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1 Background to the UK Agri-Environmental Measures (AEMs). 
 
 

1.1 Agri-environmental Measures. 
In the mid 1980s, in a number of EU Member States, geographical zones of an 

environmentally sensitive nature were identified and designated (through EU Regulation 

797/85).  Within such zones, farmers were able to choose whether or not to follow certain on-

farm guidelines, and/or to carry out conservation-related “capital works”, for which they 

received payments on a per hectare and/or per item basis.  Within each Member State, the 

precise mechanisms, delivery, and regulations varied, but the ethos was broadly the same, 

that of averting possible threats, and encouraging positive environmental management, farm-

by-farm, through contracts with farmers for a period of 5 years. 

 

In 1992, EU Regulation 2078/92 (the Agri-Environment Regulation) was implemented, and 

was subsequently interpreted by Member States within their national frameworks.  Agri-

environment Measures (AEMs) within 2078/92 again comprised voluntary schemes, which 

operate on a farm-by-farm, and/or community-based contract, whereby participants receive 

payments for environmental management activities, for a fixed period (typically 10 years with 

a 5-year option for termination of contract).  These agri-environmental payments exist 

alongside the subsidies for areas of crops grown and number of head of livestock reared.  

They comprise, at present, a small percentage of the agricultural support budget 

(approximately 2-5%).  

 

1.2 Environmentally Sensitive Areas in Scotland and England. 
1.2.1 Legislative background and implementation. 
Breadalbane ESA was shortlisted as an ESA due to its inherent attributes (including herb-rich 

pastures, heather moorland) and because of the perceived threats to the area, these being 

primarily:  (i) possible intensification of hill sheep farming, leading to detrimental effects within 

sensitive habitats; and (ii) low farm profitability resulting in increasing tendency towards 

selling land for afforestation, and reduced expenditure on traditional farming operations and 

conservation features.  The area was designated as an ESA in 1987, and was then enlarged 

(and extended from 5 to 10 years) in 1992, following the implementation of EU Regulation 

2078/92.  The specific objectives of the Breadalbane ESA are therefore: 

�� to protect the open hill rough grazing from land reclamations, overgrazing and the 

inappropriate use of herbicides and pesticides; 

�� to provide similar protection for the unimproved, enclosed land in the valleys; 

�� to rectify the neglect of traditional farm dykes and hedges; 

�� to encourage natural regeneration of farm woodland; 
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�� to ensure that new developments such as vehicular tracks and farm buildings do not 

damage the landscape.   

 

The Breadalbane ESA Scheme is entirely voluntary.  The Scheme provides payments to 

farmers for undertaking conservation work agreed in a Farm Conservation Plan and for 

maintenance according to the 16 Management Guidelines.  The farmer can claim up to £6000 

per annum for five (or up to 10) years.  This payment is made up of two parts:  firstly, the flat-

rate payment of up to £2000 per annum, based on the amount and type of land within the 

farm unit; and the item payments of up to £4000 per annum, for the specific conservation 

work of the Farm Conservation Plan. 
 
1.2.2 Summary of institutional actors involved in formulation, consultation and 

delivery (include summary of acronyms). 
 

FORMULATION OF ESA 
Instigators of the ESA (government dept) Scottish Executive Rural Affairs Department 

(SERAD) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) Official consultees of the government 
Historic Scotland (HS) 
National Farmers Union for Scotland (NFUS) 
Scottish Landowners Federation (SLF) 

Lobbyists to the government 

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
(RSPB) 

IMPLEMENTATION / DELIVERY OF ESA 
Government institution Scottish Executive Rural Affairs Department 

(SERAD) 
Agricultural Advisory institution Scottish Agricultural College (SAC) 
Ecological Advisory institution for farmers Farming & Wildlife Advisory Group (FWAG) 
 
 
 

1.3 Countryside Stewardship Scheme in England. 
1.3.1 Legislative background and implementation. 
 
The CSS comes from a recognition that important habitats in the wider countryside, outside 

designated areas, were becoming increasingly fragmented, isolated and marginalised by the 

process of agricultural change, and that site safeguard alone was unlikely to sustain the 

conservation value of this “peripheral” resource (see Lobley & Potter, 1998).   

 

This sheme was set up on an experimental basis in 1991, and the Countryside Commission 

(CC) aimed to bring about the conservation and restoration of habitats and landscapes on a 

broader front than was possible with ESAs. The scheme was handed over the MAFF in 1996. 

It has multiple objectives of sustaining, improving and creating landscapes, habitats and 

conservation features, and improving the public enjoyment of the countryside. 

 

The approach adopted under CSS differs from ESAs in a number of ways: 
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�� A greater emphasis on objectives and environmental outputs achieved through flexible 

management practices; 

�� The use of target landscapes and habitats rather than designated areas; 

�� Selectivity in the acceptance of applications (called the “discretionary principle”). 

 

Access provisions comprised a key element of the scheme; and a wider cross section of land 

managers would be involved (not just farmers). 

 
 
1.3.2 Summary of institutional actors involved in formulation, consultation and 

delivery (include summary of acronyms). 
 

FORMULATION OF ESA OR CSS 
Instigators of the ESA (government dept) Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries & Food 

(MAFF) 
English Nature (EN) Official consultees of the government 
Countryside Agency (CA) 
National Farmers Union (NFU) Lobbyists to the government 
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
(RSPB) 

IMPLEMENTATION / DELIVERY OF ESA OR CSS 
Government institution Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries & Food 

(MAFF) 
 

Agricultural Advisory institution FRCA 
Ecological Advisory institution for farmers Farming & Wildlife Advisory Group (FWAG) 
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2 SAMPLING OF INSTITUTIONAL ACTORS FOR INTERVIEW. 

 
 

2.1 SCOTLAND: 
The focus in Scotland is upon the Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) Scheme. The 
interview sample was purposive, with interviewees being selected on the basis of the 
following criteria: 
 
1. Involvement in the formulation of the ESA, either as: 

�� instigators of the ESA (government department); 
�� official consultees of the government; 
�� lobbyists to the government. 

 
 
2. Involvement in the implementation / delivery of the ESA, either as: 

�� Government institution; 
�� Agricultural Advisory institution, charged by the government with the delivery of 

the ESA; 
�� Ecological advisory institution. 

 
 
The following table summarises the interview sample: 
 

FORMULATION OF ESA 
Instigators of the ESA (government dept) Scottish Executive Rural Affairs Department 

(SERAD) 
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) Official consultees of the government 
Historic Scotland (HS) 
National Farmers Union for Scotland (NFUS) 
Scottish Landowners Federation (SLF) 

Lobbyists to the government 

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
(RSPB) 

IMPLEMENTATION / DELIVERY OF ESA 
Government institution Scottish Executive Rural Affairs Department 

(SERAD) 
Agricultural Advisory institution Scottish Agricultural College (SAC) 
Ecological Advisory institution for farmers Farming & Wildlife Advisory Group (FWAG) 
 
Total number of interviews  = 12. 
 

2.2 ENGLAND. 
The focus in England is upon (i) the Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) Scheme, and (ii) 
the Countryside Stewardship Scheme. The interview sample was purposive, with 
interviewees being selected on the basis of the following criteria: 
 
1. Involvement in the formulation of the ESA or CSS, either as: 

�� instigators of the ESA or CSS (government department); 
�� official consultees of the government; 
�� lobbyists to the government. 

 
 
2. Involvement in the implementation / delivery of the ESA or CSS, either as: 

�� Government institution; 
�� Agricultural Advisory institution, charged by the government with the delivery of 

the ESA or CSS; 
�� Ecological advisory institution. 
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The following table summarises the interview sample: 
 

FORMULATION OF ESA OR CSS 
Instigators of the ESA (government dept) Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries & Food 

(MAFF) 
English Nature (EN) Official consultees of the government 
Countryside Agency (CA) 
National Farmers Union (NFU) Lobbyists to the government 
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
(RSPB) 

IMPLEMENTATION / DELIVERY OF ESA OR CSS 
Government institution Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries & Food 

(MAFF) 
 

Agricultural Advisory institution FRCA 
Ecological Advisory institution for farmers Farming & Wildlife Advisory Group (FWAG) 
 
 
Total number of interviews  = 12. 
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3 Format of reporting the results. 
 

3.1 Confidentiality. 
Since the number of interviews is small, the issue of confidentiality of sources becomes more 
pertinent. Therefore, the results are reported in aggregate under the themes of the 
Questionnaire. For many parts of the report, it is not possible to identify the precise 
institutional sources of the comments.  However, where appropriate, the data are sourced as 
“formulating” or  “implementing” institutions, and specific institutional names are given where 
the information is felt to exist already within the public domain (for example, in terms of policy 
delivery). 
 
 

3.2 Structure. 
The results are broadly structured around the format of the institutional questionnaire.  
However, this is not identical for the three study areas, since in some cases there are more 
data relating to specific themes, as relevant to the study areas. In addition, the expertise, 
experience, interests, and remit of the interviewees determined the extent to which the same 
types of data could be gathered for all three study sties. 
 
At this stage of the report, there is no comparative analysis, that is, comparing results from 
one study zone with another.  This comprises the next phase of the analysis, and will be 
outlined in the next report. 
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4 RESULTS FOR BREADALBANE ESA, SCOTLAND. 
 

4.1 The ESA Scheme. 
 
4.1.1 Objectives. 
Those involved with the formulation of the Environmentally Sensitive Area Scheme highlight 
the following Objectives for the Scheme: 
�� The general objective is within the Agriculture Act 1986, starting with that premise that 

conservation is applicable to all areas.  
�� Identification and management of areas where there are existing landscape / 

archaeological features, for protection. 
�� Identification of those areas where there is the threat/possibility of damage, and 

designate ZONES.  
�� The more specific objectives are specific to each designated zone – for Breadalbane, it is 

the herb-rich areas, wetland and woodland that are the priorities. 
�� When the ESA was designed, there was more of an emphasis on maintaining and 

conserving, rather than on enhancement. 
�� These objectives were subsequently superimposed with biodiversity in 1988, and moreso 

in the 1992 reform. 
 
 
Consultees in the ESA formulation process highlight the following: 
�� The ESAs were originally conceived as being: to preserve, or to allow to continue, 

traditional, but economical farming; this was considered to be important, because they 
contribute to the character of the countryside. People were cynical about the link between 
traditional systems and environmental management per se, but that was the original idea. 

�� In addition, the objective of the ESAs comprised the reduction of deterioration due to 
declining farming incomes precluding the investment within the farming business in 
landscape features, and also perhaps encouraging intensification in order to increase 
resturns per hectare. 

 
Those involved with lobbying the government during the development of ESAs describe the 
objectives as follows: 
�� To provide incentives for environmentally friendly farming practice. 
�� To facilitate the maintenance of traditional farming methods. 
�� To facilitate the basic identification of environmental features within designated areas. 
 
 
4.1.2 AEM Mechanism. 
The key elements of the ESA are described as follows: 
 
Criteria for farmer eligibility: 
In order to be eligible to join the ESA, the unit must be an agricultural unit, where it is 
agricultural land operated by the farmer.  Further, areas solely for game were excluded; in 
addition, there was a need to ascertain the ability for the person themselves to carry out the 
plan.  In these key aspects, formulators stated that they were guided by the EU Regulations. 
Consultees noted that extending beyond farmed land was something that SERAD was/is 
reluctant to do. It is recognised that this is primarly for budgetary reasons, and also the 
administrative nuisance that is anticipated.  Therefore, there was no discussion of that as a 
possibility. 
 
Levels of commitments: 
The ESA comprises a two-Tier system, where Tier 1 comprises  environmental management 
conditions and protection across the whole farm; Tier 2 comprises additional specific 
management & some capital works.  Again, this is described as conforming to EU 
Regulations and in addition, it was felt that this design would be attractive to farmers, since 
there is a “basic” tier, followed by the possibilty for more active management. 
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Corresponding payments 
These relate directly to the two-Tier system, in that there are Management payments (Tier 1), 
based on a per hectare/land type basis, and Capital Payments (Tier 2), based on the 
additional manegement and capital works on farm. Unique to ESAs Scotland, there is a 
ceiling to these payments. 
In terms of setting payments, there was consultation with SNH & HS, concerning the general 
areas that were considered to be important.  Then those involved had to consider how much 
money was available.  This led to subsequent discussions concerning how many holdings 
could be funded, balanced with the sufficient number of holdings needed to make an impact. 
 
Zones. 
There are 10 ESAs in Scotland, with the key criteria for their designation being (1) threat to 
the status quo (to the biodiversity and landscape); and (2) the existence of biodiversity, 
landscape and archaeological features. 
 
 
4.1.3 Monitoring & Evaluation. 
INDICATORS OF SUCCESS. 
Those involved in ESA formulation describe the indicators of success as follows: 
�� Environmental change (this has been, and continues to be, monitored by Macaulay Land 

Use Research Institute [MLURI]). 
�� Levels of uptake; this is at approximately 70% in Breadalbane ESA, so in terms of 

numbers of adopters, the figures appear to show success. 
�� Farmers’ understanding of issues relating to conservation which is imagined to be greater 

now than when they first came into the ESA. 
�� A reduction in the number of archaeological sites on farmland experiencing bad 

management. 
 
Consultees stated that, at the beginning of the ESA process, there were “very narrow views” 
on what constituted the success of the ESA, for example, in terms of wildlife, only fencing of 
areas was considered, rather than also the benfits of dyking.  In terms of socio-economic 
impact, only farm income was considered.   
 
 
OFFICIAL EVAULATION CRITERIA. 
Those involved in ESA formulation stated, firstly, that there is a need to identify 
environmental change (such as in the MLURI Report).  However, it was also stated that “we 
should not be expecting too much given the objectives”. There should be “recognisable” 
improvements in species/ habitats, or certainly ensuring that there has not been a reduction in 
these habitats. Secondly, the uptake levels have to be good.  Thirdly, there is a need to 
evaluate the effect of Tier 1 conditions on the whole farm; so “although Tier 2 may not be 
deliversing spectacular results, the protection side is working well”.  Fourthly, the level of 
conservation awareness of farmers is considered to be a criterion for evaluation of the 
scheme’s success: 

 
“There needs to be an increased awareness of conservation amongst farmers: more 
than 50% of farmers would continue with ESA-type farming, even if funds were not 
available; I think there’s a learning curve.  Once one farmer joins, others think of 
joining.  There ARE conservation activities they want to carry out on their farms.” 

 
Official consultees are looking for positive, measurable, environmental outcomes: trees, 
birds, plants, new habitats. In addition, there is to be no negative influence on farm incomes. 
 
Lobbyists state that farmer uptake is an official evaluation criterion; however, there is also 
the view that evaluation should be “ends based”, with conservation targets. Further, that there 
should be a flexibility in the means to achieve these objectives. 
 

 10



4.2 Institutional network for the ESA scheme 
 
4.2.1 ESA Formulation & design. 
The ESA policy makers desribed the input of the official government advisers at national level 
who comprise SNH & HS. A Working Group was established with these organisations in order 
for them to consider SERAD’s suggestions, and for SNH & HS in turn to consider suggestions 
from their regional offices. 
 
In the mid 1980s, there was less involvement with other organisations.  In the early 1990s, 
SERAD extended consultation opportunities to other organisations, leading to greater use and 
production of consultation documents.  It is considered that this process within formulation 
has improved in the lead up to Rural Stewardship Scheme, through: (1) a consultation 
document (60-80 responses); (2) draft options discussed with major people; (3) workshop to 
discuss main ideas with experts on each of the prescriptions, which was considered to be 
very practical & fruitful. 
 
 
4.2.2 ESA Consultation & negotiation 
Formulators reported that consultation was carried out with RSPB, and with conservation 
organisations in Countryside Link, and any other organisation or individual, all of these being 
at national level.  It was outlined that there was consultation on the ESA; but the consultation 
on the CPS was much wider (80 responses); and then the consultation on the RSS was wider 
again. SERAD has engaged “much more effectively” with a wider range of organisations; they 
sent out 150-160 consultation documents (received about 60 responses).  Also, for RSS, 
there were bilateral discussions with: RSPB, Wildlife Link, Scottish Wildlife Trust, SNH, 
Scottish Enviornmental Protection Agency, SAC, FWAG, SLF, NFUS, and the Scottish 
Crofters Union.   
 
Official consultees reported that SERAD took the initiative, and that the consultation process 
was in their control.  Statutory consultees reported involvement concerning the selection and 
designation of ESAs.  Thus they were involved at national level, through a joint working 
group.  SERAD wanted to know where the ESAs should be.  Consultees were informed of the 
number of zones (defined by funding), and then they were asked to define where these 
should be.  This led to a need to produce clear objecitves and then prescriptions.  The rates 
of payments were calculated by SERAD, and consultees then commented on them.  Those in 
the statutory bodies described that that there were pressure groups (such as RSPB) who 
would pressurise SNH & SERAD for information and to make comments/inputs.  They also 
pressured for meetings with SERAD. 
 
 
 
Lobbyists to the government were varied in their comments concerning consultation.  One 
organisation stated that, overall, there is a lack of resources devoted by SERAD to 
consultation, and there is a lack of consultation, and that: 

 “We are commenting on the fine details that are all a fait accompli”.   
 
Another lobbying organisation described how there was one “national” response from their 
organisation, and this was based on regional responses from conservation officers’ expertise 
relating to each ESA.  Further, the changes can be seen as follows: 
 

“In 1992, we did not have an agricultural officer. It was all really new then. It was a 
foregone conclusion by the time the consultation reached us – we were making 
suggestions within a defined framework.  I’m not sure how much our view was taken 
in.  We didn’t feel that our views were involved, but it could also have been our lesser 
understanding of the political process that it part of the problem…  In 1993/1994, an 
agricultural officer was appointed and this led to more credibility and to more 
resources (time and expertise), and so there was more consultation about specific 
prescriptions”. 
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The following improvements to the consultation process were suggested as follows: 
�� The government should start consultation at a much earlier stage, rather than the 

government formulating their own ideas and then going to consultation.  This could lead 
to a few more innovative ideas. 

�� Also, there is a need to bring organisations together, for example, the NFUS & RSPB, 
rather than us submitting separate reports in parallel; this would lead to much better 
discussion amongst interest groups. 

�� There needs to be “traceability” of the scheme’s development, to know where the ideas 
have come from. 

 
 
4.2.3 ESA Communication/dissemination. 
 
Those responsible for the formulation of the ESA describe the process as follows: 
�� The first deliberate thing was to give SAC responsibility to promote the ESAs.  It was a 

specific function funded by SERAD.  SAC held a series of meetings on ESAs, and SAC 
Newsletters started to emphasise ESAs.  This was fully backed up by SERAD.  Plus, 
SERAD staff, when carrying out farm visits, mentioned ESAs informally. 

 
�� ESA literature was available to farmers at meetings; “it was not sent to farmers because it 

would go in the bin”; dissemination of this kind of information was felt to be better if 
carried out in conjuntion with the official meetings. 

 
�� Also, FWAG started carrying out their own promotion, independently of SERAD, in order 

to encourage people to adopt the ESA. 
 
Other organisations involved in land use management outlined how, at area level, their 
officers talk informally, to encourage farmers to join the ESA.  The types of farmers being 
communicated to are the more interested ones.  This was not done consistently; it was very 
informal and ad hoc. 
 
Further, conservation organisations were involved in the training of SAC advisers. 

“Also, we produced brochures/information, because we were not really happy with the 
ones that SERAD produced – they were really unattractive – like an income tax return 
form!. There is a need to improve the presentational material – it’s not clear or attractive.”  
However, SERAD were quite obstructive of our producing them, and they would not send 
them out to farmers. 
 

 
Official consultees described that they did not have enough time to follow through advice, on 
an individual farmer basis, for activities. Further, they do not necessarily know the extent to 
which advisers are promoting various aspects, since they cannot check individual farm 
contracts.  Some organisations felt that there was not a great deal of specific knowledge in 
the advisory community, but that they did not have enough resources to go directly to 
farmers. Therefore, resource packs were produced for all advisers.  In addition, training, 
including field training, of advisers was carried out, and leaflets were given to advisers which 
are designed for farmers 
 
Specifically, in terms of archaeological priorities, it was noted that: 

The types of farmers who are already interested in archaeology tend to “local worthies”, 
whom all farmers know – but who are not necessarily opinion formers. It’s where you 
have the older generation who are still in charge, but the son does the hard work.  These 
older farmers have time to think strategically – they are the “nominal farmer” rather than 
the “farm manager”. 

And, in terms of a dissemination strategy: 
“It’s best to speak to a small number who ARE interested.  I wouldn’t necessarily 
target, but I would pick people who are likely to be chatting to other farmers.  We 
don’t tend to waste time with those who want to do the minimum to get their plan in, 
and who aren’t concerned with the broader picture”. 
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Lobbyists to the government described how they variously approach farmers. Firstly, one 
organisation states that they carry out dissemination of information to farmers. Another 
organisation stated that, in the early stages, they did very little dissemination, because they 
did not have the staff at that time, and then the AEM was not a priority.  Within this 
organisation, 

 
“There are not enough staff to talk to farmers, and also SAC & FWAG were already 
doing it.” 

 
However, they later ran courses for SAC & FWAG advisers, and for SERAD.  These were 
training courses, sometimes linked to the AEM and sometimes for more general purposes. 
They also sent leaflets to FWAG & SAC, to be passed on to farmers. 
 

 

4.3 ESA Implementation / Delivery. 
 
4.3.1 Institutional network of the scheme: implementation (1.5.4.) 
 
SERAD, FWAG & SAC carried out the implementation of the ESA at regional level. As one 
interviewee stated: 
 

Initially, at the launch of the scheme, we were concerned with getting the messages 
to farmers.  Then we wanted the whole concept of the ESA to get over the farmers. 
So, we targeted key players, well-known, well-respected, key influential farmers, 
through agricultural visits. 

 
Interviewees felt that it was important that an agriculturalist needed to be the farmers’ first 
point of contact, and this was felt to be the importance of SAC followed by FWAG.  It was 
argued that: 

 
“Once they are in, as the years go by, their awareness is increased, and especially by the 
time of the second scheme [ESA2 in 1992]. So maybe then they’ll approach SAC or 
FWAG directly first.  Maybe it’s now changing because farmers know the FWAG adviser, 
after all this time.” 

 
In terms of on-the-ground delivery, SERAD initially susidised SAC to carry out the farm 
conservation plan, since “that was the best arrangement we could come to 8-9 years ago”.  
The changes were described as follows: 
 

“The ball game has changed. SAC is much more a public sector body, so now we 
make no contribution, and FWAG is now in direct competition with SAC.  But we don’t 
think this evolution has had an impact on uptake… FWAG have drawn up better 
conservation plans than SAC; but of course, SAC now has their own conservation 
division.” 

 
 
Another interviewee’s description of the implementation process is that FWAG’s involvement, 
pre 1992, was ad hoc, at regional levels.  SAC’s involvement in the ESA at the early stages 
was more to do with the ESA as being for landscape and for diversification (as another source 
of income).  Then from 1992, FWAG was involved with more than 100 farm surveys and 
reports.  It was strongly felt that there is a need to maintain (1) locally based flexibility – when 
drawing up the farm plan; and (2) an agricultural profile, since SAC was considered to be very 
instrumental in encouraging farmers to consider the ESA as an option for them.  Specifically, 
from the period 1987-1992, SAC regional office carried out 100+ plans. SAC walked the 
farms and there was no conservation body involvement. Post 1992, FWAG became involved, 
and SAC became “the interpreter for the farmer”. 
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4.3.2 Implementation process. 
 
Delivering of official information.  
There were initial mailshots to farmers and the initial ESA publicity meetings. Following these 
meetings,some farm walks were organised, and these were held three to four times per year 
in the first 2 years.  In those early days, FWAG also had some farm walks.  There were 
targeted visits by SAC and later by FWAG.  There was core funding for this from SERAD to 
SAC & FWAG. 
 
Formal communication. (1.7.1.) 
In terms of the ESA publicity meetings, it was felt by some interviewees that: 
 

“The organisation of meetings is not necessarily the best way to communicate with 
them. Farmers don’t turn up unless its you’re talking about sheep or beef.  
Someone’s got to make the effort with farmers.  They all nod at the meetings, but 
then you have to spend half a day with key farmers.” 

 
Interviewees outlined how, during the first 2 years, there was ESA information in SAC 
Newlettera, and then SAC broadcast ESA information on the local radio station; in addition,  
“Landward” (the Scottish TV Farming Programme once per week) ran two pieces about the 
ESA Scheme in the first 2 years.   
 
Informal communication. (1.7.2.) 
Within the ESA area, the WWF Project Officer carried out one farm visit a year. He 
communicated to those farmers in the catchment area. There was the Tayside Black Grouse 
Group, who did one farm visit or so per year. The groups with catchment areas “knew that 
individuals don’t want to be left out so if their group is interested in the ESA, then…”.  
Further, private forestry organisations, and also the Royal Institute of Chartered Surveyors 
(RICS) were both interested in promoting/using grant schemes. RICS organised meetings 
and training courses on large farms and estates, and this led to some estate factors coming to 
FWAG for more information.  Further, within the local area SAC Discussion Groups (for Beef, 
Sheep and Cereals) ESA were discussed informally. 
 
 
4.3.3 Collection of contracts (1.6.1.-1.6.3.) and negotiation at farm level. (1.6.4.) 
 
Interviewees outlined how a proportion of farmers still contact SERAD directly, especially 
those in the expanded area (post 1992).  However, many farmers go directly to SAC in the 
first instance.  There is an initial habitat survey (carried out by FWAG) which costs the farmer 
£300; then the farm plan is drawn up with SAC which outlines possible activities on-farm. In 
the final stages of the approval process, this is followed by a SERAD inspection, which 
involves spending time with the applicant, to ensure a good understanding of the implications 
of the scheme. 
 
In terms of the difference between these stages: 

“SAC draws up and negotiates at the kitchen table. Then later the SERAD staff go 
round with the farmer, and do the “on site” negotiations; we tell the farmer to 
remember the practicalities. We compromise with them; you’ve got to meet half way. 
Part of selling the ESA is that there is an agricultural advantage, especially with 
wetalnds, which – to farmers – are an eyesore, so you sell it to them that if they fence 
it off, no stock will get stuck in there again. 

 
The process is felt to have changed in that there were many negotiations in the early days by 
SERAD. However, these have decreased since all officers (within SERAD, SAC & FWAG) 
have built up much more experience and understanding.   
 
Following FWAG’s structured involvement in the implementation of the ESA (post 1992), they 
described that: 
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“we were so busy for those first 2 years that we had no time to drum up any interest.  
After those first 2 years, we would probably get farmers phoning FWAG to look at 
ESA sites, to change management prescriptions, OR we would be phoned about tree 
planting (non-ESA) so we would also then talk about the ESA.” 

 
FWAG described the negotiation as being more to do with “I think that SERAD would expect 
you to put this feature in”, that is, using SERAD as a fallback.  It was felt that woodlands were 
particularly difficult to negotiate because farmers were losing forage hectares and stocking 
areas.  However, because farmers were keen to receive the ESA payments, it was also 
possible to “negotiate quite hard”. 
 
SAC described the process from 1987, when there were the first ESA meeting, when one or 
two farmers came forward: “they were leaders in conservation”.  SAC’s targeting strategy was 
described as follows: 
 

The ones I knew best I encouraged; these were people I knew well, through SAC.  
The people I only dealt with on the ESA they didn’t join.  The regular face-to-face 
meeting was inmportant.  Then people then realised it was farmer friendly, and this 
led to a lot more farmers joining. 

 
Post 1992, advisers highlighted that they had to persuade farmers to create a more 
“balanced” plan, since, post 1992, the farm plan was longer and more complicated. However, 
they felt that they “had to be careful not to impose things”, since it is still a voluntary scheme.   
 
 
 

4.4 Social networks: 
 
4.4.1 Roles of networks for farmers (1.7.4.),  Farming Organisations (1.7.5.), Other 

social groups (1.7.6.). 
 
Interviewees stated that, for the majority of farmers in the area, other farmers at the mart 
(market) are “very important”, and also the technical advisors are “very important”. Further, 
that word of mouth is very important, and – in the context of the advisors – there is informal 
contact at the mart, and socially.  Very occasionally, there will be influence from sons or 
daughters coming back from agricultural college and talking about new approaches to 
farming, including AEMs.  Another key influences on farmers is felt to be the supermarkets 
(especially for the intensive arable farmers).  
 
In terms of farming organisations in the area, the NFUS is felt to have limited influence on 
farmers, since “the ESA is only of marginal interest to them – it represents only £7.5M out of 
£400M”.  The Game Conservancy are positive about the ESA because of sporting, and so 
they appeal to sporting estates (through the estate factors). Also, the Native Woodlands 
Organisation are are very positive about the ESA, and they contacted ordinary farmers about 
their native woodlands.  Finally,  WWF is positive about the ESA, but it is felt that they do not 
have much contact with farmers. 
 
 
4.4.2 Leading farmers. 1.7.9. 
These are considered to be well-respected farmers who are leaders in the community.  They 
are typically leading families who are open to new ideas. 
 
4.4.3 Types of farms 1.8.1. & 1.8.3. 
The following types of farmers were listed by interviewees: 
 
�� SYSTEM: 

�� Native hill farmers (50%). Hill people have heather moorland, and the fences are 
good for keeping the deer out. 
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�� Intensive arable. 
�� Beef & sheep people (they are the biggest %); they have more areas for conservation 

that the arable boys; they have some woodland and some herb rich land. 
�� The general working farmer, who is slightly interested in conservation. 

 
�� TENANTS: 

�� Younger tenants who work hard, and are struggling to make a living. 
�� Successful tenants, who have productive, reasonably sized farms. 
�� Old boys with debt; hill farmers; tenants. 

 
�� OWNER-OCCUPIERS: 

�� Owner-occupiers where farming is not their income. ThEse farmers own a little farm 
but do not farm.  They let out the grazing to neighbours (farm size is typically 30 to 
100 acres). 

�� Medium-sized owner-occupied farms, and the ESA suits them. 
�� Owner-occupiers – for them the woods and the shooting aspects of the ESA are 

important. 
 
�� ESTATES: 

�� Bigger estate owners; they have quite a bit of land, and some outside income. 
�� Sporting estates, who like the ESA because of its game/sporting benefits. 
�� Absentee owners: from the south of England; they rent out the grazing. They are 

keen on the ESA. There are some with foreign owners who pump in large sums of 
money to the estate. 

�� Really big estates – they should go into the ESA and be seen to go in. 
Interviewees described the types of farmers who may influence each other; one interviewee 
stated: 

“There is no influence from those who are not full-time farmers. They are the straight, 
honest farmers, NOT the “sandals & beards” ones. They are taken the most 
seriously. They would make other farmers pick up the phone to call SERAD.”   

 
 
Further, the following list outlines other types of farmers who will influence others: 
 
�� The farmer who farms his own patch, and who goes to meetings.  This type of farmer tells 

other farmers that they should join. 

�� The “scoundrel” farmer who tells others farmers that “there’s money in the ESA”. 

�� The shooting fraternity, and they chat at each others’ shoots. 

�� Those farmers who are well-known and who sit on different committees; they have a high 

profile in the farming world; they have marketing initiatives, and they are active in the local 

community (e.g. on local radio or at the Agricultural Show). 

�� Farmers with an agricultural contracting business, who are doing ESA work (e.g. fencing, 

bracken control). 

 
 
Interviewees also outlined the types of social pressure which operates within the farming 
community: 
 

“If these farmers know that there’s a lot of other farmers in it, through conversations, 
they’d feel more pressure to join. The early adopters do want others to know that 
thy’ve joined, but the middle adopters wouldn’t admit it to others.  Some definitely 
don’t want to be the first to join.” 
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4.5 Strengths & Weaknesses of the ESA, in terms of : 
 
4.5.1 ESA features. 
 
FEATURE STRENGTH WEAKNESS 
Timescale �� For the habitats  

�� This is OK. It is long 
enough to notice a 
change. Also, it doesn’t 
frighten farmers off.  

�� Farmers are interested 
in stability, therefore a 
shorter scheme is less 
likely to be adopted. 

�� 10 years is a long time for a 
farmer to commit.  BUT the 5 year 
opt-out gives a good reason to 
make adjustments to achieve the 
objectives. 

Farm-level 
negotiation 

�� What we do not want to 
do is IMPOSE on 
farmers; we want to 
leave scope for 
negotiation; it takes 
account of farmers’ 
views, and leads to 
better management. 

�� From an environmental 
point of view.  Also, it’s 
essential because it 
increases farmers’ 
interest and 
involvement, so that 
they begin to do ESA-
type things themselves. 

�� Really good; but should 
be improved by leading 
to more ownership & 
understanding by 
farmers.  There should 
be more flexibility at the 
farm level, leading to a 
greater overall 
understanding. 

�� There are “dead bits”. Although 
there are ESA requirements to 
bring in specified habitats, 
SERAD has no control over the 
QUALITY of the plan.  Often SAC 
advisers look for the easiest areas 
that lead to the least disruption for 
the farmer. 

�� Very expensive 

Formulation & 
consultation – who? 

 �� The way it worked in practice was 
weak because people could not 
see how their input worked. 

Implementation – 
who? 

�� It is good for farmers 
uptake that ESAs come 
through an agricultural 
source.  But too much 
flexibility (in the 
negotiation) can lead to 
farmers doing less. 

�� It was a weakness, but now it’s 
improved a bit, because SERAD 
is beginning to know what 
biodiversity is.  And people within 
SERAD are being replaced; 
younger with new ideas. 

�� SAC from an environmental point 
of view did not have any 
sympathy; it was money for 
farmers for not doing anything.  
There is a need for project officers 
who are specifically dedicated. 
SAC knows the farmers but they 
did not understand the objectives 
of the scheme. 
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Rules & 
specifications 

�� Flexibility. 
�� The Tiers are good. Tier 

1 encourages farmers 
into the scheme; it’s not 
too complex. 

�� A lot of ESA presciptions were 
vague. And there was no 
environmental baseline. 

�� Not flexible enough even WITHIN 
each ESA  

�� Very general. BUT recognise if it 
was more specific, would require 
more specialist advice. 

Payment levels �� Levels are OK, BUT 
worried that there is a 
creeping tendency to 
raise the level of what is 
expected of entrants 
before they come in. 

�� Ceilings, because they don’t 
ensure that the money overall is 
going to the right things. 

�� The rate charged for the 
preparation of plans is the same 
regarless of the size of the 
plan/farm. 

�� Ceilings on the financial levels – 
that was the problem. The 
individual payment levels seemed 
OK.  They should remove the 
ceilings and have a payment level 
that reflects what you actually 
deliver. 

Scale –
individual/group 
 

�� From the point of view of 
ensuring farmer 
compliance 

�� We want to contact the 
individual who manages 
the land.  A group 
approach dilutes 
responsibility. 

�� In terms of farmer 
adoption 

�� No group opportunities.  Joint 
applications need to be 
incentivised. 

�� From a conservation point of view; 
it would be better to have a whole 
habitat, rather than just 25% 
covered. 

�� In terms of delivering 
environmental benefits 

Targeting  - zones 
 

�� Set up as a particular 
feature with specific 
prescriptions – this is an 
advantage 

�� Some advantage, as 
farmers think of the ESA 
as THEIR ESA. 

�� If you went 2 miles outside the 
ESA boundary, you couldn’t see 
much difference in landscape etc. 
Also, within an ESA, the on-farm 
schemes were not competitive, so 
there was less quality control.  
Ministers had no choice but to 
accept. 

�� The theory of targeting is quite 
good given the limited resources.  
BUT I am not sure that the 
selected areas were the right 
ones; I think that there wree 
political reasons behind the 
selection.  There is a need for 
objective assessments of “hot-
spots”. 

Other possibilities 
that eligible farmers 
have 

�� There are a lot of things 
that faremrs can do in 
the ESA that 
COMPLEMENT; 
negotiation rather than 
conflict.  I don’t see why 
it should compete.  A 
great proportion of 
farmers continue to 
claim their conventional 
supports. 

�� In the beginning, the uptake was 
slow; those who joined first were 
interested in conservation, and 
those who are joining now are 
interested in the money. 
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�� The payments for taking 
sheep off the hill are 
less than for keeping 
them on. Conventional 
support does not work 
positively for the 
environment. 

Extent of negotiation 
with other 
agricultural, or land-
use, policies. 
 

 �� Very slow process.  At the 
moment, we are in a transitional 
phase, of uncertainty.  A lot of folk 
will sit on the fence this year. 

�� There is no integration, and there 
is very limited progress in this. 

 
Additional comments from interviewees are summarised in the following table: 
 
Feature Improvement or other comment 
Timescale �� The longer you stay in, the higher your payments gets; this is right 

because the environmental value begins to increase.  You should 
reward cumulative protection. 

�� More flexible review – not just after 5 years, but you can see some 
things after 2-3 years. 

Farm-level 
negotiation 

�� There is a need for capacity building among farmers, leading to 
farmers beginning to draw up their own plans. 

Implementation 
– who? 
 

�� There needs to be more devolution 

Rules & 
specifications 

�� Could have a limited range of easy-to-do things, so that more people 
could do it. 

�� There needs to be more scope to vary the rules and specifications for 
local circumstances.  BUT, recognise that flexibility can also 
compromise the environment. 

Payment levels �� “They should recognise the need to contribute to incomes.  AEMs 
won’t last long if just pay for putting in a wall.  They’ve got to appeal 
to farmers as one of the things they do to contribute to their incomes.  
I know this is difficult because of EU rules, but...” 

Scale –
individual/group 

�� There should be an incentive for farmers who might be prepared to 
draw up a joint plan (such as with crofting). 

�� There is a need to encourage co-operation between farmers 
Targeting  - 
zones 
 

�� There should be zoning with targeting PLUS a scheme with national 
availability that is discretionary. 

�� Zoning and exclusion of other areas is not the principle of zones. I 
don’t like the idea of ESAs and NOTHING for the rest of the 
countryside.  But I DO like the idea of suporting farming in areas 
where their activity is important for the environment 

Other 
possibilities that 
eligible farmers 
have 

�� Could encourage farmers to be funded through ESAs or SSSIs 

Extent of 
negotiation with 
other 
agricultural, or 
land-use, 
policies 

�� Payments could be targeted to those areas where farming and 
natural heritage are linked.  I could be phased so that farmers can 
adjust.  That would give you the socio-economic support, such as is 
possible in Tier 1 , and you could then concentrate on Tier 2 as the 
agri-environmental measure (rather than using Tier 1 as an AEM).  
But that’s a socio-economic proposal (rather than an environmental 
one). 

�� Comment: support in the LFA & ESA schemes in the past has been 
on different tracks, but there’s an opportunity now (through the RDR) 
to run on parallel tracks in the same direction. 
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4.6 Future Agri-Environment Measure (AEM) policy options: 
 
The formulators of the ESA outlined the following key objectives for future AEMs: 
�� Biodiversity 
�� Pollution reduction: “Reduction of pollution as the highest priority – there is an excessive 

use of it.  Farmers do not necessarily think about how much they waste.  There’s an 
educational process out there, because – for example, in the 1960s and 70s, the 
emphasis was on maximising production.” 

�� Landscape 
�� Public access: “It is the general perception among the farming community that the public 

are not allowed in, but the public are PAYING.  Farmers are becoming more educated 
about it now though”. 

 
Responses to the policy option of Cross Compliance amongst policy formulators comprised 
the following.  Firstly, it was felt that this would lead to a more regulatory floor, and then the 
Agri-environment Measures pay for farmers to move beyond that. The advantage is it exists 
to a certain extent already, for example, through HLCAs and livestock subsidy schemes; and 
therefore it is felt that it could be “sold” to farmers.  For example, a letter went out with the 
HLCA which is a Guide to Good Farming Practice.  (Tier 1 would become cross compliance). 
 
In considering Rural Schemes the responses were as follows. Such an option addresses 
issues of sustainability, and the broadening of the economic base.  It was highlighted that 
Agri-Environmental payments make a sizeable contribution to these rural economies - £3,000 
p.a. to farming family incomes, and it is spent in the rural economy.  The disadvantage are 
that there would be less farmers involved in such schemes, and also rural schemes would be 
less involved in AEMs; further, the schemes could pay people for doing nothing – but “the hills 
need LIVESTOCK, but at controlled levels”.  However, the advantages are that it would bring 
in land areas for game, and also people who live in rural areas but do who not farm would be 
eligible. 
 
The preferred option of the policy formulators for future AEMs are (1) cross compliance, to 
meet biodiversity objective; (2) cross compliance to address pollution reduction. 
 
(1) For cross compliance, to meet biodiversity objective, the following characteristics / 
features were outlined: 

�� For all sectors of production (in order to get maximum coverage). 
�� Nationally based, not zonal. 
�� Similar people involved in consultation and implementation as now. BUT “if we expect 

farmers to take up these things, it’s much more likely if it’s in conjunction with 
recognised agriculturalists rather than just through SNH.” 

�� A whole farm approach – but an approach that recognises the intensive parts of the 
farming system, so that farmers can still have these.  

�� Training of farmers: there is far too little, and this needs a much greater emphasis in 
the future; it should be a compulsory element in new schemes.  “The sooner we do 
that, the sooner farmers will appreciate and understand more the objectives rather 
than just following the rules.  Then they’ll more readily adapt to cross compliance and 
the less we’ll be involved in checking breaching of agreements (which are often due 
to a lack of understanding from the farmer).” 

�� Timescale – the same as in ESA; it allows for adjustments, to see if management is 
going right, and gives the farmer time the opportunity with the adviser again. 

 
 
(2) For cross compliance to address pollution reduction as an objective, the following 
characteristics / features were outlined: 

�� It should involve all sectors of agriculture – the majority are achieving it already –for 
example, arable aid payments exist with conditions.  Farmers are seeing the links, 
and they could be given an overall package; for example, integrating pollution with 
set-aside.   
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�� AREAS: initially, intensive east coast of Scotland. 
�� FORMULATION: it would have to be SERAD, because the farmers know them 

already as being agriculturally qualified and best suited (& this would increase 
adoption). 

�� SUBSIDIARITY: the more you split it up, the more complex it is; national, but with 
regional elements, to make it more applicable. 

�� IMPLEMENTATION: SERAD, because they are already involved in cropping/livestock 
schemes.  Farmers are more receptive to SERAD, because they understand the fuller 
picture. 

�� FEASIBILITY: it would be preferable to see one scheme, since this would be simpler 
for farmers, because less bodies (institutions) would be involved. 

�� TRAINING OF FARMERS: this is really important; our colleagues in Ireland are doing 
this.  Farmers would be receptive. 

�� TIMEPERIOD: 10 years with 5 year opt-out appears to work.  For farmers, 10 years is 
too much. 

�� FINALLY: there is a need for a single, integrated plan; farmers are the worst at 
paperwork, so it would be possible to carry out do an inventory for the whole farm.  
There would be area payments, but these would be adapted to local realities – this 
would involve a big exercise to grade land capabiliites; it would require a lot of effort, 
but it would not be impossible. 

 
 
The official consultees for the ESA outlined the following objectives for future AEMs: 
�� Maintaining farming systems, not necessarily traditional, but relatively small scale; 

maintaining environmentally sensitive farming systems. 
�� Encourage inclusion and community involvement: “There’s no point in saving peoples’ 

heritage if the people are not there.  We don’t want to see large tracts of farmland left 
unfarmed.  We want the maximum number of farmers using the farmland in a fairly 
extensive way”. 

�� Biodiversity. 
�� Landscape. 
�� OTHER: local initiatives: marketing of local produce, not mass-produced, but by 

traditional farmins systems & methods.  Local value adding to products of that sort, so 
that they can produce a retailable product. 

 
Responses to Cross Compliance as a policy option included that it should apply uniformly 
across all farm types. The aim should be preventing negative impacts rather than promoting 
positive impacts. 
 
Interviewees felt that Rural Schemes would fulfill the aim of keeping people in rural areas.  
Anyone who owns/manages land that has a feature should have access to the resources to 
manage that feature: “There is a need for an integrated rural land management scheme; this 
is preferable to the Agriculture Department only distributing goodies to agricultural holdings”. 
 
The preferred option of the official consultees comprised the objective of supporting 
environmentally friendly farming systems, EITHER through Cross Compliance, AEMs or Rural 
Schemes.  In addition, there was a call for reformed LFA support and AEMs, and using some 
other part of the Rural Scheme to support local initiatives (see above). 
 
 
 
The responses of the lobbyists to the government were varied, depending on their remit 
and mission within the rural/agricultural policy contexts.  The following examples of objectives 
were stated by interviewees: 
 
�� “We have had a long-term policy position.  The future that we propose is:  Farmers being 

supported to be there in the countryside, with Agri-Environmental policy options available 
–some as of right, and some on a voluntary basis.” 
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�� Biodiversity first, because biodiversity is something that farmers can deliver but they are 
not getting paid for because of classic market failure. Farmers need recognition or what 
they can do. 

 
Their responses to Cross Compliance include the following: 
�� There is the sense that this option treats the environment negatively.  However, it is seen 

as an intermediate step towards a Rural Scheme. 
�� It is recognised that that the public awareness of countryside issues: songbirds on 

farmland, hedges, trees,  is on the increase as a pressure on farmers.  It is perceived that 
“the public” are increasingly “calling the shots”, especially in the 1990s.  The main such 
issues seem to be water quality, leaching, food safety, disposal of sewage slude, and 
animal welfare. 

�� Many landowners and farmers reject cross compliance outright, since it is a restriction of 
what they can and cannot do.  However, they are also aware that they are operating their 
businesses on tax-payers’ money. 

 
Interviewees’ responses to Rural Schemes include the following: 
�� “All payments that farmers get should be linked to delivering non-market benefits.  But 

that’s going to take a long time.  The new Rural Development Regulation has not got 
much money – it’s just an add-on to commodity-based support.” 

�� “That is the future. We don’t need an agricultural policy AND an environmental policy. The 
CAP has been a social policy – keeping people on the land, leading to overproduction 
and environmental degradation.” 

�� There is a need for an integrated policy, which can “deliver” environmental, 
production/economics, or social objectives and targets. 

 
 
The preferred options outlined by lobby group interviewees comprised Rural Schemes (1) 
in themselves, (2) to deliver biodiversity objectives, and (3) to deliver rural development 
objectives.  The comments are now outlined. 
 
(1) Rural schemes in themselves: 
�� This approach is felt to be important, since economic and social sustainability ranks 

alongside environmental sustainability. 
�� A contextual factor comprises the restructuring of agriculture: “the pressures are 

horrendous now, and the age structure is so old, leading to fewer farm business units.  If 
we still want to maintain rural populations, we have got to find ways of sustaining non-
farming households, and household income parts not coming from the farm.  “Farming 
families” are not necessarily the same as “farm families”.  Rural economic development 
has to address this.” 

�� Multifunctionality is the buzz-word of the future for farms, BUT if the farm is relatively 
remote, the diversification choices are limited.  However, the positive aspect is felt to be 
that farmers are experienced at managing their own business, and some have 
qualifications.  They could therefore be seen as part of the solution to rural economic 
development. 

  
(2) Rural Scheme to meet Biodiversity Objectives. 
�� Firstly, it was felt that all agricultural sectors should have potential for this; it should 

operate nationally, but with zones within such a structure. Those involved in its 
formulation should include: farmers’ representatives, environmental groups, farm advisers 
– all at local and national level.  However, it is recognised that this could involve too many 
agendas. 

�� There should be increased subsidiarity, with increased local ownership of ideas, since 
farmers are more keen now and have a greater understanding of key issues. 

�� The whole farm is what should be negotiated. 
�� It was highlighted that training courses “are a bit false”. However, if advisers talk to 

farmers in their farming context, this is felt to be better. 
�� The contracts should be for the same time period – 10 years with a 5 year opt-out. 
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(3) rural schemes as a holistic policy for rural development. 
�� The Objectives would be: to deliver, create, and conserve habitats, leading to 

biodiversity maintenance; however, this would also be achieved through amenity value 
and landscape objectives, especially in Scotland, with opportunities for leisure. 

�� “Integrated” means that it covers agriculture as one part of the countryside.  It would be a 
policy that recognises activities that generate employment, infrastructure and maintain 
services, as well as having an environmental remit. 

�� SECTORS OF PRODUCTION: small scale and marginal production – hill and upland.  
More extensive livestock systems, since these lead to benefits more and more readily. 

�� ZONES should be defined by LFA  
�� ACTORS IN FORMULATION: SLF, NFU. Crofters’ Union, SERAD (to tell you the art of 

the possible), and FWAG & SAC, because they play a role.  Any more organisations 
would complicate things.  But there need to be farmers’ representatives, otherwise the 
scheme loses credibility. 

�� SUBSIDIARITY: There is far more discretion in Agenda 2000.  This is a great step in the 
right direction.  There definitely should be a devolved level. 

�� ACTORS IN IMPLEMENTATION: SAC & FWAG are very important. There is a need for 
creating awareness as well as of education and advice. FWAG are respected by the 
farming community. 
“Farmers are conservative; they need a lot of handholding. Advisers become the 
lubrication – people that the farmer trusts. Farmers as business managers are very 
isolated, so they need to talk about it with someone.” 
Through education, to get them (the farmers) on our side – not just incentives and more 
advice.  We must allow people to pursue their livelihood and deliver a wider benefit. And it 
needs to be positive rather than negative management – positive incentives for positive 
action. 

�� NEGOTIABLE ASPECTS OF FARMING SYSTEM.: Whole farm or whole catchments.  It 
needs to be collective to have its fullest impact. “The way farmers learn is that they look 
over the wall.  If we can get a swathe of farmers in a glen to join, that would encourage 
participation, not in isolation – a partnership”. 
It was felt to be advisable not to focus only on single issues; there is a need to manage 
everything to a degree rather a single thing ad infinitum.  That is the difference between 
conservation and protection. 

�� TIME PERIOD: This needs to be for as long as possible, since there is no “quick fix”. So, 
there needs to be a balance between inducing a response and getting a benefit.  A 10 
year scheme with a 5 year opt-out would be ideal. You need an opt-out for farmers, 
because that leads to them automatically rejoining for another 5 years.  It needs to be 
flexible. 
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5 RESULTS FOR THE COTSWOLD HILLS ESA, ENGLAND. 

 

5.1 The ESA Scheme. 
 
 
5.1.1 OBJECTIVES: 
 
Interviewees stated that these are as follows: 
�� To improve the landscape and nature conservation value of area; 

�� To look after limestone grassland 

�� To bring a critical mass of farmland into the agreement 

�� A range of objectives exist equally: maintain biodiversity, landscape and archaeology; 

maintain existing farming systems; and to enhance the biodiversity, landscape and 

archaeological interest. 

 
 
5.1.2 MONITORING & EVALUATION. 
 
INDICATORS OF SUCCESS. 
Interviewees highlighted these as follows: 
 
�� Delivery of biodiversity;  

�� Protection, maintenance and enhancement of the  value of semi-natural features.   

�� Reversal in the decline in habitat and species where possible. 

�� Uptake by farmers. 

�� Baseline environmental improvement of the wider landscape. 

�� Birds are a good indicator of the general state of the environment 

 
 
OFFICIAL EVAULATION CRITERIA. 
These were outlined as follows: 
�� Performance indicators; although there is a need to examine more closely the outcomes 

and objectives, and to link these more to Biodiversity Action Plans (BAPs). 

�� Metering of dry stone wall 

�� Grassland and archaeological sites safeguarded 

�� Hedgerow management (m) 

�� Landscape:  

�� Socio-Economic integration with farm incomes; they should be the core. 
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5.2 Institutional network for the ESA scheme 
 
5.2.1 ESA Formulation & design 
There were periods during which MAFFconsulted heavily with English Nature and with 
English Heritage. There were comments integrated during a five year review, specifically 
concerning policy and payment.  This led to specific changes, such as in Arable margins, and 
winter stubble payments. 
 
5.2.2 ESA Consultation & negotiation 
 
Official consultees reported that at national and regional levels, they responded to formal 
consultation papers from MAFF. In addition there were informal meetings with MAFF, such 
that consultees, in general, “knew that a consultation was coming”. 
 
In addition, consultees engage in discussion with lobby groups, through networking. 
 
Organisations typically follow through their responses to MAFF. Typically, they would ask for 
a meeting with MAFF staff, in order to emphasise some points, for example: 

�� There should be the maximum opportunity for farmers to go into these shcemes 
�� That every farmer should have the option.  
�� That the prescriptions have to be practical. 

It was felt to be important the consultees had personal relationships with the people at MAFF. 
 
Further, it is recognised that the consultation process is paper-based with meetings, and that 
there is therefor a  need to encourage and facilitate people working together rather than in 
parallel. 
 
Finally, consultees felt that there is a need to involve sonsultees who can understand both the 
ecologists’ and farmers’ persepctives, to give more credibility to the AEMs.  
 
 
Lobbyists to the government outlined that they had been invited to Regional Agri-
Environmental forums. Further, some lobby organisations are approached by FRCA officers 
and therefore have an opportunity to revise the restrictions and the payment rates. These are 
then passed to MAFF at national level. 
 
There had been a phased programme of review of all 22 ESAs in their different tranches 
(1995/96, 1996/97, and 1998). Views on MAFF’s proposals were submitted, at national and 
regional levels, and it was felt that MAFF “did take a lot on board”. 
 
Lobby groups also worked with other organisations and NGOs, through a lot of networking 
and local groupings, for example, to discuss the ESA boundary.  The networking was initiated 
from ESA to ESA, and the Regional Agri-Environmental Groups were also useful. 
 
It was felt that the consultation procedures have improved over the last 3-4 years, such as the 
5 year policy reviews of ESAs; there was an open, constructive consultation process led by 
the conservation division of MAFF. From time to time, it was felt that this very active 
consultation can even be “consultation overload”. 
 
Future improvements in this process focused on the fact that the timing is difficult, for 
example, sometimes there is not enough time to co-ordinate within a big organisation. Such 
organisations state that they work hard to have that level of input, but it does take a lot of 
resources, and therfore there is a concern for smaller organisations who do not have the 
resources.  Further, it is felt that there needs to be a greater open-ness and clarity in terms of 
timetabling, since: “sometimes we only hear through the grapevine”. 
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5.2.3 ESA Communication/dissemination. 
 
Official consultees outlined how the communication process, at the moment, is piecemeal. It 
was felt that: 

“a shared vision is needed. Also, there is suspicion between organisations if one 
organisation promotes too much”. 

 
Name of  
institution(s) 

Description of involvement Channels of 
communication 

 
MAFF 
 

 
Project Officers 

 
Bulletin 

 
FWAG 
 

 
Reactive to enquiries 

 
Site visits 

 
Glos Wildlife Trust
 

 
Reactive 
Proactive for key wildlife sites 

 
Site visits 

 
English Nature 
 

 
SSSI owners 

 
Site visits 

 
 
Other organistions, such as the NFU, describe themselves as “acting as a sign-post”, and 
that they work through the FRCA Project Officer for the ESA.  Further, the NFU aims to raise 
awareness of the AEMS, with information about the deadlines, and any other information; this 
is carried out through their NFU Publications. Changes to prescriptions are highlighted, and, 
from time to time, the publications outline how “conservation can work for you”.  However, 
there is no direct conservation advice from the NFU, since they feel that their job is to raise 
awareness of the opportunities, and about eligibility. In this sense, they act in the same way 
as they do for commodities (for example, dealing with technical queries).  The types of 
farmers being communicated to in this context comprise:  

�� The hill farmers in the LFA – we tell them about the opportunity that the AEM 
provides.   

�� The more go-ahead business oriented farmers – people who can recognise an 
opportunity and know how to fit it into their farm.  

 
Further, they liaise with the lowland livestock sector and with horticulture and their link to the 
supermarkets.  
 
 
Lobbyists to the government describe their involvement in terms of reviewing schemes, 
and subsequently publishing and circulating reports, and gaining press coverage.  This policy 
research is circulated to relevant farming organisations, NGOs, and academics.  Some would 
filter to FRCA.  The aim is not communication directly to farmers, except through Farmers’ 
Weekly.  Within some organisations, there is a specific person who is employed to try and 
raise the profile of AEMs. Such people work with FRCA to target the delivery of the ESAs, 
and to identify hotspots.  Specifically, the RSPB runs farmland bird seminars with ESA 
officers; they identify birds in trouble, and are involved in training and informing the Project 
Officers.  The decline in farmyard birds has led to a more proactive role (from RSPB), and 
they are increasingly investigating other intervention mechanisms. 
 
Such organisations, however, state that they do not reach farmers sufficiently, that they would 
like to be able to communicate directly to them. Such organisations utilise their links with 
FWAG, for example. Lobby groups recognise that there is a need to have a balance between 
communcating directly to farmers, and communicating through others organisations who 
already work with farmers. 
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5.3 Implementation / Delivery. 
 
5.3.1 Institutional network of the scheme: implementation (1.5.4.) 
Those institutions formally involved in the implementation of the Cotswold Hills ESA comprise 
the MAFF FRCA Project Officer for the ESA, who is based at the MAFF Regional Service 
Centre (RSC).  In addition, farmers contact MAFF RSC directly, and also contact FWAG, 
ADAS, and private consultants who have experience in drawing up farm plans. 
 
 
5.3.2 Implementation process. 
 
Delivering of official information.  
This occurs through MAFF, both through the RSC and through the FRCA Project Officer. 
 
Formal communication. (1.7.1.) 
At the initial stages of the ESA, official meetings were organised and held within the 
designated area.  These were organised by MAFF, and FWAG also had a presence. 
Following these events, farmers initiate contact procedures directly with MAFF.  At the 
request of the farmers, the FRCA ESA Project Officer will then visit the farm to give further 
information and to examine the potential ESA scheme. 
 
Informal communication. (1.7.2.) 
This is carried out by FWAG. In addition, other locally-based organisations disseminate ESA 
and countryside management information. 
 
 
5.3.3 Collection of contracts (1.6.1.-1.6.3.) and negotiation at farm level. (1.6.4.) 
Interviewees outlined the typical procedure for farmers adoption of the ESA.  
 
Following the ESA meetings in the area, the farmers request a meeting by contacting MAFF’s 
Regional Service Centre.  Following their request, an FRCA Project Officer for the ESA visits 
the farm.  He/she discusses the scheme with the farmer, walks the farm, makes notes, and 
then returns to the office.  
 
The farmer then decides whether or not to take the process further.  He/she has the 
necessary official information packs, and the appropriate documents, and will then decide 
whether or not to formulate a farm plan.  Although some farmers carry out this plan design on 
their own (a small proportion), the majority call in the assistance of FWAG, ADAS, or a private 
consultant.  The FRCA Project Officer is not involved at this stage.   
 
Once the farm plan is completed, the farmer then submits this to MAFF RSC.  At this stage, it 
is not a contract, but a proposal from the farmer and his/her adviser.  This proposed plan 
constitutes a farm map and the proposed activities on farm.  At MAFF, the FRAC Project 
Officer then examines the proposal and will liaise with ADAS regarding any specifically farm 
business elements of the plan, to assess compatability with the farm management.   
 
The FRCA Project Officer then arranges a farm visit with the farmer, in order to clarify specific 
aspects of the farm plan.  At this point there will be negotiation between farmer and FRCA 
Officer, particularly concerning capital works – primarily walls and hedges.  Ammendements 
will be made at this stage.  The final, definitive map is then drawn up by FRCA, and sent to 
the farmer.  The farmer then signs the contract with MAFF and the process is completed. 
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5.4 Strengths & Weaknesses of the ESA, in terms of : 
 
5.4.1 ESA features. 
 
 
FEATURE STRENGTH WEAKNESS 
Timescale �� 10 year agreement, sounds achievable, 

value for money, but it DOES come to an 
end.  And the objectives are changing 
over that time. 

�� Long enough to make difference 
�� 5 years is about the right length of time; it 

provides certainty to the farmer for a long 
enough period. This allows for planning, 
and integration into a farm plan. 

�� About right.  Ten years, not any longer; 
we have to be pragmatic. We are 
interested in habitat creation, but we also 
have to be realistic.  In terms of increasing 
farmer adoption, need maximum flexibility; 
some farmers want the guaranteed 
income, and some don’t want the contract 
for too long. 

 

Farm-level 
negotiation 

�� Good rapport between farmer and ESA 
staff 

�� it is important from the farming point of 
view; farmers like to be engaged rather 
than influenced. 

We have been pleased that some of the 
schemes/plans have come out well. 
�� Blanket schemes are more difficult for 

farmers, but there is more of a move 
towards this. 

�� Haven’t heard of problems

Formulation 
& 
consultation 
– who? 

�� Last review worked well 
�� Give schemes credibility 
�� The people who are involved are those 

who should be involved 

�� Lack of consultation with 
NGOs  

Implementat
ion – who? 

�� We are happy that the P.O.s are involved. 
It is important that whoever is delivering 
has the confidence of farmers, so not 
necessarily English Nature or the 
Countryside Commission.  The person 
has to make sense ot farmers. 

�� Technical ability in offices, 
but there are just too 
many issues to deal with. 

Rules & 
specificatio
ns 

�� Flexibility and whole farm approach 
�� Generally OK; it depends how rigid is the 

application.  Quite a lot of the farmers 
want to test the water rather than signing 
a contract; they have to jump in at the 
deep end. 

�� Can be seen as over 
bureaucratic 

�� in terms of delivering 
biodiversity.  There is 
room for improvement in 
some of the schemes.  
But there is the danger of 
something too complex for 
the farmer, and therefore 
less farmers will join.  It's 
no good having schemes 
if they are not delivering. 
BUT you could have lots 
of farmers in the scheme 
but who are doing very 
little for the environment, 
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OR a small number of 
farmers doing more. 
There are areas of Tier1 
ESAs where farmers are 
not doing a lot, and we 
would like to see more 
farmers in Tier 2 and Tier 
3. Uptake is very low (5%) 
in these conservation 
Ters.  But only the 
conservation Tiers are 
delivering for the 
environment.  But there 
are other objectives, such 
as landscape. 

Payment 
levels 

�� Good but need to be regularly reviewed 
�� Right level 
�� Realistic and reviewed 
�� Linked to a clear prescription 

 

Scale –
individual/ 
group 
 

��  �� Because based only on 
individual enterpreneurs 
who have the ability to 
deliver. But farmers don’t 
have a culture of 
collaboration 

�� for some habitats, for 
example, lowland, wet 
grassland, we want to get 
a large group of farmers 
involved.  For example, if 
you have 
moorland/common land 
with a grazing regime, you 
can ruin the rest of the 
agreements if one farmer 
does not adopt. But at the 
moment, all the AEM 
agreements are tailored to 
the individual. 

Targeting  - 
zones 
 

�� Because regional consultation 
�� ESA zones still reflect important 

biodiversity sones.  They are clearly 
hotspots for biodiversity.  Sometimes 
targeting is done for cash reasons, but 
should be targeting for biodiversity. 

�� Should reflect Cotswolds 
as a whole not just part. 

�� When you draw a line, it 
causes huge problems 
with people being envious 
and hostile.  It’s better not 
to have ESAs any more 
because they lead to too 
much friction and 
undermine the fact that 
the whole countryside is 
important.   

��  
Other 
possibilities 
that eligible 
farmers 
have 

�� AEMs are becoming a real possibilty now 
because they are financially more 
attractive and offer staibility.  As another 
option, they do well as area payments. 

�� over the last year or two, with the farming 
crising/income issue, this is forcing 
farmers to look at AEMs.  Some farmers 
are reading the signals, not just producing 
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food. In remote rural areas, your options 
are quite limited, so AEMs become more 
of an option.  In some hills and uplands, 
especially in Scotland, AEMs are a 
lifeline. And ot helps againts the risk of 
abandonment or forestry. 

Extent of 
negotiation 
with other 
agricultural, 
or land-use, 
policies. 
 

 �� not much integration at 
the moment 

�� AEMs are not integrated 
with other mainstream 
agricultural policies. There 
is a lack of integration with 
water management, 
leading to local tensions. 
No integration with 
forestry. 

 
 
 
 
Additional comments from interviewees are summarised in the following table: 
 
Feature Improvement or other comment 
Farm-level 
negotiation 

�� The Project Officers who do the negotiation do not have the authority 
to deliver; more authority needs to be delivered to the P.O. 

Formulation & 
consultation – 
who? 

�� farmers need to be engaged in deciding what should be in a scheme; 
they should be involved in adapting prescriptions; this would increase 
the practicality of the scheme. 

Payment levels �� It would be good for farmers to be able to go in at low levels 
�� A lot of payments have increased. Have to work within some limits; 

many of the payments are at a maximum, and some options are 
expensive to fund, for example, winter stubble. 

Targeting  - 
zones 
 

�� You could have targeting of features, such as hedgerows and 
unimproved grassland, rather than targeting geographical areas.  
Need to be clear about what the scheme is trying to do. 

Other 
possibilities that 
eligible farmers 
have 

�� BUT it is still a minority interest, because farmers still see themselves 
as farmers, and trying to be green at the same time, rather than being 
“green farmers” 

Extent of 
negotiation with 
other 
agricultural, or 
land-use, 
policies 

�� There are potential overlaps, and MAFF have to face these. If MAFF 
were to apply cross compliance, for example the change in the LFA 
to area based payments with environmental conditions – very similar 
to Tier 1 ESA. MAFF are going to be forced to think of this. 
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5.5 Future Agri-Environment Measure (AEM) policy options: 
 
Formulators of the Costwolds ESA outline the following Objectives for future AEMs: 
�� National and international BIODIVERSITY targets.  

�� Pollution reduction – water quality is a concern. 

 
 
Their responses to Cross Compliance as a future policy option comprise: 
�� There needs to be consultation, and a need to argue environmental conditions instead of 

cross compliance.  

�� This option leads to a mid point between statutory and incentive.  However, it only applies 

to supported agricultural sectors. 

�� It would extend the reach of the AEMs, and would also raise biodiversity and landscape 

awareness. But it could also alienate farmers from these very issues. 

�� There could be a higher environmental baseline, such as with the ESA Tier 1. 

�� However, there is the principal assumption that Cross Compliance can only apply if the 

subsidies continue to be in place; are we all in favour of this? 

 
 
Their responses to Rural Schemes as a future policy option comprise: 

�� There is agreement that rural prosperity needs to be integrated with biodiversity, but in 

addition, there is a need for farmers to deliver. 

�� It is recognised, of course, that farmers can deliver rural objectives, but these may conflict 

with environmental objectives; it could be that socio-economic objectives dominate, and 

this may not be what is desirable. 

 

The preferred options of the ESA formulators included: biodiversity through rural 

environmental schemes.  The following points were raised. 

�� All sectors of production should be included. 

�� It should be a national framework with some area-based elements. 

�� It should be implemented by as many actors as possible, as long as a uniform approach. 

�� Specifictions should be more strict. 

�� There should be a menu to reflect regional issues (for example, a certain habitat must be 

in a scheme). 

�� The time period should be 10 years. 

�� There should be institutional involvement in: training of farmers and advisors; and testing 

of model land management scenarios. 

 
 
 
Official consultees in the ESA process outlined the following priorities for future AEM 
Objectives: 
 
�� Biodiversity: this is the prime reason for having AEMs 
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�� Landscape: this gives the opportunity to make changes at landscape scale, rather than 

site by site. 

�� Primary resource care, because this as a priority will achieve the biodiversity and 

landscape objectives too.  So, a specific objective to conserve soils, stop diffuse pollution, 

buffer water courses.  This is missing from the AEM. 

�� Also, there should be an opportunity to create a new landscape that is more suitable to 

the future, rather than conserving the past. We should match what the farmer has 

created. 

 
 
 
 
Their responses to Cross Compliance as a future policy option comprise: 
 
�� Cross-compliance makes sense.  Tax payers have a right to know where their money is 

going.  

�� It has a role but as a mechanism it is very negative, because the focus is on stopping 

things rather than being creative; so it is very limited.  It is not going to deliver a new 

landscape ot creative primary resource care.  Cross compliance is yesterday’s legislation. 

�� ADVANTAGES: Cross-compliance more acceptable restriction.  And it makes farmers 

accountable to taxpayers 

�� DISADVANTAGES: It would be necessary to persuade farmers that, in order to receive 

subsidies, they have to do certain things; it would be necessary to explain the logic. 

 

 
Their responses to Rural Schemes as a future policy option comprise: 
 
�� DISADVANTAGE: It would be very difficult to draw up criteria for the other elements are 

supported by scheme. 

�� Such schemes are part of the solution . But there needs to be a clear legislative base with 

good training.  There needs to be really good tranfer-of-technology, training, advice 

schemes and demonstrations, for farmers.  This needs to be allied to incentive schemes 

that enable farmers to deliver what the market won’t support. Other farmers’ unions in the 

EU are involved, but Britain has a culture of producing commodities. 

�� There needs to be local community involvement, otherwise it is not going to work. 

�� There needs to be integration between agencies (e.g. MAFF, Countryside Agency, and 

RSPB); it is all very disjointed with different divisions. 

�� There is also a need for a marketing solution relavant to farmers’ decision-making. There 

is an awareness that they/farmers are causing a problem, but there needs to be a way of 

encouraging a decision that gives self-reliance/confidence that they/farmers can take 

control. 
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The preferred options of the ESA consultees included: (1) biodiversity through Cross 
Compliance; (2) rural schemes for delivering all the options outlined as priorities. The 
following points were raised. 
 
(1) biodiversity through Cross Compliance. 
 
�� Sectors of production: dairy, sheep, beef, crops. 

�� Actors in formulation: MAFF, DETR, EN, NGOs. 

�� Subsidiarity: Fundamental standards, adapted for each region. 

�� Implementation: MAFF. 

�� Negotiable aspects: this would depend on the standards which are set. 

�� Training of farmers: this is important. There should be local demonstration farms, so that 

farmers can see what is achievable. 

 
 
(2) rural schemes for delivering all the options outlined as priorities 
 
�� It will need money to be put into it. 

�� It needs a strategy from MAFF. There is a need for everybody to pull together, and less 

profile for individuals. 

�� MAFF needs new directions for agriculture; at the moment, there are two at once – 

competitive agriculture and environmental objectives. BUT if the environment is not also 

competitive, then that is a bleak outlook for the environment. There is a need for a more 

integrated view at the centre. 

 
 
 
 
Lobbyists to the government regarding the Costwolds ESA outline the following 
Objectives for future AEMs: 
 
�� Biodiversity would have to be the main objective. 

�� Landscape  

�� There is a need for a holistic approach, for example, linking biodiversity with soil erosion. 
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The PREFERRED OPTION of lobbyists comprises a holistic approach: 
 
All the policy options (AEMs, Cross Compliance and Rural Schemes) are important, and they 
are all part of the solution, and can all – in different ways – deliver objectives.  There is a need 
for a “pyramid” approach: 
 
 
 
 

Special measures for special sites,  
with special management. 

 
Integrated rural schemes, and voluntary  

AEMs tailored to individual farms. 
 

Cross Compliance 
Environmental Legislation 

 
 
The following points were considered to be key: 
 
�� There could be tiered income support, with a basic area payment, then tiers above that 

for agri-environment and rural development, and then at the top would be payments for 

Sites of Special Scientific Interest. 

 

�� “Integrated” because there are obvious links. And the Government is foolish to try and 

separate these out. We need to seek complementarity, for example, the marketing of 

produce that comes from AEM areas or from organic farming. 

 

�� Cross compliance: this will meet limited environmental objectives, but it will not CREATE 

habitats. 

 

�� Rural Scheme: there are quite a few examples of biodiversity having economic and social 

benefits. We need to stop seeing the environment as a threat. There are lots of linkages. 

 

�� CONTEXT: WTO is a big challenge. Fischler’s multi-functional agriculture, the European 

Model of Agriculture, and all the trading partners (Cairns Group, EU, America etc). The 

EU’s position is quite vulnerable in terms of maintaining money into rural areas.  And the 

UK Treasury is spending £ 3.5 bn on agriculture per year; they might be quite keen to 

reduce that. 

 

�� ROLE OF LOBBY GROUPS: Consultation, implementation, dissemination. There is a  

need more resources in terms of staff. The aims would be: raising public awareness, 

influencing policy, and also influencing what happens on the ground. These are long term 

issues, and therefore need slow, continuous action.  
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6 RESULTS FOR THE GLOUCESTERSHIRE COUNTRSYIDE STEWARDSHIP 
SCHEME, ENGLAND. 

 
 

6.1 The CSS Scheme. 
 
 
6.1.1 OBJECTIVES: 
These were outlined by interviewees as follows: 
 
General:  
�� To “preserve what we have” and to enhance ‘green farming’. 

�� To restore and conserve habitats and landscape. 

�� General, landscape, and historical targets.  

�� To provide an environemental land management scheme, to be available and adaptable 

to as many farmers as possible. 

�� Delivering biodiversity, landscape, archaeology and cultural aspects, focused on habitats 

and landscapes, giving different menu constructions. 

 

 

Specific: To target certain high priority areas, which include: 

�� Severn & Avon Vale 

�� old meadow and pasture 

�� Forest of Dean and Wye Valley 

�� Cotswolds 

�� Rivers in East Gloucestershire 

�� Newent, Dymock, Leadon areas: 

- wild daffodil meadows 

- traditional orchards 

- calcareous grasslands 

- slightly out of ESA boundary 

- general natural species?? 

- scarce arable plants 

- archaeological sites 

- suitable habitats for birds and fauna 

 

 
6.1.2 MONITORING & EVALUATION. 
 
OFFICIAL EVAULATION CRITERIA. 
 
�� Botanical, landscape and socioeconomic.  

�� There has been an evaulation costing £1 million (by CCRU) 

�� Many organisations are intuitively supportive, but there is not much evaluation evidence 

on paper.  

 35



6.2 Institutional network for the CSS scheme 
 
6.2.1 CSS Formulation & design 
�� CSS was designed by the Countryside Commission (CC), as a pilot project, and was 

inherited by MAFF in April 1996. CC had therefore worked on the formula for the scheme. 

�� MAFF RSC therefore needed technical help from FRCA/ADAS policy division. 

�� FRCA advises on types of items to be funded and the rates of funding. 

 

 
6.2.2 CSS Consultation & negotiation 
 
The elements included the following: 
 
�� There was consultation with statutory bodies including English Nature and English 

Heritage. They were consulted on every application. Additional consultation was carried 

out with RSPB, FWAG, and the Environment Agency. 

�� The NFU was also consulted at national and regional levels. They responded to formal 

consultation papers from MAFF, and also had informal meetings with MAFF. Increasingly 

in CSS, NFU is consulted regarding details of prescriptions and targets for stewardship. 

�� Consultees follow through their response, typically asking for a meeting with MAFF staff, 

in order to emphasise some points   

�� The consultation process is paper-based with meetings. 

 
 
Lobbyists to the government describe the annual targeting round: 
 
�� There is discussion concerning which areas are going to be prioritised. The process is led 

by FRCA at local and regional level, and is organised by MAFF/FRCA.  

�� Over the last few years, there has been consultation on the end of the Moorland Scheme 

and its integration into CSS.  

�� There is also a National Agri-environmental Forum which involves the main farming 

groups and NGOs; this is organised by MAFF. And there is the Upland Working Group 

and the Arable Working Group. 

 
There is a need, within these consultation procedures, for greater openness and clarity, in 
terms of timetabling: 
 

“Sometimes we hear only through the grapevine. And this is very hard, especially with 
CSS, where there is no clear timetable; it seems ad hoc”. 

 
 
 
6.2.3 CSS Communication/dissemination. 
 
Organistions, such as the NFU, describe themselves as “acting as a sign-post”, and that 
they work through the FRCA Project Officer for the ESA.  Further, the NFU aims to raise 
awareness of the AEMS, with information about the deadlines, and any other information; this 
is carried out through their NFU Publications. Changes to prescriptions are highlighted, and, 
from time to time, the publications outline how “conservation can work for you”.  However, 
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there is no direct conservation advice from the NFU, since they feel that their job is to raise 
awareness of the opportunities, and about eligibility. In this sense, they act in the same way 
as they do for commodities (for example, dealing with technical queries).  The types of 
farmers being communicated to in this context comprise:  
 

�� The hill farmers in the LFA – we tell them about the opportunity that the AEM 
provides.   

�� The more go-ahead business oriented farmers – people who can recognise an 
opportunity and know how to fit it into their farm.  

 
Further, they liaise with the lowland livestock sector and with horticulture and their link to the 
supermarkets.  
 
 
Lobbyists to the government describe their involvement in terms of reviewing schemes, 
and subsequently publishing and circulating reports, and gaining press coverage.  This policy 
research is circulated to relevant farming organisations, NGOs, and academics.  Some would 
filter to FRCA.  The aim is not communication directly to farmers, except through Farmers’ 
Weekly.  Within some organisations, there is a specific person who is employed to try and 
raise the profile of AEMs. Such people work with FRCA to target the delivery of the ESAs, 
and to identify hotspots.  Specifically, the RSPB runs farmland bird seminars with ESA 
officers; they identify birds in trouble, and are involved in training and informing the Project 
Officers.  The decline in farmyard birds has led to a more proactive role (from RSPB), and 
they are increasingly investigating other intervention mechanisms. 
 
Such organisations, however, state that they do not reach farmers sufficiently, that they would 
like to be able to communicate directly to them. Such organisations utilise their links with 
FWAG, for example. Lobby groups recognise that there is a need to have a balance between 
communcating directly to farmers, and communicating through others organisations who 
already work with farmers. 
 
 

 
 

6.3 Implementation / Delivery. 
 
6.3.1 Institutional network of the scheme: implementation (1.5.4.) 
 
The MAFF RCS: describes how farmer applications for CSS are given a preliminary referral 
to FRCA for technical assessment. Further, RSC always checks and “tweaks”, the 
applications, for example for IACS compatability, to ensure no conflict between different 
elements of farm business management. RSC are also involved in payment reviews or in any 
subsequent changes to the plan. 
 
The MAFF FRCA Project Officer (P.O.) describes that MAFF deals with the applications and 
contracts from farmers, and then FRCA gives specific advice on the on-farm agreements. 
This arrangement changed in 1996, since before 1996, the Project Officer (of the Countryside 
Commission) managed all stages of the process. Since 1996, there have been advisers and 
implementers, that is, two tiers of activity. The P.O. stated that there is no need to target 
farmers since: 
 

“We receive more applications than we can afford to fund, so therefore there is no 
problem at the moment (in terms of targeting). We want the best applications and this 
is happening.” 

 
FWAG advisers stated that they have carried out 100 or more farm visits for CSS: 
 

“We advise stewarship as appropriate. We are getting better – over time – at drawing 
up applications; we have a 90% success rate; we are more and more professional.” 
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Private consultants are also involved in drawing up plans for farmers (as is the case in the 
neighbouring Cotswold Hills ESA); they noted that: 
 

“Project Officers need to be very able, because the Offices (MAFF RSC) require a 
high level of application to be submitted... Also, farmers are targeted because of the 
financial constraints/limits of the scheme overall. That’s good and bad.” 

 
 
6.3.2 Implementation process. 
 
Delivering of official information.  
This is carried out my the MAFF Regional Service Centre, and is typically the farmers’ first 
contact point. 
 
Formal communication. (1.7.1.) 
 
The main sources were outlined as follows: 
 
�� MAFF FRCA organised local meetings in order to disseminate CSS information. They 

carry out on site visits, responding to queries. 

�� FWAG visits farmers, and is increasingly involved in all CSS applications.  They also run 

events (approximately 15 per year). The Wildlife Trust contacts farmers through FWAG, 

and the Land Agency also works through FWAG. 

�� ADAS: they give general conservation advice and promotional budget. They do this 

through phone, personal visits, reports, events, open farms, articles etc. There is more 

promotional material as time has gone on. 

�� The Country Landowners’ Association, pass on information through their own direct 

contacts with farmers. 

�� Gloucestershire County Council discuss the archaeological resources.  They respond by 

letter/telephone in relation to CSS applications. 

�� English Nature gives advice (by letter/telephone) on Sites of Special Scientific Interest 

(SSSIs). 

�� The Environment Agency gives advice concerning rivers and watercourses, by letter, and 

through some on-site meetings. This input is dependent on the precise CSS applications.  

They are also involved with the scheduled ancient monuments, in registering parts of 

these; however, this is less frequent than their other remits. 

�� Fishing Authority – they are contacted by letter/phone, when considering access issues 

relating to a CSS plan. 

 
 
 
Informal communication. (1.7.2.) 
 
The following sources and channels were outlined: 
 
�� Agents to large estates, who supply information to those estates. 

�� English Nature: communicate to farmers with SSSIs. 

�� FWAG: communicates to FWAG members and anyone else who approaches FWAG. 
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�� Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust: contact farmers who have key wildlife sites that need 

management. 

�� ADAS: linked to the “more commercial” farmers who see FWAG as linked to wildlife, 

whereas ADAS is seen as independent. 

 
 
6.3.3 Collection of contracts (1.6.1.-1.6.3.) and negotiation at farm level. (1.6.4.) 
The farmer has the necessary official CSS information packs, and the appropriate CSS 
documents, and will then decide whether or not to formulate a farm plan.  Although some 
farmers carry out this plan design on their own (a small proportion), the majority call in the 
assistance of FWAG, ADAS, or a private consultant.  The FRCA CSS Project Officer is not 
involved at this stage.   
 
Once the farm plan is completed, the farmer then submits this to MAFF RSC.  
At this stage, it is not a contract, but a proposal from the farmer and his/her adviser.  This 
proposed plan constitutes a farm map and the proposed activities on farm.  At MAFF, the 
FRCA Project Officer then examines the proposal and will liaise with ADAS regarding any 
specifically farm business elements of the plan, to assess compatability with the farm 
management. The application is “scored” by FRCA division. The threshold score is 16, but 
there are some on the borderline.  There is a definite framework to follow. There is a list of 
items and categories, but there is flexibility for special projects. 
 
The FRCA Project Officer then arranges a farm visit with the farmer, in order to clarify specific 
aspects of the farm plan.  At this point there will be negotiation between farmer and FRCA 
Officer, particularly concerning capital works – primarily walls and hedges. There is 
negotiation at farm level between FRCA and the farmer to ensure that the agreement is 
appropriate to the environment.  
 

“We look for opportunities missed in the application.  It is a 2-way process with the 
farmer, because the scheme is voluntary, and we have to ensure that it is practical for 
the objectives”. 

 
There is more of this negotiation going on now than at the beginning. Amendements will be 
made at this stage.  The final, definitive map is then drawn up by FRCA, and sent to the 
farmer.  The farmer then signs the contract with MAFF and the process is completed. 
 
The main changes in this procedure is that, firstly, there are very few pre-application visits 
now as time is more limited: 
 

“We have to be sure applications are good before we visit. For pre-application, we 
follow guidelines.  If the applications sounds likely and there is an opportunity that a 
visit would enhance an application, then a visit is made.” 

 
Secondly, more time is spent ensuring acceptability by the farmer: 
 

“It is a slow process and can be frustrating both for new and amended agreements, 
the reconciliation with IACS (this all takes man hours) and this translates into delays”. 

 
 
As outlined, FWAG is often contacted by the farmer, in order to draw up the CSS farm plan. 
FWAG reported their input to the process as follows: 
 

“We concentrate on the main areas targeted by the CSS P.O.  We encourage farmers 
within that strategy. There is not much negotiation – the farmer chooses the sites, and 
FWAG advises and describes the conservation features.”  
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6.4 Social networks. 
 
6.4.1 Roles of networks for farmers (1.7.4.),  Farming Organisations (1.7.5.), Other 

social groups (1.7.6.). 
 
Interviewees state that all the sources outlined (technical advice, other farmers, family) are 
important; farmers use all of them to help in drawing up a contract. Specifically, technical 
advisory advice is seen as very important, especially for farmers with SSSIs and amenity sites 
on-farm, as well as for arable, dairy and fruit farmers, for whom technical advice is considered 
to be the most important. For all farmers, especially beef, dairy, and sheep, peers are very 
important, as are family. Peers are more important on larger farms, because these people are 
more open minded in their business interest. Family is also considered to be an important 
influence. 
 
Farming organisations with influence were listed as ADAS, FRCA, FWAG.  Also, CLA, NFU & 
Land Agents give reasonable advice, with Land Agents acting as a forum for bringing people 
together and for exchanging information. Another influence is felt to be buyers who want 
specific products, e.g potatoes. However, some interviewees were unsure as to the 
importance of farmers’ unions in this context. 
 
When discussing non-farming organisations, most interviewees highlighted the Ramblers 
Association, who “can complain about the access provisions/rules.  They feel that they should 
be consulted”. Other groups mentioned in this category include the RSPB, the Widlife Trust, 
Local Authorities (on target areas), local Nature Conservation Forum, and local Wildlife 
Groups..  However, a general comment regarding such groups is that: 
 

“farmers don’t like being influenced by social groups, such as ramblers wanting 
access.” 

 
 
 
 
6.4.2 Changes (losses and gains) – 1.7.7. & 1.7.8. 
These were outlined as follows: 
 
�� There are more FWAG advisers involved with farmers and with farmers’ organisations. 

They are more proactive in their structure and in their attitude. 
 
�� Between farmers, there are “clusters” of CSS applicants, so they talk more.  And FWAG 

has discussion points with CSS agreement holders. 
 
�� Through these AEMs, this tends to be a way of meeting, following market closures. 

Farmers are looking for alternative incomes and they can talk about AEMs as one way of 
doing this – there are grants available which it is possible to discuss. 

 
 
6.4.3 Leading farmers. 1.7.9. 
 
Interviewees described leader farmers in the areas as follows: 
 
�� A farmer who is involved in the CSS becomes an “agent” for the scheme. These are the 

large arable farmers with an arable margin. People who have been “converted” – 
intensive arable farms, big business. 

 
�� Arable farmers, especially to do with field margins.  However, this is not what FRCA 

wants, because it may not be the right type. 
 
�� Large farms, open farms, who are well known.   
 
�� Those who are keen to do well. 
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�� Families/farms who are well established. 
 
 
6.4.4 Types of farms 1.8.1. & 1.8.3. 
 
The types of farmers who live and work within the study area comprise the following: 
 
�� ARABLE: Mainly arable (with sheep) 

�� DAIRY: Mainly dairy (with arable) 

�� WITH ORCHARD: Small farm, mainly sheep, with orchard. 

�� LIVESTOCK: pasture – sheep and cattle, and perhaps some arable. 

 
Changes within these categories were also highlighted: 
�� Arable: intensive and increasing. 

�� Beef: disappearing/decreasing extensive units.  Having to change/adapt. 

�� Dairy: small farms are coming out of dairy or going organic, and big ones are becoming 

bigger and more extensive. 

�� Sheep: either intensifying or moving out. 

�� Horticulture (small proportion): expanding and going organic. 

 
When discussing which types of farmers are likely to influence others’ AEM decisions, 
interviewees stated that these would be: 
 
�� Arable farmers, due to their amount of arable margin. 

�� Livestock farmers, due to their hectarage. 

�� Dairy: uneconomical because intensive. As grass becomes a preimum, cannot go into 

CSS. 

�� Beef: beef farmers who are extensifying become more interested in CSS. 
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6.5 Strengths & Weaknesses of the CSS. 
 
6.5.1 CSS features. 
 
FEATURE STRENGTH WEAKNESS 
Timescale �� length of agreement is OK. �� big commitment from 

farmer. 
 
 

Farm-level 
negotiation 

�� positive for negotiation; & needs to be 
opportunity for ongoing negotiation. 

�� it is important from the farming point of 
view; farmers like to be engaged rather 
than influenced. 

�� not enough 
�� the time is takes to get a 

farm contract established. 
�� The Project Officers who 

do the negotiation do not 
have the authority to 
deliver; more authority 
needs to be delivered to 
the P.O. 

Formulation & 
consultation – 
who? 

�� it ensures that the scheme is not 
infringing.  

�� Farmer and agricultural related. 
�� The people who are involved are those 

who should be involved. 

 

Implementation 
– who? 

�� these are experienced people, who are 
needed because have to follow 
regulations. 

�� Farmer and agricultural related. 
�� we are happy that the P.O.s are 

involved. It is important that whoever is 
delivering has the confidence of 
farmers, so not necessarily English 
Nature or the Countryside 
Commission.  The person has to make 
sense to farmers. 

 

Rules & 
specifications 

 �� too complicated and 
bureaucratic. 

�� some are restrictive from 
a farming point of view 

�� They are not clear, and so 
it is hard to negotiate, for 
example, what is 
“extensive grazing”? What 
is good environmental 
practice, and what is not 
good environmental 
practice? 

Payment levels  �� does not encourage 
farmers. 

�� Too low, not 
recompensing loss of 
income. 

�� with CSS it is not clear 
what is being paid for. 

Scale –
individual/ 
group 
 

�� no matter how small the farm or the 
area, you can apply. 

�� farmers are individuals 

�� Because based only on 
individual enterpreneurs 
who have the ability to 
deliver. But farmers don’t 
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have a culture of 
collaboration. 

Targeting  - 
zones 
 

�� highlight conservation areas of most 
concern 

exclusion of farmers – 
negative feeling. 
��  

Other 
possibilities 
that eligible 
farmers have 

�� AEMs are becoming a real possibilty 
now because they are financially more 
attractive and offer staibility.  As 
another option, they do well as area 
payments. 

�� CSS still seen as a 
minority interest. 

Extent of 
negotiation 
with other 
agricultural, or 
land-use, 
policies. 
 

 �� Existing subsidies work 
against AEM objectives. 

 
 
 
 
Additional comments from interviewees are summarised in the following table: 
 
Feature Improvement or other comment 
Farm-level 
negotiation 

�� The process needs to be simpler, and the information pack is too 
complicated.  The FRCA officer needs to visit farmers at all stages.  
But they are understaffed – very good, but no time. 

Formulation & 
consultation – 
who? 

�� Farmers need to be engaged in deciding what should be in a 
scheme; they should be involved in adapting prescriptions; this would 
increase the practicality of the scheme. 

Implementation 
– who? 
 

�� farmers like promotional events; these can replace the market as a 
forum for information transfer. There is better reaction from a group of 
people.  They don’t like “meeting room” type farming. 

Rules & 
specifications 

�� There needs to be a simplified summary of the CSS.  And there 
needs to be greater availability of the P.O. to answer questions and to 
make more visits. 

Payment levels �� Needs flexibility of payment relating to true cost. 
Scale –
individual/group 
 

�� Would be interested in group applications, but small areas are a 
problem. Also, groups need a leader. 

Targeting  - 
zones 
 

�� This is needed to sort out relevant sites; but sometimes it is difficult, 
although the scoring system helps. 

Other 
possibilities that 
eligible farmers 
have 

�� We have to be careful of dual funding but AEMs can aid. 
�� it is still a minority interest, because farmers still see themselves as 

farmers, and trying to be green at the same time, rather than being 
“green farmers”. 
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6.6 Future Agri-Environment Measure (AEM) policy options: 
 
The Objectives were described by interviewees as follows:   
�� Biodiversity. 

�� Organic farming – to keep in line with the rest of Europe, and encourage the small farmer. 

�� Pollution reduction  

 
The responses to Cross Compliance included the fact that “this is coming in” as a plocy 
measure, and secondly, that it is considered to be better, because it is not targeting only 
certain areas, and so there is equal opportunity for all farmers. 
 
Interviewees’ views concerning Rural Schemes are as follows: 
 
�� The Rural Development Plan is awaiting approval; it encompasses everything – socio-

economic and agri-environment priorities.  These further agreements will consider all 
issues.  The rural schemes would be open to everyone, and farmers are part of rural life 
so it is still beneficial to them, but less specific to them.  

 
�� This is the best way forward because the public see the benefit.  Institutions would need 

to be involved in education – in preparing and explaining things for farmers. 
 
Preferred options outlined by interviewees were primarily Cross compliance with 
compensation for those who want to go forward for additional benefits.1 It was felt that they 
should include the following features: 
 
�� Addressing all sectors of agricultural production. 

�� NATIONAL cross compliance funding with some additional AEM targeting. 

�� FORMULATION: more farmers involved earlier. 

�� IMPLEMENTATION: farming and environmental organisations. 

�� Whole farm approach. 

�� TRAINING: there would be a need for sponsored and free courses, run by FWAG & NFU. 

�� TIME PERIOD: 10 years with flexibility (e.g. because of land sales).  Farmers would be 

scared of 10 years. 

�� TARGETS: Wet riverside grassland and riverside habitats (e.g. arable); realistic 

compensation. And farmland habitats in arable. 

�� HOW?: national policy to tackle seriousness of problems, but also develop local projects, 

for example, a grant to benefit spring crops (rather than proposed subsidy decrease for 

spring crops which will exacerbate the existing problem). 

                                                      
1 A number of the interviewees in England were responding to both the ESA and the CSS, 
and some of their comments regarding future AEMs have been reported in the ESA section.  
However, they would also be equally pertinent here. 
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