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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
This report focuses on the following questions:
•
•
•
•

How can an integrated catchment/landscape scale plan be developed across the range of 25
Year Environment Plan outcomes?
What are the benefits of local prioritisation, who should be involved and how are priorities
decided upon?
How can you resolve working at different scales?
How do you encourage collaborative working across a catchment/ landscape?

The Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels Test & Trial (T&T) is focusing on a mechanism to help deliver
key priorities set out in the 25 Year Environment Plan. In this work package, we are identifying and
addressing local priorities for the catchment, incorporating inputs from landowners / managers, the
Catchment Partnership, planners and developers, and the wider community.
To help define local priorities and opportunities we need a clear understanding of the catchment
now, and for this we have chosen to combine a GIS desk-based study with targeted walkovers,
informed by the GIS output. (We are also planning ‘narrative walkovers’ with community members,
and informal consultations through our engagement team. These activities have been severely
affected by restriction around Covid-19 and will be reported in future milestone reports.)
Due to the time and resource constraints, we have taken a high-level approach to model and test
our strategy. For example, for biodiversity we have focused on understanding the opportunities to
provide a matrix of connected habitats rather than featuring on specific requirements for target
species.
KEY FINDINGS
1. Using a catchment approach promotes connectivity in landscapes and people: Taking a whole
catchment approach enables a holistic assessment of potential ELM interventions that address
both field scale and wider catchment priorities. This approach is particularly beneficial for
addressing habitat connectivity, air and water quality, natural flood management and health and
wellbeing benefits through wider access to the environment.
2. A wealth of data is available, but access to existing GIS datasets can be problematic: A national
strategy should be adopted to make data available to organisations setting spatial priorities, to be
funded through ELMS.
3. Organisations such as universities and CaBA already have comprehensive licenced datasets that
could act as a basis for ELMS: These organisations have experience in data processing, analysis
and modelling and could provide support to organisations setting spatial priorities. They could
potentially host datasets from other key organisations such as biodiversity records centres. These
could be funded through ELMS rather than being recreated within Defra.

4. GIS mapping alone cannot achieve spatial prioritisation: Walkovers provide the depth and detail
required to identify problems and opportunities on a waterbody scale, and provide background
to inform local priorities for holding scale Land Management Plans (LMPs). Local knowledge can
inform investigations on both issues and potential solutions, and provide more insight on historic
changes and future ambition. Involving local communities in identifying priorities reinforces
public money being used for public good.
5. None of the apps reviewed met all the needs of spatial prioritisation and ELMS delivery: Using
paper maps during walkovers is not efficient and finding / developing a digital platform
comprising a tablet and relevant apps to collect data and design LMPs is key. This digital platform
should feed into a national database for informing future land management strategy and best
practice. It should allow easy access to data at a variety of scales.
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INTRODUCTION
BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY OF THE TEST AND TRIAL
Cuckmere and Pevensey’s Environmental Land Management trial has three objectives:
Objective 1: Identify priorities for an Environmental Land Management Scheme in the catchment.
We will work collaboratively with local bodies, organisations and communities. The priorities will
attempt to join up natural capital, spatial planning and issues affecting local people and reflect the
aims of Defra’s 25 Year Plan.
Objective 2: We will identify and work with 20 local farmers to develop land management plans that
deliver ELM priorities. We will engage with farmers and farm advisors to devise holding plans which
record the potential of the farm business, how the farm could contribute to local priorities and how
they think this should be done. During this process we will seek the views of farmers and farm
advisors to understand the skills, knowledge and advice that is required to deliver ELMS.
Objective 3. We will consider how a locally led organisation, like a Catchment Partnership, could
deliver ELMS. We will ask farmers and farm advisors what their preferences are for delivery. We will
identify potential funding streams, for example water companies, charitable trusts, developer
contribution including net gain and district licensing, and investigate the potential for delivering this
funding coherently alongside or within ELMS.
THE CUCKMERE AND PEVENSEY LEVELS CATCHMENT PARTNERSHIP
The trial will be delivered by the Catchment Partnership. The Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels
Catchment Partnership is a strong collaborative group which has developed over five years.
Membership includes: local authorities, water companies, national agencies such as Environment
Agency and Natural England, the local Wildlife Trust, Rivers Trust and ornithological trust,
community groups, farmer groups, interest groups such as anglers and local artists. The group has
strong attendance at quarterly meetings. The T&T proposal has been developed by the
partnership group. http://www.cplcp.org.uk/
THE PROJECT AREA: CUCKMERE AND PEVENSEY LEVELS CATCHMENT
The Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels catchment covers about 50,000 ha and covers land within
Wealden, Rother and Eastbourne districts. At the centre of the area is the Pevensey Levels Site of
Special Scientific Interest – one of the most significant wetland sites in the UK. Recent assessment
of the economic value of the area for the local community concluded that it delivers £17 million of
benefit to the local community through biodiversity, food production, recreation and protecting
the main road and train transport links from flood risk (Environment Agency and Natural England,
2014).
The catchment around the site provides water to the local community and presents flood risk and
resilience opportunities – particularly in the face of climate change. Outside of the Pevensey
Levels SSSI there are also significant areas of important habitats including species-rich grassland,
woodland, wet grassland and open water. 150,000 people live in the area and many more visit.

Approximately 20,000 new houses are planned in the area – 11,000 in Wealden, 5000 in Eastbourne
and 3000 in Rother District. All three Local Plans focus on sustainable water use and drainage, public
access to greenspace and linking up and enhancing existing areas of biodiversity.
POLICY QUESTIONS ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT:
This report addresses the following questions:
•

Can the catchment area be described in relation to Defra 25 YEP themes in a way that
shows:
o
o

•
•
•
•
•

what natural capital is present in our landscape, i.e. what we know about the land?
the potential for increased ecosystem services / public goods, e.g. flood
alleviation, public access to nature, biodiversity and improved habitat connectivity
to support higher biodiversity?

Can a desktop study easily access this information at a variety of scales (catchment, holding,
field-scale) to help inform regional and local land management priorities and plans?
Do catchment walkovers add value to data available from a desk study?
Are there existing tools or apps which could be employed to display and collate existing
and gathered information?
Are there data gaps and how could they be addressed?
What additional information can be captured through wider community engagement?

Context:
This work package forms one of the corner stones of our Objective 1, the spatial prioritisation
exercise to ‘identify priorities for an Environmental Land Management Scheme’. This report
complements the ‘ELMS, Spatial planning, net gain and district licensing’ report.
Our T&T has segregated spatial prioritisation into 6 elements based on different stakeholders. These
provide an iterative framework, illustrated below, that collectively inform each other and allow a
holistic vision for the catchment to be realised:
1. Catchment Partnership: priorities developed through a collaborative process in
Catchment Partnership meetings (Appendix 1).
2. Landowners and land managers: A comprehensive survey of landowners and land managers
has been undertaken (to be reported on in future milestone reports) to address the key
components of a land management scheme, its ambitions and methods of delivery, along
with the key 25 YEP priorities as seen by those at the ‘sharp end’.
3. Local community: determine which elements of the 25 YEP they feel are important.
(Appendix 6 sets out the brief for this process.)
4. Local planning authorities: identify potential links between spatial planning and land
management opportunities. (Interim report on this engagement process has already been
submitted as a part of this milestone reporting schedule).
5. Existing information and data about the area: desk-based search, e.g. soil, habitats and
water quality/flood risk, to underpin and support the above.

6. Ground truthing: targeted walkovers to review information and collect narrative data and
priorities from local residents in an informal setting.
Catchment
partnership
priorities
Catchment
walkovers to
ground truth

Land owner
consultation

Collation of existing
information

Spatial planning
priorities

Community
engagement

Work already undertaken towards this objective has been outlined in our previous milestone
reports:
Milestone 1 of the T&T included an inventory of readily available information sources which could
inform spatial prioritisation; from priority habitats, through NHS strategies and local plans, to
environmental issues such as the Sussex Natural Capital Strategy report; with a view to developing a
more joined up process informing policy decisions on a catchment or landscape scale 1.
1

Cuckmere and Pevensey T&T Milestone 1: Literature and evidence review, December 2019

Milestone 2 included a brief overview of the potential benefits of backing up desk based research
with physical walkovers to ground truth modelled data 2. That work informed the approach followed
in this subsequent element of the T&T.
2

Cuckmere and Pevensey T&T Milestone 2: Interim report: Jan to Feb 2020.

Milestone 3: This milestone investigates methods for taking a catchment based approach to
developing locally agreed priorities. It focusses on using a combination of local knowledge,
geographically based digital data and catchment walkovers to identify issues and potential solutions
at the catchment scale. It incorporates the priorities set out in Local Plans and assesses the potential
to link spatial planning with future ELMS. The spatial planning element of this milestone is reported
separately and has been submitted earlier this month3.
3

Cuckmere and Pevensey T&T Milestone 3: ELMS, Spatial planning, net gain and district
licensing.
This report documents:
•

Further datasets available for understanding existing conditions within the catchment, and
the relative ease of incorporating these into formats that aid interpretation and analysis;
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•
•
•

Some of the tools and models frequently used for identifying potential interventions
(e.g. Scimap & Working with Natural Processes (WwNP));
A methodology for using desk top studies as a targeting mechanism for catchment walkovers
and their relevance to the overall understanding of the catchment;
An overview of existing, readily accessible apps to collect and analyse field observations and
narrative data;

METHODOLOGY

1. Catchment Partnership Priorities
These priorities were developed during a Catchment Partnership workshop attended by over 25
representatives and individuals. The workshop was hosted by the Partnership, but co-ordinated by
trained facilitators. Partners were invited to discuss key concerns and relate them to local issues. The
key themes were then ‘scored’ to determine the appetite in the group to address them. ‘Champions’
were nominated to help maintain momentum for future projects and activities identified in the
workshop.
2. Data gathering methodology
The C&PLCP T&T had access to the services of a GIS technician to source and assess available
datasets, including those listed in the Milestone 1 document. These were reviewed for content,
availability, and ease of use when analysing the data (e.g. whether data can be processed or only
viewed). An assessment was made as to how they could inform priorities in line with the Defra
25YEP and barriers to their use (cost, licencing rules etc). For an overview of the catchment
characteristics, this information is presented as a series of illustrative maps. For some data sets,
further analysis can help determine how reliable the information presented is – for example, the
condition status of protected sites within the catchment and, importantly, the robustness of that
assessment in terms of time elapsed since the sites were last assessed.
3. Catchment walkovers
To further strengthen this approach, locations with environmental issues identified from the digital
mapping were also explored for potential solutions (for example by combining flood risk maps,
erosion risk maps and the EA Working with Natural Processes [WwNP] opportunity maps). A subset
of the areas identified were chosen to assess the value of physical walkovers to ‘ground truth’ and
extend the findings. This methodology was developed by an experienced catchment officer in
conjunction with the GIS technician. Early findings were presented in our milestone 2 and illustrated
the value of physical walkovers, for example when assessing erosion risk and sediment transport
pathways. The walkovers also provided a wider understanding of the landscape character.
For this milestone, we extended this approach to assess habitat connectivity, in particular with
reference to river corridors and woodlands. In this analysis, the high number of woodland parcels

(polygons) was seen as an illustration of the poor connectivity of this habitat. By introducing
proposed ‘buffer zones’ of varying width, and combining these with existing woodland, a reduction
in the number of woodland parcels (polygons) was interpreted as an increase in connectivity.
Hedgerows can provide a valuable connection between priority habitats and we investigated using
the above approach to highlight increased connectivity when hedgerow data was combined with (for
example) woodland data. Hedgerow data is not freely available – but was purchased from CEH as
part of the GIS work package. It was intended to extend this approach to assess the contribution
hedgerows could make to this connectivity metric. While some technical issues with the data format
of hedgerows have hampered this approach to date, we will continue to explore its potential for
quantitative assessment. In the meantime, the hedgerow data is useful for a visual assessment of
where hedgerows could potentially contribute to increased connectivity and for targeting walkovers
to assess hedgerow condition or their potential for improvement. Further analysis of these data will
be undertaken during the next phase of the T&T.
River corridors also make a valuable contribution to habitat connectivity. However, their value is
strongly influenced by both the width and condition of the riparian habitat – and the presence or
absence of barriers to migration from weirs and other man-made structures. The presence of
barriers has been mapped using CaBA data. However, not all structures are identified, not all
structures present barriers to migration to the same degree, and some may have had easements to
promote migration. Walkovers provide an opportunity to assess such structures for the migration
potential for fish and eels. Walkovers by experienced officers can also assess potential actions to
ease passage and improve riparian habitat.
4. Narrative walkovers
A key focus for the next phase is to undertake the narrative walkovers that have been delayed due
to Covid-19. The approach here is to interview members of the local community in an informal and
relaxed manner, during a walk that is designed to prompt discussions on concerns, priorities and
potential solutions for environmental / public good outcomes. These walks can also provide a
historical perspective on landscape changes over time. The walks had been planned prior to the
onset of Covid-19 restrictions and include interviewees unknown to the interviewer, including
members of the public encountered during previous catchment walks, and land managers recruited
at the Farmer Access workshop.
5. Review of mobile data collection apps.
To complement desktop studies for spatial prioritisation, our approach has been to include input
from communities, land managers and the Catchment Partnership to supplement findings from the
digital mapping work package.
An early finding from our wet weather walkovers was that the use of paper maps was limiting –
especially during the heavy rain periods we wanted to observe. Our GIS technician recommended
trialling digital platforms to access mapping data that could inform the walkovers in real time, and
record location tagged photographs, comments and interviews while on site. A key output of this
work was intended to be the review and trialling of existing apps for field use. Our GIS partner
undertook a desktop review of a range of apps to understand their potential strengths and

weaknesses. Due to Covid restrictions, field trials have been delayed. However, Survey 123 was
identified by the GIS technician as being the most promising of the reviewed apps and will be more
fully tested during catchment walkovers in the next stages of the T&T.

RESULTS
The results are presented as a series of appendices with the stand-out findings and
recommendations outlined below in the discussion and recommendations section.
Appendix 1 Catchment Partnership Priorities
Appendix 2 Overview of the Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels Catchment
Appendix 3 Catchment description and walkover findings relating to partnership priorities and Defra
25 Year Environment Plan themes.
Appendix 4 GIS layers used for the Catchment description
Appendix 5 Review of existing apps
Appendix 6 Brief for Community Engagement work package
Appendix 7 Additional work undertaken
DISCUSSION/ RECOMMENDATIONS
1. Using a catchment approach promotes connectivity in landscapes and people
Early indications are that by mapping existing natural capital and opportunities for increasing
ecosystem services in a holistic overview, the catchment approach can promote collaboration
between land managers, encourage innovation and deliver the cumulative benefits of connected
LMPs. This will be further tested during the T&T. It reduces the risks of unintended consequences
that can result from a more piecemeal or single-issue approach. It is inclusive, with no part of the
catchment being assigned secondary status through not being part of a protected landscape and, by
avoiding artificial barriers to higher benefits, could encourage higher take-up of the scheme.
Local communities have a strong investment in their landscape and a long term perspective of
issues and goals. Understanding and incorporating community priorities can help public
appreciation for the principle of public money for public good and may increase respect for land
managers and rural areas with public access. Our community engagement work package will
investigate this outcome further.
RECOMMENDATIONS:

•
•
•

Adopt a ‘no blank zone’ assessment of the catchment in order to optimise connectivity
and cumulative benefits.
Take an inclusive approach to setting spatial priorities
Remove artificial barriers to take-up of scheme options.

2. Access to existing GIS datasets can be problematic.
A wealth of data is available but it is held by a variety of national and local organisations. There are a
complexity of licensing issues surrounding existing datasets which determine whether they can be
shared, in what form they can be shared and for what purpose. Identifying and gaining access to
data has been time consuming and, in some cases, getting access to it is expensive.
RECOMMENDATIONS:
•

•

•

Organisations such as CaBA (and others such as universities) have comprehensive
datasets which could act as a basis for ELMS and could potentially host datasets from
other key organisations such as biodiversity records centres. There are likely to be cost
and licencing issues associated with accessing these data packages – particularly where
they may be used for commercial gain. For example, if used by agronomists or land
agents as a basis for paid advice or preparation of LMPs
The C&PLCP T&T is working with CaBA to explore the potential and limitations of
following this approach. However, a national strategy should be adopted to make data
available to organisations setting spatial priorities to be funded through ELMS and
greater communication with the national ELMS T&T team is recommended to benefit
from existing valuable and knowledgeable resources.
At the very least ELMS should provide a list of datasets which should be used as a basis
for local prioritisation which are freely accessible and regularly updated.

3. GIS mapping alone cannot achieve spatial prioritisation.
While some features or priorities can be represented in map form, others cannot - health would
be an example. Maps represent a snapshot but don’t reflect the land over time. They are also
limited by existing records and often available at too wide a scale. Data gathered from local
knowledge, either through narrative walkovers or other community engagement can guide
further investigation and should be recorded using digital apps to facilitate being incorporated
into the wider data mapping process. Catchment walkovers are best placed to both ground truth
existing data – and to provide qualitative data alongside basic presence / absence information.
RECOMMENDATION:
•

•

There is a need for a narrative or descriptive approach alongside GIS mapping which lays
out what is important in the area. In this project during the next phase we will link up
mapping and priorities emerging from different processes like community engagement.
The final prioritisation is likely to be a combination of maps and described issues and
opportunities.
There needs to be a method for removing the hierarchy of data – local knowledge vs
modelled data

4. None of the apps reviewed met all the needs of spatial prioritisation and ELMS delivery
We looked at apps specifically to capture field data for the catchment walkovers. Survey 123 was
seen as the most promising of those assessed. However, none of the apps were able to perform
all of the following (which would also be necessary for the development of the land
management plan):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

provide the current location of the surveyor
load personalised maps, shapefiles and data
allow flexible viewing of multiple layers of data
complete surveys on site with the ability to record location, notes, photos and videos
capture and upload the above survey information so that it can inform
national/local datasets (perhaps with verification)
edit the map accordingly
be useable at a field scale

RECOMMENDATION:
ELMS needs to identify or develop a suitable digital platform which provides nationally available
information, which could be augmented with local datasets and, most importantly, which allows
local input of information. Ideally this platform would also be used for the development of local
priorities and ultimately land management plans, i.e. it would be the map at the heart of the
administrative system on which ELMS was based.

APPENDIX 1: CATCHMENT PARTNERSHIP PRIORITIES
Work for this element of the T&T is ongoing. There have been significant delays to community and
land manager interviews and consultations as a result of the Covid-19 restrictions. A key input have
been priorities set by the Catchment Partnership, captured in a workshop attended by over 25
representatives and individuals, co-ordinated by trained facilitators.
The pressing issues concerning the group are outlined below:
Following recent dry years, the resilience of the catchment and public water supply to drought has
increased in profile and is incorporated into the catchment and walkover description section of
this document.

Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels Catchment Partnership Workshop

Priorities in Action
Rationalised outputs of the workshop:
The Catchment hosts have gone through the prioritised actions from the workshop and grouped
them into different types of activity with a view of progressing the ambitions of the partnership at a
good rate.

Strategic approach
There are a series of actions that will need sub-groups from the partnership to meet and either go
through existing information or establish the order in which actions need to take place and by
whom. These are as follows:

Water quality

River
connectivity

Development

Ambition
Target those groups that contribute to the detriment of WQ in the catchment.
Who are the main contributors? This data exists through SEW and EA activities.
Let’s draw it together for a plain English definitive analysis of water quality
issues in the catchment. Can we replicate the University of Brighton work on
microbial loading?
While small steps still achieve benefits there is a need to look at all the
structures strategically throughout the three catchments. Lots of difficult
structures on the Cuckmere, which has some existing momentum. However, a
catchment wide picture will target future activity
The partnership showed a strong desire to tackle the development issues in the
catchment, particularly planning. Can the CP act as a network of expertise and
information in responding to planning applications? Cross collaboration
between statutory partners and non-stat consultees.

Septic Tanks

Overarching

We do not have clarity on the statutory duties of EA and NE in septic tanks
related issues, particularly where they link to the Pevensey Levels protected
area. Establishing this is a helpful first step.
There is a large array of actions that are based on communications. How to
deliver these messages efficiently and effectively will require some planning.

Adding value to the work of others
Many ambitions are already part of the commitments of organisations that are members of the
partnership. How can the partnership add value to these? The best way to establish this is good
communication with officers delivering these actions, and commitments from members of the
partnership.

Water quality
Water quality
Water quality
NFM
NFM

Development

Ambition
Create a pot of funding for remedying identified point source pollution i.e.
capital grant scheme
One of the biggest impacts to rivers is run off from farms. Identify gaps
on catchment sensitive farming advice (parts of the catchment covered).
What directives are affecting our catchment and the impact when we leave the
EU. Can we influence the Government?
Link to NE for stewardship
Lower/change maintenance of river channel
Integrate the catchment partnership in the development of NE's Green Links
project. Getting principles right to influence future development. Understand
how principles could be applied elsewhere in the catchment. Developers to
contribute to waste water infrastructure. How? How can stakeholders engage
through planning process? Developments must have sufficient and
appropriate waste water infrastructure. Link to Green Links project

Communication Activities
The workshop created a significant list of activities that are about sharing messages with the
communities living in the catchment. Some of these activities will need financial resources and some
are deliverable using the resources that we already have.
Ambition

Septic Tanks

Public awareness of responsibilities to maintain septic tank? Dishwasher tablets
etc. Are there financial incentives or grants for upgrades? Link to CaBA; How have
other catchments done it? Can we do that here? Pressure on Southern Water
outflow from sewage plants e.g. Alfriston plan raw sewage in Cuckmere

Water quality

Extend SW's Love Your Beach campaign in land to say 'Love your local environment'

Water quality

Educate people on water quality issues in their local rivers. Educate school
children. Educate people on the impact of their habits on the environment and
their local river and how this might enhance or spoil their recreation etc.

Water quality

need to clarify who owns 'water quality'. E.g. lots of people use slug pellets which
have a negative effect on WQ. Target gardeners/garden centres. Key is to have key
owners on board to help us take ideas forward.

Completed projects and actions to be delivered in the short term
Water
quality/Septic
Tanks
Water Levels

NFM

Water Week hosted a forum/panel of experts to talk about issues. Theme was
waste water.
WLMB and EA presented to CP about Water Level Management work in the
catchment and how they co-operate with each other and how landowners influence
this process.
Promote farm clusters in Upper and Lower Cuckmere, Combehaven and Pevensey

NFM

Demonstration day – SFI hosted a Crowhurst away day demonstrating techniques
and best practice for members of the partnership.

NFM

Future NFF presentation SFI/CPLCP? Delivery in the near future

NFM

Woodland planting in the Upper Cuckmere, (NT volunteers may be used for
installations and planting).

River corridor
connectivity/W
ater
quality/NFM

As part of the CuRe project, work was undertaken to identify smaller structures in
the upper Cuckmere where multi benefits of eel / fish passage, water quality and
NFM benefits may be achieved. Landowners have been approached where potential
NFM projects may be sited. Small scale NFM interventions have been delivered

Fish passage

Passage of sea trout to spawning grounds is an issue due to water quality and
barriers. In the Combe Haven they are getting through the sea doors. We could
remove the EA gauging weir on the Watermill Stream and the sea doors and restore
the habitat with gravels ets. Link to Combehaven NFM project.

APPENDIX 2: OVERVIEW OF THE CUCKMERE AND PEVENSEY LEVELS CATCHMENT
The Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels Catchment is in East Sussex and includes the rural landscape of
the High and Low Weald to the North of the catchment and the South Downs to the South. Within
the catchment is the fast-growing town of Hailsham and the coastal towns of Seaford, Eastbourne,
Bexhill and Hastings.

Overall Catchment Characteristics
Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels Catchment has an area of 516.5 km2 and a total river length of 1104
km. The majority of the Catchment sustains a relatively low population density around 200
people/km2 , except in the Eastbourne area which has a population density of over 2000 people/km2
(ONS, 2019)

Underlying Geology
The geology of the catchment is varied. In the north the upper reaches are underlain by the
Ashdown Formation, a succession of sandstones, siltstones and clay, part of the Hastings Beds; in
turn, part of the Wealden Group. The iron content provided ore for the Wealden iron industry,
reflected in the area’s place names such as Furnace Lane and Steel Forge farm. The steeper upper
catchment is part of the High Weald AONB and gives way to shallower gradients largely underlain by
Weald Clay in the middle reaches. This results in a naturally flashy flow regime. Downstream of
Arlington, the clay gives way to Greensand and the iconic chalk landscape of the South Downs
including the Seven Sisters Country Park.

Soil typology
Soils are a key component of any terrestrial ecosystem and their character and condition both
have a key impact on the ability of the land to provide ecosystem services of various types. The
Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels catchment is characterized mainly by slightly acid soils with
impeded drainage covering the majority of the west and north-north east area. Meanwhile the
south-west area is characterized by chalk and limestone soils.

Landcover and land use
Landcover and the way that land is used is a very important indicator of ecosystem health and
condition and its ability to provide different ecosystem services. The following map and graph
show improved grassland (44%) and arable and horticulture (22%) dominate the area. The map
shows the ‘patchy’ nature of the landscape, with many small units making for a discontinuous
matrix of natural capital and potential interventions.

Predominant land use in Cuckmere & Pevensey Levels
7%

1%

11%
44%
13%

22%
Improved grassland
Built up areas and gardens
Rough low-productivity grassland
Neutral grassland
Supra-littoral sediment
Calcareous grassland
Salt water

Arable and horticulture
Broad leaved, mixed and yew woodland
Coniferous woodland
Littoral sediment
Freshwater
Inland rock
Acid grassland

Designated Sites
There are a variety of designated sites for wildlife present across the Cuckmere and Pevensey
Levels Catchment, including Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Special Area of Conservation
(SAC), RAMSAR, and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Sites designated for their
wildlife or geological interest are monitored by Natural England (NE) in order to assess their
condition.
Designation of these sites recognises their national and international importance. This area of
lowland marsh and grassland, with plant species that favour high quality water, is a haven for
birdlife. AONBs are known as 'protected landscapes'. They are unique national assets and have been
deemed irreplaceable so are protected, not just for the present, but also for future generations.

Category
AONB

Area (km2)
114.6

SSSI

62.4

SAC

37.7

RAMSAR

35.8

The existence of a designated site does not guarantee that it is in a healthy condition and promoting
their recovery can provide a focus for identifying farm management priorities in their catchment
area. The map below indicates the reported condition of those sites. Green indicates favourable
condition, orange, those that are recovering or there is no change from a previous assessment and
red, those that are declining or have been partly destroyed. The map below presents the total area
for each category.

SSSI Condition

Area (km2)

FAVOURABLE

15.5

UNFAVOURABLE RECOVERING

43.6

UNFAVOURABLE NO CHANGE

0.1

UNFAVOURABLE DECLINING

0.7

PART DESTROYED

0.2

With diminishing resources at Natural England, not all sites are inspected as frequently as would be
desired and the reliability of their reported condition is therefore not robust.
The following map indicates the time elapsed since the most recent condition assessments. They
have been categorised into 3 categories; the past 1-5 years (2019-2015), the past 5-10 years (20142010) and more than 10 years ago. Only 12.6% of the total SSSI area has been assessed the last 5
years, while the majority, 77.5%, have been assessed between 5 and 10 years ago, with 9.9% has not
having been assessed within the past 10 years.

Years

1-5

5-10

>10

Area (km2)

7.13

43.91

5.64

%

12.6

77.5

9.9

APPENDIX 3: CATCHMENT DESCRIPTION AND WALKOVER FINDINGS RELATING TO
PARTNERSHIP PRIORITIES AND DEFRA 25 YEAR ENVIRONMENT PLAN THEMES
It is important to note, while we have grouped our description according to themes, they are all
intimately connected and there will inevitably be areas of overlap. As outlined in the methodology
section, due to the time and resource constraints we have taken a high-level approach to this work.
For example, for biodiversity we have focused on understanding the opportunities to provide a
matrix of connected habitats rather than featuring on specific requirements for target species.
ELMS T&T areas
For the purpose of this ELMS trial project, the ELMS steering group selected two suggested focus
areas within the Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels catchment. These were further defined by selecting
all waterbody catchments that are represented within the selected regions. Some of the following
spatial analyses that require greater processing power have been restricted to within those two
areas (e.g. Scimap), while others represent the wider catchment.

Priority theme - Biodiversity:
Priority habitats:
Habitats designated as priority habitats (e.g. deciduous woodland, species rich grasslands and reed
beds) make up around 32% of the catchment area. Priority habitats excluding woodlands represent
19%. However, as indicated in the Sussex Natural Capital Strategy (see milestone 1) and illustrated in
the land use map, these pockets of priority habitat are poorly connected, reducing their potential for
promoting and sustaining thriving communities of wildlife and wider biodiversity.
Habitat Connectivity: Woodlands:
Connectivity of habitat is known to be important for many key species. While Sussex is relatively rich
in deciduous woodland (13% of our catchment area is assigned as deciduous woodland), as indicated
in the Sussex Natural Capital report, much of it is poorly connected with 6560 land parcels making up
this total. To explore the potential for targeted woodland planting as a means of boosting
connectivity, the effect of adding a 50m buffer around all the individual polygons of deciduous
woodland was analysed. By implementing this planting strategy, overall deciduous woodland cover
would increase to 31% but the number of disconnected polygons decreases to 630 showing a very
significant increase in connectivity.
Increasing this buffer to 100m raises the % cover to 46% and drops the number of polygons further
to 308 again showing improved connectivity but to a lesser extent.
Habitat Connectivity: Additional priority habitats:
Connectivity can also be boosted through other habitat types. For example, bats, birds, insects, small
mammals and reptiles that prefer woodland or woodland edge may be more able to access their
preferred habitat if, to reach it, they can cross other priority habitats e.g. species rich grasslands or
scrub, rather than intensively worked arable fields. This is sometimes termed habitat ‘permeability’.
Wider field margins are recognised as providing benefits by encouraging pollinators and predatory
insects /reptiles.
Using a similar approach to the deciduous woodland connectivity exercise described above, we can
see that 19 % of the catchment area is covered by all other priority habitat types (excluding
woodland) and this is made up of 5843 polygons. If deciduous woodland is included into the overall
priority habitat, 32 % of the catchment area is represented in 12403 discrete polygons. This indicates
a very poor level of connectivity, and where there may be potential to increase it. Ground truthing
through walkovers is needed to assess condition, again maximising efficiency by using a digital
platform.
By adding a 50m buffer around the individual polygons of all priority habitats, % cover increases to
54% but the number of disconnected polygons decreases from 12403 to 513 showing a very
significant increase in connectivity. As before, increasing this buffer to 100m raises the % cover to
71% and drops the number of polygons further to 192 again demonstrating the potential for
improved connectivity.

Adding a fixed width buffer around priority habitats significantly increases connectivity

Biodiversity corridors:
Tree planting may not always be the best approach to maximise connectivity of habitats. Farmers
and land managers may not choose this as their preferred option; the landscape or soils may not be
appropriate; other priority habitats may be present. Habitat edges, especially woodland margins are
known to be a rich environment supporting high biodiversity. This is likely to be more pronounced
where it bounds another priority habitat.
Hedges and river corridors:
These have great potential for connecting otherwise isolated pockets of good habitat. In our target
area there 1841 km of mapped hedge lines (assessed from GIS layer purchased from CEH; linear
woody features). If in good condition, hedges can contribute hugely to improving habitat
connectivity, provide shelter, protection from dogs and natural predators, and provide browsing
fodder for grazing stock (some recent research is showing how beneficial this can be to both the
animals and humans through consumption of meat and milk produced on mixed foraged grazing).

Hedges in good condition provide connection and protection for wildlife.

While hedges that have fallen into disrepair provide a ready opportunity for improving habitat and
connectivity in a landscape.

Hedges in poor condition have less value for wildlife.

Hedges can also control sediment runoff when planted at right angles to a field slope, helping to
improve water quality, reduce flood risk and store water in a landscape.

Hedges planted across a slope can help prevent soil runoff reaching watercourses

The readily available hedge line data (licence purchased from CEH) shows location and length, it
does not give an indication of condition. Targeting walkovers using the hedge line data along with
an OS basemap is one example of how the tablet and bespoke app could improve the efficiency of
walkovers and inform local land management priorities.

Walkover pics good and poor hedges

Mapping hedge lines can help target where planting could improve habitat
connectivity

River connectivity:
The catchment is wealthy in terms of watercourses with over 1100 km of waterways. There are
barriers to connectivity for aquatic life presented by numerous large and small structures along the
river corridor. These have additional effects on river bed habitat (crucial for sustainable invertebrate
and fish populations), erosion and water quality, particularly levels of oxygen. The Cuckmere River is
obstructed series of barriers, and catchment walkovers allow an assessment of the level of
obstruction they represent, and the feasibility of removal or easement of that barrier.

There are many barriers along the Cuckmere
River badly affection river function and
connectivity. For an explanation of the issues
see this article.

How weirs affect rivers

In addition, and as with hedges, previous schemes such as basic payments have may dis-incentivised
the development of extensive unmanaged river corridors that could provide much needed
connectivity, with less sympathetic management being undertaken right up to the river bank. There
is considerable opportunity to develop wide habitat corridors by incentivising minimal management
for several metres (some suggest 20m) adjacent to rivers.

Allowing vegetation to develop along the river bank would greatly improve habitat and provide some protection against
sediment inputs and damage from stock.

Priority theme: Clean and plentiful water:
The Catchment Partnership identified this as a high priority with increasing concern on water
availability and resilience to drought. Having a healthy, well-functioning river system is recognised as
making a key contribution to the ability to bounce back following environmental damage.
Understanding the current health of our river systems can target priority interventions to address
existing challenges and to promote recovery and resilience against future threats.

Water Quality:
A key source of data to inform the current state of the waterbodies within the catchment is based on
the Water Framework Directive (WFD) and is available from the Environment Agency Catchment
Data Explorer portal and through the extensive datasets hosted on the CaBA website.
None of the waterbodies in our target area achieve the ‘Good Environmental Status’ required by the
WFD.

Rivers in the Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels catchment are classified as ‘Moderate’ or ‘Poor’ status under the
Water Framework Directive.

The Catchment Data Explorer identifies the ‘failing’ elements within a waterbody and assigns
probable cause for that failure. The table below describes the key failures for one of the waterbodies
of the Pevensey Levels sub-catchment – Nunningham Stream.

For much of the catchment, the major water quality issues are thought to derive from waste water
treatment (on and off line) and land management practices – although other sources such as
urbanisation, physical modifications such as dredging and barriers, and contamination from road
runoff are also identified.

Off mains drainage systems are common in the catchment

Erosion and sediment pathways:
Sediment, and the contaminants associated with them are often a cause for concern. Runoff can
contain petroleum hydrocarbons, metals, microplastics and rubber from tyres. Narrow lanes and
large vehicles contribute these and substantial quantities of sediment, from degraded verges that
are transported rapidly along the road network into ditches and the surface water drainage system
that leads ultimately to rivers. The upper catchment is particularly at risk of both soil erosion and of
transporting that sediment into ditches, rivers and streams due to its steep nature and the
underlying geology and soils.

Roads provide a ready conduit for sediment from farmland and from damaged
road verges.

The modelling tool, ‘Scimap’ was used to predict areas most vulnerable to introducing sediments
into rivers.
SCIMAP: Erosion Risk and Hydrological Connectivity
The erosion risk and hydrological connectivity analysis is concentrated within the focus area selected
by the ELMS steering group.
We can identify areas of high hydrological connectivity using the modified ‘wetness index’ used to
create the Surface Flow Index/Network Index in the SCIMAP modelling framework. This can be run
on DEM data at a variety of resolutions with varying effects in the outputs. Hydrological connectivity
and soil erosion risk were created by using 4 different sets of data; 50m DEM (Digital Elevation
Model), Land cover, Rainfall data and River network.

Our early walkovers were designed to be carried out in wet weather to ground-truth the predictions
from this model and early findings were presented in our milestone 2 report.

Despite the Scimap showing a low erosion risk, the
walkover highlighted a significant sediment sources
not identified by the desktop study.

Overall, Scimap provides a good basis for prioritising areas of concern, however, does not always
identify issues that could be addressed through a specific LMP. It can also predict problems where
none exist due to changes in land use or best practice being adopted. Water companies are
currently extending the focus of their catchment advice and support to include more soil and
nutrient management with potential interventions to reduce losses of such valuable resources, and
consequent impacts on water quality. SEW through their CSF programme have been successful in
trialling and incentivising cover and companion crop growth to help reduce runoff from bare soils.
Cross slope hedge planting can help reduce this further, along with sympathetic soil management.
Some of these are already supported by payment schemes, but others are discouraged by the
existing system.
Incorporating this support into an overarching catchment plan for ELMS provides a mechanism for
encouraging collaborative schemes.
Identifying localised non-modelled inputs – Catchment walkovers:
Once restrictions eased our most recent surveys focused on the river corridor itself and illustrate the
benefit of walkovers to identify potential sediment inputs and other pollutants (for example cattle
poaching of the banks, invasive species and ‘dubious’ river engineering works). All issues that could
be addressed within a LMP.
The Nunningham Stream was chosen for a targeted walkover as it feeds a surface water abstraction
point for public water supply that suffers from high sediment load, leading to increased costs for
water treatment.

Sediment from cattle poaching and engineering works cause additional costs to water treatment for public water supply

Cattle poaching damages ditch and river banks.

This approach has also been effective in identifying potential natural flood management (NFM)
opportunities.
Priority theme: Protection from natural hazards:
Flooding and drought:
Flooding has been a recurring concern for communities in the Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels
catchment. Many of the interventions designed to address low return period flood events can also
benefit resilience to periods of drought through retaining more water in the landscape in temporary
storage areas or by improving soil structure. An ELMS encouraging greater floodplain connectivity
would help to address both lower summer flows by slower release after heavy rain, and ‘nuisance’
flooding by slowing flood peaks through a better functioning flood plain.

Areas that drain poorly could lend themselves to semi-permanent wetlands.

Steep slopes in the upper catchment and an impervious underlying clay geology in the middle
Cuckmere (map) lead to flashy flows, exacerbated by a high level of new and proposed development
in the Hailsham area. The flashy nature of the catchment leads to flooding and this is exacerbated by
poor connectivity to floodplains due to the incised nature of the river.
Flood risk from Surface Water and flood risk from Rivers and Sea
The flood data below for both maps was obtain from the Environment Agency website. The Flood
risk from Surface Water was divided into grids according to the British National grid system. Only a
selection of grids which cover the ELMS focus area are presented on this map.
On the other hand, the Flood risk from Rivers and Sea data presented here was obtained from the
Environment Agency as one unified shapefile for the whole country. This is the reason it covers the
whole catchment area and not just the ELMS focus area.

NFM opportunities
Using a combination of EA flood zone maps and the NFM opportunity mapping tool ‘Working with
Natural Processes (WwNP), GIS can identify potential areas for flood plain reconnection, flood plain
and riparian woodland. All have beneficial effects on water level management, water quality and
improved habitat, leading to greater biodiversity.

Some less productive floodplains could be reconnected to the river or be planted with trees or hedges to reduce
flood risk downstream.

Many of these areas become waterlogged after rain making them less useful for grazing or crops,
but the current system of farm payments favours them being retained as ‘productive’ agricultural
land meaning payments would be lost or reduced if the land use changed. Again, targeted walkovers
can help identify the best sites for reconnection or woodland planting. Some may be suitable for a
mix including low density stock grazing, or others where grazers should be excluded to allow
understory development.

Allowing scrub areas to develop can increase biodiversity and promote stock wellbeing.

Slowing the flow: There are considerable opportunities for NFM schemes in the woodland ghylls
that form the headwaters of the Cuckmere River and the Combe Haven. Examples of this have been
demonstrated through a Sussex Flow Initiative project, now being extended into the upper
Cuckmere and supported by the EA. In the future, delivery of NFM at sites identified by the EA
programme could be supported through ELMS. For now, Farm advisors could be trained to identify
appropriate sites and advise on delivery and payments.
Attenuation features, scrapes and semi-permanent wetlands: As part of the Prowater Interreg
project, Antwerp University have developed a tool identifying key areas within the Beult, a waterbody
in the neighbouring Medway catchment, that could contribute to increasing water retention and
recharge. It is recommended that this is one of the tools assessed in the next phase of the T&T.
Priority theme: Access, physical and mental wellbeing (see milestone 3 – Access report)
Overview:
There is considerable disquiet expressed by many groups on the impacts that a high level of
development will have on the catchment. Of key concern is the accessibility of good quality

greenspace to residents of urban areas. The importance of this amenity space to physical and mental
wellbeing has been thrown into high profile by the Covid-19 crisis.
Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard (ANGSt): Natural England has developed an Accessible
Natural Greenspace Standard (ANGSt) which provides local authorities with a detailed guide as to
what constitutes accessible green space. The ANGSt not only recommends the distance people
should live from certain types of green spaces but also recommends the size of the green spaces in
conjunction with distance to homes. All people should have accessible natural green space:
•
•
•
•

of at least two hectares in size, no more than 300m (five minutes’ walk) from home
at least one accessible 20 hectare site within 2km of home
one accessible 100 hectare site within 5km of home
one accessible 500 hectare site within 10km of home

ANGSt also recommends a minimum of one hectare of statutory local nature reserves per thousand
people.
Sentinel 2 satellite imagery from September 2019 was used to verify the area of the development
sites already under construction and to visually cross check the digital data we received with sites on
the ground.

To inform future planning discussions, the distance from publicly accessible greenspace of an
appropriate size was analysed with the following findings:

•
•
•
•

Total number of development parcels: 7600
Total area of development polygons: 2536.604 ha
Total number of development polygons intersect with 300m distance from minimum 2ha
green space: 2381
% of development sites having access to the minimum distance of 300m from a min 2ha
green space: 31%

This preliminary analysis indicates that only 31% of the development sites have access to a public
green space of minimum 2ha and with a minimum distance of 300m or 5 minutes’ walk from home.
This presents a clear potential public good to be derived from surrounding land. Targeting nonproductive agricultural land to fulfil this need for access could be a substantial income stream for a
blended finance model for future ELMS and the accompanying document explores the feasibility and
appetite for such an approach with planners and developers.

APPENDIX 4 GIS LAYERS USED FOR THE CATCHMENT DESCRIPTION

GIS Layers used
OS Green space layer was used to select the greenspaces >=2ha.
A buffer of 300m was created which is the minimum distance to a
green space according to Accessible Natural Greenspace
Standard from NE.Development sites were selected which
intersect with the 300m buffer in order to verify the number of
development sites which have access to green spaces.

Layer names
OS_GreenspaceSite_C&PL;
OS_GreenspaceSite_C&PL_Buffer_300m;
OS_GreenspaceSite_C&PL_2ha;
OS_GreenspaceSite_C&PL_2ha_Buffer_300m;
development_sites_cuckmer_pevensey_catchment;

Regional modelling estimates in England determined that the tree
canopy of the urban forest in the Greater London Area removed
between 852 and 2121 tonnes of PM10 annually, which equates to
between 0.7 per cent and 1.4 per cent PM10 air-quality
improvement. Regional plans to increase tree cover from the
current 20 per cent to 30 per cent are expected to remove 1.1 to
2.6 per cent by the year 2050 (Tallis et al., 2011).

SCIMAPs have been run from the online tool
https://my.scimap.org.uk/app/auth.php SCIMAPs were used in
order to find risk of flooding generated by the slope of the
ground.
Flood maps from EA were used as well (Flood risk from Surface
water and flood risk from rivers and sea Extend 1in30 years).
Another layer was the WWNP (Working with Natural Processes)
from CaBA data.
Priority habitats and a buffer of 100m from each habitat were
used as well in order to identify the location of the habitat and
how they could improve the resillience in the area by improving
and the habitats and biodiversity. Buffers of 50m, 100m and
200m were created around the Priority Habitats layer and around
only woodland.

Development sites layer was used. Some of the polygons appear to
be digitised twice or more. That might be due to multiple
development applications with different registration numbers for
the same site. This layer was used in order to identify areas of
development, vulnerability of properties from flooding and
accessibility to greenspaces. The layers which were used are;
development sites, flood risk from

SCIMAPS of 1st run and
2nd_run_cuckmere_results of connectivity and
erosion risk.
RoFSW_Extent_1in30
WWNP_Woodland_Riparian,
WWNP_Floodplain_Reconnection,
WWNP_Woodland_Floodplain, PHI_in_C&PL
(Priority Habitat Index in Cuckmere & Pevensey
Levels), 50m_Woodland_disolved,
100m_Woodland_disolved,
200m_Woodland_disolved,
PHI_v2_1_South_Buffer_50m,
PHI_v2_1_South_Buffer_100m,
PHI_v2_1_South_Buffer_200m

OS_GreenspaceSite_C&PL;
OS_GreenspaceSite_C&PL_Buffer_300m;
OS_GreenspaceSite_C&PL_2ha;
OS_GreenspaceSite_C&PL_2ha_Buffer_300m;
development_sites_cuckmer_pevensey_catchment;
RoFSW_Extent_1in30 WWNP_Woodland_Riparian,
WWNP_Floodplain_Reconnection,
WWNP_Woodland_Floodplain

surface water and rivers and seas, WWNP layers from
CaBA data and OS greenspaces layer

Hedgerow are important habitat and corridors which can be used
by various species (birds and small mammals). Hedgerow data
were bought by UK Centre for Ecology & Hydrology for Cuckmere
and Pevensey Levels catchment. A vital layer which helped us
identify connectivity between priority habitat areas. Once plotted
on GIS, It was evident that gaps between habitat which were
identified before, now they were covered and connected by
hedgerow lines. However, since this data was built through a desk
study using satellite images, it's important to groundtruth the data
via walkovers and site visits in order to verify the accuracy of the
location, state and condition of the hedgerow as this kind of
information is not provided.

Hedgerow data: GB_WLF_V1_0; Priority habitats w/o
buffers as above

RoFSW_Extent_1in30 WWNP_Woodland_Riparian,
WWNP_Floodplain_Reconnection,
WWNP_Woodland_Floodplain

The Accessible Natural Greenspace Standard not only
recommends the distance people should live from certain types
of green spaces but also recommends the size of the green
spaces in conjunction with distance to homes. All people should
have accessible natural green space:
• of at least two hectares in size, no more than 300m (five
minutes’ walk) from home
• at least one accessible 20 hectare site within 2km of home
• one accessible 100 hectare site within 5km of home
• one accessible 500 hectare site within 10km of home. OS
Green space layer was used to select the greenspaces >=2ha. A
buffer of 300m was created which is the minimum distance to a
green space according to Accessible Natural Greenspace
Standard from NE.Development sites were selected which
intersect with the 300m buffer in order to verify the number of
development sites which have access to green spaces. It proves
that only 31% of the development sites have access to a green
space minimum 2ha and with a minimum distance of 300m or 5
minutes’ walk from home

OS_GreenspaceSite_C&PL;
OS_GreenspaceSite_C&PL_Buffer_300m;
OS_GreenspaceSite_C&PL_2ha;
OS_GreenspaceSite_C&PL_2ha_Buffer_300m;
development_sites_cuckmer_pevensey_catchment;

There are a variety of designated sites for wildlife
present across the Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels Catchment.
Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), Special Area of
Conservation (SAC), RAMSAR, Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty (AONB) can all be found within the catchment area

AONBinC&PL; SACinC&PL; RAMSARinC&PL;
SSSIinC&PL; SSSIUnitsIinC&PL

SSSI condition has been categorised into 3 categories; the past 1-5
years (2019-2015), the past 5-10 years (2014-2010) and more
than 10 years ago. 12.6% of the total SSSI area has been assessed
the last 5 years, while the 77.5% has been assessed 5 to 10 years
ago and 9.9% has been assessed more than 10 years ago.

SSSIUnitsIinC&PL; SSSIUnitsIinC&PL copy

APPENDIX 5. REVIEW OF EXISTING APPS

1. Magic Map (Defra)
Advantages
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A tool which contains a large spatial information from Natural England database
It’s possible to work on a large and small scale
Most of the spatial data are made in this way which are more useful when working in a
broader scale e.g. catchment scale,
Activate and deactivate spatial layer at the table of contents
There is a variety of OS background mapping
It’s possible to draw lines/polygons/points on the map and export that as a shapefile
It’s possible to save a map in as a pdf document or image
Some layers are available to be downloaded as a shapefile via a link.
Most of the layers are available for free
It’s possible to load personal data in a format of CSV, URL and WMS
No need to create an account

Disadvantages
•
•

•

Not suitable for farm scale as the data is not designed for farm scale analysis
Not able to select and export the layers of interest in the area of interest. If data is freely available
to download from data.gov.uk, then data for the whole area of UK has to be downloaded rather
than a specific area. Which causes further time of processing the data
Not able to locate position and record walk track

2. The Sandip
Advantages
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Any scale is available including farm scale
It’s a tool specialized for properties and farms
From the option Land Registry, you can select the land of interest on the map
Able to import data from Rural Payment Agency (RPA), if there is an account set up already
Able to import personal data in a shapefile format
There are many explanatory videos which can be used as guidance through the process
Able to see the current crop status for target farm
Find crop options and change the current one, in case of a different crop option on the
current year
Direct detailed payment analysis according to the current payment scheme
Able to export the data in shapefile format

•
•
•

Create a free account
Use of OS background mapping
Able to copy polygons from OS mapping and change the geometry if necessary

Disadvantages
•
•
•
•
•

Importing data from RPA, an account is necessary to set up*
Importing personalized shapefiles can take a lot of time to load, possibly because of the size
of the file or the internet connection
There is an extra charge for Premium Features, for example when printing or buying OS data
Not able to locate position and record walk track
The LandApp it’s not an actual App which you can download on a tablet or smart phone. It’s
a website where you login with a personal account in order to use the tools and factions

3. Survey123 (ArcGIS)
Advantages
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Data collection style: Form centric
Capture data anytime/anywhere
Works offline. Data stored in device so it can be later synchronised once connected to
internet
Design a survey in excel for rapid data collection with predefined questions easy-to-fill
answers, embedded audio and images
Create surveys with standard forms to keep everyone working in unison
Enabling multiple people (citizen science, volunteers, colleagues etc) collecting data in the
same way
Possibly useful for survey forms with farmers
Add personalised shapefiles/data on the maps
Export spatial data in shapefiles for further GIS analysis

Disadvantages
•
•

Using a map for offline use → Map needs to be prepared for offline use in advance
Data available in the ArcGIS platform. Need to explore if spatial data is available in other
platforms as well

4. Collector (ArcGIS)
Advantages
•
•
•

Data collection style: Form centric
Create and record new assets/observations
Add/edit assets/observations to an existing collection/data

•
•
•
•

Ground truth existing assets/observations
Associate a form with data
Accuracy depends on device location/GPS
Works offline as Survey123

Disadvantages
•
•

More complicated to prepare data ready for field than Survey123
High detail when comes to data preparation, which might be time consuming loading all the
data needed and prepare survey forms at the same time

APPENDIX 6. BRIEF FOR COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT STRATEGY
Community Engagement Strategy: Cuckmere and Pevensey ELMS trial
Overview

Consult the local community on the local priorities for land
management – using Defra’s 25 year plan as a basis:
Clean air
Clean and plentiful water
Thriving plants and wildlife
Reducing harm from environmental hazards like flooding and
pollution
Using resources more sustainably and efficiently
Enhancing beauty, heritage and engagement
Mitigating and adapting to climate change
Enhancing biosecurity, eg tackling invasive non native species

Where does this work fit in with
the rest of the project?

We will consult farmers and the stakeholders within our catchment
partnership separately so. . . the task here is to capture the wider
public’s view
Results by end of April at the latest so our consultation is limited by
time and resources.
We can engage with existing groups, eg Cath will be contacting the
neighbourhood plan groups for Herstmonceux and Hailsham.
We can engagement with different existing groups, particularly
where these don’t usually take part.
We can hold open forums as suggested to get interested parties.

Timeframe
How do we want to engage?

Who do we want to ask?

We want to engage with a wide cross section of the community
including if possible: older people; young people;families;
people with wide variety of educational attainment; people from
black, Asian and minority ethnic communities;
disabled people; and people on low incomes.

How should we ask it?

Option 1: start with a blank page but lay out the background, ie role
of farmers and the services the land offers
Option 2: inspire them using existing information. We’ve identified
existing information sources and Nicci at South East Rivers Trust is
working to put these together.

What do we need from you

A plan of options, with rough costs
The farmer interview/videos is a great idea. How many do you think
we need and how much would these cost?
The idea of a postcard which people can fill in or we can use as an
interview prompt during Waterweek events is a good one? How do
you think this should be designed? Could we use it with other
groups? How much would it cost to design and print?
What existing groups do you think we should work with and how?
If we have an open forum event how should we advertise it and
how should it be set up. Again very rough cost from you would be
useful.

USEFUL INFORMATION to inspire you
Community Voice method – undertaken by Marine Conservation Society: https://vimeo.com/150885111
Ecosystem Services Handbook check out the bits on participation
https://ecosystemsknowledge.net/handbook

APPENDIX 7. ADDITIONAL ACTIVITIES MARCH – JULY.

Cuckmere and Pevensey T&Ts – Additional activities March – July.
Work undertaken for milestone 3 detailed in spatial planning and GIS reports as submitted.
Additionally, the following activities will feed into future milestone reports and claims:
Covid risk assessments as pre and post lockdown to determine what actions could take place.
Re-planning of contractual milestones.
Commissioning and supervision of community engagement element of project.
21 Farm advisor questionnaires chased in.
Farmer questionnaire designed, tested and mailed by post to 630 farmers with reply paid envelopes. 80
returned and picked up.
Initial assessment of available prioritisation tools
Steering group updated.
Catchment partnership updated.
Regular updates with Defra officer.
Presented Collaboration theme webinar (5th May)- see attached account and powerpoint Hosted
Ministerial Virtual visit with farmers (21 July) – see attached account

Collaboration theme presentation
Collaboration is important because if you don’t help define the problem then you won’t be motivated
or invested in the solution - particularly relevant to ELMS which aspires to deliver 'public' goods.
Consultation isn’t collaboration, ie we’ve had an idea what do you think about our idea?
Effective collaborative groups feature a range of organisations, stakeholders and people - it is as much
about developing consensus between groups as within them.
Collaboration requires appropriately trained and experienced staff, local knowledge and relationships
built up over time.
It isn’t free or likely to be effective if delivered as a short-term fix.
Feeling that you are being heard and your views taken into account is a strong incentive to take part in
collaborative processes.
Collaboration is seen as valuable by wide range of participants– so where are the necessary resources
going to come from to facilitate it?

You can listen to the webinar here:
https://us02web.zoom.us/rec/share/z_FxNK7K_XtJQbft8lDCfv8zMb6_X6a81CQb8_VbyRvv
Yc0CaaRdzZ7CuNuRDob8
Password: 4o?84%.J.

Powerpoint below:

Cuckmere and Pevensey Collaboration
Virtual ministerial visit
Cuckmere and Pevensey ELMS T&T hosted a virtual ministerial visit by Victoria Prentis. We were
joined by three of our farmers - Bill Gower, Martin Hole and David and Marian Harding. Minister
Prentis was impressively well informed and enthusiastic and asked some insightful questions about:
•How different types of farm, dairy, arable and livestock, could work with ELMS,
•What farmers experience of agri-environment had been,
•What motivated farmers to take part in the T&T.

We also talked about how the T&T was working to:
•set local priorities with farmers, the community and local partnerships
•join up Defra 25 year plans across sustainable development, water resource and land management,
develop land management plans to deliver the above which encouraged farmer innovation.

