.8 AES, WTO and agricultural support

In looking at the freedom Defra has post-Brexitdone up with radical alternatives to an income
foregone basis for its ELM scheme, the issue ofaramty to World Trade Organisation (WTO)
rules of any national AES is often raised. Theipaldr issue is whether the WTO Agreement on
Agriculture (AoA) amber, green and blue ‘boxes’ttlaal with domestic agricultural support
would allow for more than income foregone plus so$he rather complex ‘box’ system is only
important to this report in as far as it may noirbeome commentators’ views such a stumbling
block to environmental support as is often supposed

Dr Ludivine Petetin, Cardiff Law School (blog pdstsed on a talk given at the Game and Wildlife
Conservation Trust All-Party Parliamentary Groupetimey in March 2018) sees scope for such
support in both the ‘amber’ and ‘green’ boxes, tjitoshe states; ‘The EU has successfully
transformed its agricultural support under the Gaden the amber box to the green box. Whilst this
change has not been challenged by other WTO mentdbdede, if the UK were to adopt a similar
approach, new programmes could be challenged #gieddK will no longer be part of a strong
trading bloc. The compatibility of future suppogded on public money for public goods under the
green box remains to be seen. After Brexit, the édliste notification of payments for ecosystem
services under the green box could negatively itnpache UK if the schemes are not consistent
with the criteria under the box.’

On the other hand, Prof Allan Buckwell, Senior Resk Fellow at the Institute for European
Environmental Policy (pers. comm. to the authaajest; ‘I constantly hear people debating the
limits on environmental payments due to WTO AoAerulThere is a strong economic logic that
lies behind never paying anyone more than the appity cost (income forgone) to them of
supplying the good or service. But there has nbeen a challenge to any country’s environmental
payments because they have failed to respectdhiditoon. | suspect this is partly because theee ar
much larger and more obvious trade distorting slibsito go after, and because politically it seems
churlish to go after what might be quite generoaygnpents explicitly directed towards
environmental delivery when this is the policy diten most believe is necessary and correct. The
calculation of income forgone is never straightfardvand there is a huge range in payments
apparently justified this way around the EU (withWTO challenge). The other thought is that
mounting a challenge is a time-consuming slow meaeth significant expertise cost so there
would have to be significant injury felt by somé&et party to justify the effort. | think the feark
restriction from WTO rules are overblown. More imamt and challenging is to persuade the
treasury of a justifiable extent and nature of ELdtpenditures.’
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5.9 Discussion

It would be easy to say that the point reacheteastart oproposing an approach to the newM
scheme for grassland, is one of a current Stewgrdsheme that is complex and bureaucratic, with
options that have proliferated over time, with tesslearnt about its processes and outcomes, that
lacks flexibility to react to on the ground situats, has payments that may or may not reward the
grassland manager adequately, are currently beiitblqte, and which are pre-determined by an
exact calculation based on an assumption that roegpply post-Brexit.

It should be acknowledged however that for an iildial applicant, regardless of the complexity of
the process, if the result is an agreement th&t their holding, their aims, and their expectatbn
reward, for them it is satisfactory. Ironicallyethisk of not being accepted due to the competitive
nature of CS has been largely irrelevant due tdawenumber of applicants. More relevant is the
‘quality not quantity’ objective of CS, which ainfi@r a reduction in the agricultural area engaged in
schemes from a peak of 70%, to 35-40%.

Also, CS was engineered to meet a particular resetifo address issues and criticisms of how well
previous Stewardship schemes had delivered fotdtabanagement. In this, management of
grassland figured highly, with a view that ELS lawput options in particular had done no more
that preserve a status quo, and in future grasslptidns should be more targeted and evidence-
based. CS also recognised that some grasslandsduagbive systems can be created or adapted to
have more wildlife benefit, such as in the ryegises=sd set option.

This is mirrored in views from the consultation abthe need to recognise productive grasslands
and their role in viable farm systems, and is allsiud vital window into options for future ELM
scheme support discussed below. In this, grass$igues such as herb-rich leys or systems such as
mob grazing could be supported, providing additidraditat and species support, resources to an
NRN, and buffers and linkages to existing spedeés-grasslands.

r

Arable land reverted to grassland in Higher Level&rdship scheme
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6. Environmental Land Management

While CS agreements will potentially be startingill2024, trials will have begun by then for the
new ‘Environmental Land Management’ (ELM) scheneewhich all agri-environment funding
will move post-Brexit. Although there is no finetd# on how ELM will work or its criteria, the
approach that ELM will take in engaging land mamageto an ELM ‘contract’ has been given
some publicity. Also, it is known that Defra is ket® include rewards for a wide range of public
benefits, environmental goods and services, aatssexploring rewards for high levels of animal
welfare and native breeds. Stakeholder consultaiongoing, including tests and trials for new
methods, and on the role of advice in the ELM pssce

6.1 Context of the proposed scheme

In a statement on the Agriculture Bill, Defra taliggecifically about spending ‘public money for
public goods’, and says ‘This will leave the enmmtent in a better state than we found it, fulfdlin
our ambition for a green Brexit and helping to delipromises set out in the government’s 25-Year
Environment Plan. On ELM, Defra states; ‘Our newigmnmental land management system will
bring in a new era for farming, providing an incostieeam for farmers and land managers who
protect and preserve our natural environment. k@fitst time, farmers and land managers will be
able to decide for themselves how they can dekwetronmental benefits from their businesses
and their land, and how they integrate this in@mrtfood, timber and other commercial activities.’

6.2 ELM and grassland ecosystem services

According to a report from the High Weald URitlds in the High Weald: an overview of their
social, ecological and economic value [R#jted October 2016, ‘Fields provide a diverse eanfg
ecosystem services which — following the convensiehout in the UN’s Millennium Ecosystem
Assessment, the UK’s National Ecosystem Assessrardtthe Economics of Ecosystems and
Biodiversity report — may be classified as eithprovisioning, ii) regulating, iii) supporting or
iv) cultural.’
The list of ecosystem services relevant to gradstaanagement in the High Weald AONB
provided by fields is extensive and includes;

* Food/livestock & crops (provisioning)

* Fresh water (provisioning)

* Raw materials (provisioning)

» Genetic resources (provisioning)

» Climate change mitigation/carbon sequestrationsdoihge (regulating)

» Water flow regulation (regulating)

» Soil fertility maintenance (regulating)

» Pollination (regulating)

» Habitats for species (supporting)

» Cultural history and national identity (cultural)

This wide range of services amplifies the commernhe ‘lessons learnt’ from Stewardship
schemes at 5.3 above that there is scope in s&fatiteme to develop new grassland options for
multifunctional services.
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6.3 ELM approach and proposals

Defra has set out clearly the system design priesipf ELM (presentation to FWAG conference
December 2018):

» ELM will apply a natural capital approach in inviegtpublic money in the delivery of
environmental goods and services. The system ogli$ on the delivery of outcomes, as
outlined in the 25-Year Environment Plan (25YEP)

* ELM will operate above a strong regulatory basetind support greater application of the
polluter-pays principle

 ELMis not an entitlement, but will be accessildatl land managers who are able to
supply public environmental benefits and for whilslre are is no current market

* Land managers will be in control of how they delittee environmental outcomes. This will
be outlined in a [land management] plan that theyetbp and own, and may reflect local
priorities

* ELM will be designed iteratively and with activepimt from users and stakeholders to
ensure user-focussed design. It will be testealléd and piloted before launch

* ELM will seek to minimise the administrative burdemd reduce complexity for participants

* ELM will be innovative, ambitious and maximise valior money to the taxpayer. The new
system of payments will not crowd out private irtwesnt in public goods.

The key to the ELM will be the Land Management PlakPR). As envisaged, in a Defra
presentation to CSFF national event October 2018|.MP:

* [Is] owned by the farmer or land manager

» Could encompass [the] whole operation, both pradndfood, agro- forestry, recreational)
and environment

» [Has] planned measures covering [the] followingxénths, as part of structured longer-
term actions and intentions

» Could be part of [a] wider catchment or landscameg

» [Has] payments based on the environmental outcomes

» [Is an] open-ended contract with annual indepenuhspection/audit

* [Is] lodged on [a] freely accessible platform .

See also the schematic diagram in Appendix 6, t&loen this. Those responding to the survey or
interviewed were overwhelmingly supportive of anMEWwith payments based on environmental
outcomes (‘payment by results’), and of develoghejr own LMP, although with several
gualifications and reservations that might be etggearound a scheme which at this moment exists
only as bullet-point aspirations.

The October 2018 outline of the ELM scheme als@sstgd that LMP may be required to be
locally peer-reviewed, benchmarked, and compardi ether local plans. There could also be
potential linkage with Farm Assurance plan requesta and sustainability benchmarking. Other
possible elements:

» Reflecting local/regional priorities/particular fages
* Engagement with local community encouraged

It was also stated that ‘expert advice and signadffbe required for the plan — to confirm it shdu
provide the intended environmental benefits’. & key to ELM is the LMP, then the key to the
LMP is the role of expert, external advice. Thidl We is vital in a scheme where set prescriptions
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are not the norm.
The December 2018 presentation gives ‘current thgnkn the purpose of advice’

* Long-term behavioural change

» Participation of land managers in ELM, to a levegjuired to meet the ambitions of the
25YEP

» Successful delivery of the broad objectives of Elag,opposed to cherry-picking of easiest
outcomes

» Successful delivery of outcomes at a landscape skedugh facilitation

» Successful delivery of planned outcomes at an LivdPes

» Retention of benefits realised under existing agrironment schemes

» Positive adviser experience for land managers

Again, those responding to the survey or intervidaee very focused on the need for appropriate
advice, both in terms of where it comes from and frequently input is needed, with (perhaps
surprisingly) a regular visit from an adviser nbtays being a priority. Other sources of help are
seen as very important, including web-based inftionaand group visits to grassland sites. These
views are important in arriving at any recommerataiin this study.

The December 2018 presentation goes on to suggest:

» The land manager has the opportunity to chooseemedited adviser (from an approved
list) [

* The adviser helps the land manager in producinig ithéP

» The adviser offers support to the land manager vieexaed to deliver the LMP

* The adviser reviews and updates the LMP (suggesialaeview every 2 years, but
opportunity to update more regularly if requiredoast of support)

‘Early thinking’ on monitoring of ELM (Defra Octolb018) suggests:

» Participants would need to demonstrate complianttesgheme requirements through
audits

* Minimal, risk based monitoring and inspecting wobilundertaken to improve the quality
and application of plans

» Audit process aimed at encouraging participantrengthen performance

» Penalties applied only where flagrant failings @pparent. Suspension from scheme,
payments only resume when full compliance demotestragain

* Fixed sum penalties applied for regulatory breagtes prosecution for fraud

This approach reflects the many views expressdueiconsultation on the need for monitoring to
be simple, proportionate and focused.

6.4 Beyond the stewardship agreement

The ELM ‘contract’ clearly moves away from the di@sStewardship scheme 5- or 10-year
agreement between a government body and a landg@aanumber of possible mechanisms are
mentioned in the 25YEP, and also the potentiatHerprivate sector to be a funder. Among the
mechanisms are:
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A conservation covenants a private, voluntary agreement between a lamgéownd a responsible
body, such as a conservation charity, governmethy bo a local authority. Government plans to
introduce Law Commission proposals published antegoconservation covenants in 2014, with
some amendments, and is currently seeking vievieedemand and potential for conservation
covenants, safeguards and cost/ benefit.

In areverse auctionprocess, applicants for funding name the pricg bedieve is fair for the work
they propose, with the implication that the lowisis will be successful. This approach is currently
being trialled in the Weald by Natural England ¢ogating or managing ponds in the wider
countryside, as an alternative to trying to prowidéitat within new developments for great crested
newt, or moving them to new locations.

A payment by results- Results-Based Agri-environment Payment SCH&BAPS) - has been
running since 2016 in two pilot areas, includingrassland area in Yorkshire. Agreement holders
get paid by results, management actions takenarassessed, and agreement holders can choose
the most suitable method to achieve the agreede=uit. There are no set management
prescriptions for farmers participating in the pilihough a large part of the project focuses on
advice and training. Some of the grassland prdgaters can enhance this through a series of
capital works such as adding native seed to meadows

These and other mechanisms are worth explorinthéoHigh Weald AONB, with its identifiable
landscapes, and where third sector funding su@Guasex Lund, and Water Company partnering
with farmers to pay for drinking water safeguane, &ell established. In addition, they may

provide an alternative for those who now fall (ot fhemselves) outside the present CS system, yet
are still active in the conservation of grassla®d@®s of wildflower meadow seed distributed

through theNeald Meadows Initiative goes to grassland managetrsh a Stewardship schenfes

well as those put off simply by the bureaucracyhefprocess and the delays in processing and
paying, hon-engagers in Stewardship will include:

* Tenants and others without the control over lamcafoulti-year term
» Small landowners not on the RPA system and reltttgjoin it

» Those with a limited duration, single issue or @ffeproject in mind
« Those with the funds to do most of what they wardd in any case
« Those close to retirement not wanting a multi-yegreement

One interviewee commented that new owners comingtimmoney are ‘people who don't know
what they don’'t know’. An ELM scheme, with a praaetapproach to reaching such owners with
advice and information, could help them do goodkwand potentially prevent them from doing
harm.

6.5 ELM and a grassland NRN

There are strong links and common themes betwesevisgion for the 25YEP and ELM, and the
High Weald Nature Recovery Network development psah In its statement on the Agriculture
Bill, Defra says; ‘These goals [in the 25YEP] spéan air, clean and plentiful water, thriving
plants and wildlife, reduced risk of harm from eovimental hazards, enhanced beauty, heritage
and engagement with the natural environment, anttibate to the network of enhanced habitats —
the Nature Recovery Network.’

The October 2018 outline of the ELM scheme alsessas a possibility for the LMPs that
‘Contents of the plan may be influenced by membprsha group, steer from a facilitator or local
environmental project governance (e.g. linked ttuNaRecovery Networks, catchment partnership
etc.)’
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The unimproved, species rich and semi improvedstaad natural capital of the High Weald
clearly links to the natural capital approach witELM, and the collaborative work of théeald
Meadows Group is the type approach that will be favoured in the scheme.

The emphasis on advisory expertise within the publiGO and private sector and on individuals
gualified to identify, advise on and oversee an NB&hoes Defra’s stated belied that expert advice
and sign-off will be required for the LMPs (andatsncerns at finding this expertise), while the
NRN is looking to investment from both public amivpte sources in the same way as ELM and
the 25YEP.

6.6 ELM trials

Defra has set out to work with stakeholders to esigh the new ELM system. This process
involves both ‘tests’ and ‘trials’ as a means takwith farmers, land managers and stakeholders
so that they can contribute to the contents andyded the new system. Trials ‘Provide proof of
concept for new ideas, allow us to assess thaweldeliverability and value for money of more
novel or innovative delivery methods, as well adarstand the role they can play in the future
scheme.” (Defr®ecember 2018 presentation).

Defra received over 100 initial proposals from stadders with suggestions and ideas for tests and
trials, and has reviewed the proposals and sewbiah it will take forward. While only two of

these specifically mention grassland (one in aangbkcontext), 20 include various aspects of
natural capital, ecosystem services, public goodsoa landscape. There is a wide range of
approaches and scales, as well as actors and taege¢s eg wetland, historic, upland. Defra has
put out a call for further trial proposals to bémsiitted by £ April 2019, and the High Weald

AONB should be well placed to come forward withragmsal around the NRN concept and
grassland management.

6.7 Discussion

It is as hard to overstate the significance ofdéeelopment of ELM, as it is to overstate the
significance of the removal of BPS payments. Togiethey are a seismic shift in support for
farmers and landholders, in which delivering gosadish as landscape, clean water and wildflower
meadows is as important as producing food. Indesalyrfarmers, and the National Farmers Union
(NFU) in particular, argue there is a risk of gegtthe balance is wrong, with food production
pushed to the background. Nonetheless, farmergmnesmthat the future is about food production
in harmony with the environment, not one or thesgtland that ‘we will have to be better at
describing and justifying why we should be recipsenf public money’ (NFU vice president Stuart
Roberts, address to NFU Brexit meeting 12.2.2019).

It must be recognised however that concepts suoatasal capital, ecosystem services and public
goods do not readily translate at farm level. Oitel message that an NRN and this report needs to
give to an emerging ELM scheme is the need to nfakse concepts simply understood and
translatable into something that a grassland marcagegrasp and work with, and also to ensure
that all landscapes can be described and valuietinew support system. The difficulty of getting
to farm level with natural capital is not just ancern for farmers (Prof Allan Buckwell again); ‘6v
never been convinced that [environmental paymeisoe based on estimated values of what
society thinks they are worth. Apart from the cqtoal and practical issues of valuing these
ecosystem services, in economics one never payathe to consumers, rather we seek to pay the
marginal cost of providing the last unit which same is prepared to pay for... what is the purpose
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of all the attempts to value natural capital arelgbrvices it provides, apart from indicating gaher
scarcity and relative public valuations of diffetrsprvices, which | agree is interesting.’

7. Recommendations

Government has signalled a clear break with presvagri-environment schemes, and a new kind of
support system for agriculture is in preparatiomsTstudy does not need to argue for radical
change - it is happening - but the new ELM systemstrReep the positive aspects of past
Stewardship schemes, and what they have achievdtwaround. The key issue for the study is
how ELM can best deliver for the landscape of thghHWeald, and for grassland management and
managers. Another issue is the extent to which BN address some of the background issues
that apply to land management in the Weald, bygimignin more broadly based support, or if some
of these factors need additional policy instruments

Two different kinds of agri-environment scheme @neountering each other, and each might
appeal to grassland managers in different ways. Agneulture Bill says the ELM contracts
farmers will enter into are ‘in sharp contrasthe tnflexible nature of the current system.” While
many consulted are supportive of the ELM approachd payment by results, there are many
qualifying comments, and for some the ‘inflexibégdproach of a prescriptive scheme is still
attractive.

How the two approaches match up is set out below:

Flexible (ELM as proposed) Prescriptive (Stewardsip now)
Complex, but land manager more in| Simple, but does not allow variation,
control and able to change only one-off derogations

Can adapt what you do and when Know what you bade and when
Uses guidance, and expert advice Handbook settates and periods

Works best with payment by results,| Works only with set payments, and no
so can get more for doing more reward for doing more

If bidding for a contract, applicant canKnown value of agreement allows
decide own reward level, but could heapplicant to decide if income level is
a race to the bottom enough and to budget

Needs time and knowledge so works Needs less time and knowledge if you
you are farming the land (grazing, | are not the land manager, or if you are
cutting) and/or needs good advice | a non-farmer

Monitoring can follow indicators set | Monitoring is set by external body and
by land manager and adviser with | requires strict compliance with dates,

ability to change with progress areas, numbers etc.

Benefits from a cooperative approachBenefits from help with making
and sharing of experience and application to the scheme and in
information plus advice explaining rules

Suits (larger) farmers, managers and Suits (smaller) non-farmers,
owners better? contractors and tenants better?
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A ‘flexible’ ELM scheme that turned its back on amyvantages in the traditional, prescriptive
Stewardship scheme would miss an opportunity. Tree8mmendations that follow are designed
to allow ELM to have both approaches, address wpessible some of the background issues for,
and deliver the best grassland management acrosaasof, the High Weald as possible, by as
many types of land manager as possible, and prayis wide a range of services as possible in
keeping with the aims of the grassland NRN.

7.1 ELM should be one scheme, one delivery

The Agriculture Bill sees farmers and land manageisg able ‘to earn money delivering two
types of goods and services: through selling prted(like food or timber) on the market; and
providing environmental services and benefits Huaiety relies upon, which will be supported by
government funds’. It has been of some concerhearfarming industry that in this scenario
production of food is not seen as a public gooitsielf, although there could still be future sugpor
for measures around productivity and volatilityddar special areas like the uplands. There are
many socio-economic factors around supporting taads in the High Weald and those who
manage them, and they link to the environmentdbfacas this study and the responses of those
consulted in it have shown. An ELM scheme with ta@orow focus on ‘public goods’ measures,
and where socio-economic support is in a sepamtevall miss an opportunity to address a wider
range of issues than previous Stewardship schendsjsks one future scheme working against
another. Moving away from a profit-foregone apptoatso allows a scheme to pay the agreement
holder what is needed to achieve the results reduirot just some notion of lost income. Much of
the farmyard and other infrastructure vital to ek management in the Weald especially on
small farms has lacked investment for many decaesthis can be addressed.

Recommendation [1]

ELM should be a single delivery scheme includinthiqmroduction and environmental
measures. ELM should have continuity with previ8tswardship schemes and retain the
benefits they have built up for managing grasslaagsvell as the experience of those
delivering them. ELM should be able to pay for @evwrange of capital works relevant to
grassland management in the High Weald, includengporary electric fencing, and in
particular for the renewal and improvement of fanfnastructure.

7.2 ELM should be adapted to the High Weald

The High Weald is a unified cultural landscapeatgethan the sum of the individual elements in it
such as biodiversity, water, woodlands, and hisabifeatures. In the same way that upland
landscapes deserve support, support is as justifigthintain people in this landscape as it is for
the landscape itself. People who farm and managtatid create the varied grassland types this
report has described, and the many ecosystem ssitviese provide. There are many difficulties to
managing land in the Weald, some that are commdarmaoing in general, some inherent in the
area’s physical and social characteristics. An Eddiieme may not be able to address all of these,
but in a locally adapted and guided scheme, sonite ofeasures could. It follows from this that
socio-economic support for the Weald is as validrasronmental, and the balance between
productivity and biodiversity is vital for the inddual land manager.
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Recommendation [2]

ELM in the High Weald must be designed for the Hgbald. ELM should determine as
wide a range of objectives for the scheme localpassible, by consulting as wide a range| of
people in it as possible. ELM should ensure theifipeneeds of those creating and managing
grasslands are met, for support and advice. ELMilsharomote the multiple values and
ecosystem services that grasslands in the Wealdder,cand make sure local scheme delivery
brings these out as much as possible, and rewande telivering them. ELM should suppoyt
group working and connectivity through the landsgaspecially to link and buffer existing
species-rich grassland sites. ELM should suppdwar& grazing and machinery use. ELM
should integrate grassland management with the geamant of small woods and hedges of
holdings. ELM should promote locally produced griest meat from the Weald.

—

7.3 ELM should be adapted to different entrants

Stewardship schemes have been a one size fitodklnwith owners and tenants, small and large
holdings, having to meet the same requirementddbivery. Grassland owners can find themselves
asking graziers who may have quite different objestfor the land to deliver the scheme for them
and keep to all the rules. Farmers tenanting akgsassland from non-farmer owners can feel
these are getting Stewardship scheme funding fimgdwthing. Small landholders have to worry
about having stock or getting someone to bring.itarge farming businesses worry about the
decline of productivity on, or even of the assdugaf, Stewardship land. Young people look for
opportunities to get a foothold in farming and landnagement, without being to pay high rent or
afford much capital outlay. It has been noted thatHigh Weald had a significantly lower uptake
of Environmental Stewardship than the national agey with small farms less likely to participate.
BPS created many anomalies and allowed eg ‘duatlams. With this going, ELM can be more
adaptive to land managers individual circumstances.

Recommendation [3]

ELM must provide different arrangements and paymamdels for different entrants. Ownels
and tenants should be equally able to enter castrathout one or the other losing
financially in some other way. It should be as €asyhe manager of a small area of land as a
large farm business to get an ELM contract, anebay for non-farmers. Contracts should be
able to take in both one-off or short-term (maicdypital) projects eg a simple grass reseedjng
and long term management eg of a set of specibsy@adows. Contracts should allow old
style and prescriptive ‘by the book’ set paymenivall as flexible and reactive ‘by results’
management approaches to grassland managemeiiiLMitontract should give recognition
to the active manager of the land where the owasmio part in delivering the management
of grassland. ELM should support new/young entrantee High Weald as they can have g
real impact on managing under utilised grasslahd Ehould target new and non-farming
owners as without good advice they can have a ivegatpact on their grasslands.
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7.4 ELM should have simple processes

The two manuals applicants to Countryside Stewdpdsted to read come to over 460 pages.
Finding the options in them that might be releuvarthe creation or management of grassland in the
High Weald is just the start of a process that Ive® forms, maps, justification and evidence, even
before the application is submitted and judged. EEMery clear that it aims to move away from
this ‘paper-heavy’ system to one where the landagandecides what to do, and how much to ask
for in return. The key to ELM as proposed, is &éway relationship of advice, land management
plan (LMP) and contract. The adviser provides irgnd expert opinion to the applicant’'s LMP,
which sets out how they intend to deliver the emwinental benefits from their business and their
land and how they integrate this into their comnat&ctivities. The ELM contract is an agreement
to deliver the environmental benefits and the valiuéhe contact is the payment for this. No
support scheme giving public money for land manageroan be free of processes, or checks on
what has been delivered. However ELM can give twdractor much more control in this, and
alongside local adaptation to the High Weald hasoipportunity to work well for grassland
management in particular; and here technology tanarole.

Recommendation [4]

ELM should have simple procedures for making apgilons, monitoring of progress and
results, and in processing payments. The LMP predite access the ELM scheme should pe
based on simple forms and maps and available qrkperience of the previous ELS onling
and current BPS systems should provide useful galaere. Provision still needs to be
made for applicants without online access or shiitie independent adviser help could include
capacity for the adviser to input an applicant’sads for them. Capability for group or linked
applications should be built in; this would alslmal eg a group of grassland managers
making an application together to share knowledgkexperience. ELM should have simpl
ways of registering baseline information and caltahs with an application, and of setting
ongoing milestones or time periods against whichnémitor. Results monitoring should be
against simple indicator species, with ongoing eel¥o achieve results and clearly non-
penalising in all but exceptional cases. For geasid in the High Weald these species could
be chosen for the specific site against a typet@rence background for the habitat type.
Quick assessment methods should be developedvering large holdings or groups of
holdings, and remote sensing is worth exploringlics.
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7.5 ELM should have appropriate guidance and support

Lengthy as it is, the handbook of options for therent Countryside Stewardship has one value;
guidance for generally accepted management ofgerahhabitats, with ideal timings and periods
for management activities. For grassland, this wdlude periods and dates for grazing and cutting,
whether any pesticides, fertiliser or manure mayde, and other guidance such as on an
acceptable level of scrub and its control. The bao#t is the bedrock of the ‘prescriptive’ agri-
environment scheme, and as said above is not wittsoappeal to some eg when their scheme is
being delivered by someone else grazing or cuthegyrassland, or where they lack expertise or
support to take a more flexible, adaptive appraauhstill have confidence that their grassland will
be reaching its targets on inspection. Advice éskéy to giving land managers more confidence;
independent third party advice is seen as an aakel@ment of ELM in both advising on and
endorsing the LMP, and then in helping to review amprove the LMP every year. If ELM is to
work successfully as a more flexible scheme, ttalavility of advice, and capacity of advisers,
must be addressed.
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Recommendation [5]

ELM should retain the ‘handbook’ approach of cutr@tewardship schemes, but allow it to
be used in two ways. [1] As reference guidancafglicants on land management and
available options including capital works, but with obligatory management prescriptions
and agreement holders choosing the most suitableoch®to achieve results. [2] As a manyal
or blueprint, with cutting dates, stocking rated ather information forming the requirements
for management actions that will be assessed avarded. The ‘reference’ and ‘blueprint’
approaches will suit different applicants to theesoe, their circumstances or personalities
but for ELM to succeed more applicants should lmeraged or enabled to take the
‘reference’ approach. For this ELM needs to addpessision of advice, and the skills of
advisers. Suitable advisers will have a range tissko for grassland that will mean
knowledge of grassland types, species identificatimd their management in agricultural
systems. ELM advisers must be accredited for giells, with a CPD requirement, and must
know the areas they advise in, so in the High Wbaltamiliar with the characteristics and
landscapes of the Weald. To provide the advisetseofuture, colleges such as Hadlow andl
Plumpton need to teach these skills and others asiclonservation grazing and the breeds
suited to it. Finally, payment for initial and ongg advice should part of the ELM scheme.

7.6 ELM should have different payment rates and mechanisms

ELM can pay for what it wants to see done, not jusbme foregone’Even free of this restriction,
the right level of reward from a scheme is not éagudge. While most interviewees feel their
Stewardship scheme has paid them adequately, thepwaledge it is the combination of this and
BPS that have been vital support. One believesieobk of £25-30K per holding per year needs to
put into the grassland management system in thie Wigald once BPS has gone. Through local
adaptation, and using varying payment rates ancetead engagement, ELM could go a long way
towards this in the Weald. Though not part of Eldilanges to the tenancy and tax systems could
also be used as mechanisms, witome tax reliefs for people letting land for l@engnd for new
entrants.

Recommendation [6]

The ‘price list/ready reckoner’ proposed for sedé@ssment of an ELM contract value shodld
have payment rates that reward distinct levelostscthrough different phases. [1]
Establishment, when management is bedding in,evethre extra costs eg getting land grazed
or cut after neglect, or for a wildflower seedingjpct. Payments in this phase could also
support a whole-farm system managed eg by graziddhay making, and/or creating
wildflower meadows by spreading species-rich hawarding a land manager committed tq
less intensive farming but needing backing. [2] @ing management, when systems are
established and only ongoing adjustments are ysna#ded. [3] ‘Over and above’ payments,
when the land manager/adviser can see throughewef progress that there is an
opportunity to try a different technique, or adcchange something, but that has extra costs.
ELM should pay supplements eg on small fieldsufe of native breeds. ELM should pay
per ha top-ups for eg belonging to a cluster gr&®kL,A, NRN, LEAF, organic certification.
ELM should be able to use any model of engagenmantsuits the applicant and their
circumstances such as a straight contract, old Stg¢wardship agreement, reverse auction,
payment by results, particularly where this readhese previously not or poorly engaged i
agri-environment schemes in the High Weald.
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7.7 ELM should support grassland productivity

The approach of ELM, with its emphasis on ‘the kiexlge of the person who knows the land best’
and its strong focus on results, will have manyitpes for grassland management in the High
Weald. A grassland manager working to an ELM LMBuwt be able to put stock on and off land
when needed, with as many stock as needed, and mveadows when the time is right; using their
judgement rather than set dates or permitted p&ribais flexibility will allow land managers to
avoid undergrazing sites, and the problems of ¢ingea contractor at the right time to cut hay. It
can also avoid the declining productivity that santerviewees saw as a drawback to long-term
tie-up in Stewardship schemes; if the end resuithiat is important, it can be much more at the
land manager’s discretion to balance conservathpaoductivity. ELM is also a chance for a
refreshed look at what a wider range of grasslamtise Weald can contribute, for their own value
and in extending, linking and buffering the moréuadle sites that the NRN has identified.

Recommendation [7]

ELM should promote and reward more productive omifor grassland that have wildlife
benefit. The ryegrass seed-set and 2-year leguiloe/faptions currently available in CS are
good examples, but others should be targeted @la@ed eg herbal or multi-species (diverse
leys. The monitoring and assessment processeshhriilst recognise the capacity of the lanc
manager to make decisions about grassland managémédo not compromise their long-ter
productivity, as long as scheme objectives ancetargre met. ELM should support productive
grassland management systems such as mob grazimgnewn benefits for multiple ecosyste
services such as biodiversity and soil and watetegtion

3 S

7.8 ELM should support joined-up working

The value of cooperation has been cited many tim#ss report. The High Weald AONB has
good working examples of it, such as the MWI wonknoeadow grassland management and re-
establishment using native seed sources, and therWother and Dudwell Farm Cluster group
workshops and meetings on relevant local land memagt issues. The cluster farm groups
approach has been a major plank of the presentl®ne ‘facilitation fund’, with groups and their
facilitators supported like the High Weald groupdtmjoint working. Currently that does not extend
either to individual farm advice to group membersto fund work on the ground either one-off or
long term. ELM could take this joined-up workingadnigher level, with active support to set up
groups, fund their activities and give a premiunthir work on the ground.

Recommendation [8]

ELM should encourage and fund cooperation in thghMWeald between grassland managers
of all kinds and in all circumstances. ELM fundistgould facilitate the sharing of knowledg
and experience within and beyond groups as ‘aduites’. ELM should fund group
adviser/facilitators and the input they have tougsy as well as paying toward members’
meetings and training. ELM should pay a premiumafgroup LMP, and for any landscape
scale work that comes from a group contract betvgesrral members. ELM should suppor
existing initiatives such as the WMI and Farm Gdugjroup with proven track records and
profiles with land managers.
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