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BACKGROUND
THE CUCKMERE AND PEVENSEY LEVELS CATCHMENT PARTNERSHIP

The Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels Environmental Land Management trial (C&PL TT) was developed
and delivered by the Catchment Partnership. The Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels Catchment
Partnership is a strong collaborative group which has developed over five years. The membership of
27 organisations and groups 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.
http://www.cplcp.org.uk/
The Partnership organised itself into various groups which are laid out in the figure below. The
delivery team was responsible for the project delivery, the steering group gave direction and other
groups contributed to the project at appropriate times.
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Figure 1. How the Partnership organised itself to deliver the project.
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THE PROJECT AREA: CUCKMERE AND PEVENSE Y LEVELS CATCHMENT

The Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels catchment extends to approximately 15,000 hectares and covers
land within Wealden, Rother and Eastbourne districts. The area is:


Largely not in a national park or area of outstanding natural beauty.



Mainly private farmed land - No major land holdings by National Trust, Wildlife Trust or
RSPB. There are about 1000 holdings which are mainly livestock or mixed farming. Farm
holdings are relatively small.



A target area for house building – 12,000 houses planned



Relatively rich in priority habitats and species.



Features areas of social and health deprivation



an area of water shortage, flood risk and water quality issues.



lacking accessible natural greenspace for its current population.

Figure 2. Project area
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The original plans for this project focused on a series of workshops. Most of the project took place
during the Covid pandemic, which presented significant challenges which could not have been
anticipated. We adapted the methodology and over the 14 months of the project we:








Completed two surveys – one for farmers (85 responses) and the other for farm advisors (19
responses).
Undertook socially distanced community engagement (126 responses)
Designed and completed 20 detailed land management plans.
Welcomed two ministerial visits.
Completed one workshop with the Facilitation Fund group.
Undertook 16 interviews with key stakeholders for funding and spatial planning.
Completed nine reports submitted to the ELMS test and trial team.
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OBJECTIVE 1 – SETTING LOCAL PRIORITIES

HOW CAN AN INTEGRATED CATCHM ENT/LANDSCAPE SCALE PLAN BE DEVELOPED AC ROSS THE
RANGE OF 25 YEAR ENV IRONMENT PLAN OUTCOM ES?

We have broken this broad question down so that it focuses on:
1. What landscape-scale means – the ‘where’
2. The evidence to underpin the plan – the ‘what’
The process of developing the plan, the ‘how’, is described in the following policy question.
WHERE? CATCHMENT/LANDSCAPE SCALE

ELMS priorities need to ‘make sense’ two different ways:



In terms of natural processes
In people’s (particularly land managers/farmers) understanding of their local area.

The catchment was a useful geography for C&PL TT because it met both these criteria although it
also crossed administrative boundaries (e.g. the three planning authorities in the catchment).
Develop the geographical boundaries for local priorities from the bottom up based on existing
collaborations and partnerships, which in the C&PL TT meant the catchment. The geography of
local priorities needs to be meaningful and relevant to local people. Using Local Character Areas (as
in previous agri-environment schemes), while useful in AONBs and NPs, is limited in use as they
don’t map onto natural processes, administrative boundaries, locally understood areas or
neighbourhoods.
LINKS TO RELEVANT REPORTS FOR MORE DETAIL
Planning, Spatial prioritisation, Farmer survey, Community Survey
WHAT? EVIDENCE TO UNDERPIN THE PLAN

Not all evidence that can inform prioritisation is readily mappable. There is a wealth of evidence in
various forms which could inform prioritisation, including from the planning process, NHS and health
strategies, and water company plans, alongside existing habitat and species information.
Narrative alongside mapping approaches helps to communicate the issues and allow farmers to
better consider how to contribute to the solution. While some data is easy to show
cartographically, e.g. the presence of habitats, other data, particularly that which focuses on issues,
e.g. water quality, is more difficult to portray in mapped form. For instance, mapping sources of
water pollution is possible but meaningless on a catchment scale as the contribution of a small
parcel is lost at scale.
Carrying out prioritisation for agri-environment schemes in isolation from other key processes,
particularly planning, infrastructure and water company business planning, prevents joined-up
working. This could be addressed through the Local Nature Recovery Strategy if this is developed
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‘bottom up’ through a collaborative partnership. Again, these issues are difficult to map
conventionally and will often be better described.
Current sources of information are scattered across many organisations, difficult to identify and
expensive to access, including data on farming itself. National datasets are often at a scale which is
inappropriate for local prioritisation and should be combined with local datasets. For example, data
on holding size, type, field by field history of cropping and history of engagement with agrienvironment is held by the Rural Payments Agency and could be made available to inform local ELMs
prioritisation. Lastly local knowledge, which offers insight into change over time both seasonally and
historically adds a useful depth.
Being able to illustrate connectivity features, such as hedgerows and water, would support
connectivity mapping needed for the Nature Recovery Network. Hedgerows are a key data gap.
Information is available at a cost from CEH and from the Rural Payment Agency but is not
comprehensive or complete.
A universal mapping platform which is free at the point of use and intuitive to use should be
provided by the scheme. This system should underpin both spatial prioritisation and ELM delivery
(the land management plan). This platform could be used to provide information to farmers but also
to capture land management plan information, and should allow survey and land management plan
data as well as other information (e.g. photos) to be uploaded in the field. None of the existing
survey apps reviewed met the requirements of survey and record keeping for ELMS.
The mapping platform should include an inventory of datasets freely available and updated
regularly. Local datasets and knowledge should be able to be loaded alongside this, and need to be
added during the spatial prioritisation process. Data should include:




Adequate hedgerow data, possibly augmented at a local scale through county record centres
(see point above).
Farm data including farm type, cropping history, agri-environment engagement.
Datasets showing change over time.

All sources of information including NHS strategies, spatial planning and water company business
planning should be incorporated into spatial prioritisation. The priorities are therefore likely to be
both described as well as mapped in some form so that issues and opportunities are highlighted.
LINKS TO RELEVANT REPORTS FOR MORE DETAIL

Spatial Prioritisation
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WHAT ARE THE BENEFIT S OF LOCAL PRIORITIS ATION, WHO SHOULD BE INVOLVED AND HOW
ARE PRIORITIES DECIDED UPON?

Spatial prioritisation must not purely rely on a desk-based, data driven process, but need to
include collaborative development of priorities, and make use a wide range of information held
locally that is not always GIS-based. Collaborative development is necessary because of the
breadth, complexity and interrelatedness of public goods being delivered – from the historic
environment, access, biodiversity and air and water quality and availability. Different policies driving
land use change, such as spatial planning – which allocates housing and will deliver net gain - need to
be delivered in the same space and place alongside ELMS, water company business plans and other
priorities, and do not always offer readily mappable datasets.
Collaborative development of priorities that takes account of local knowledge is more meaningful
and therefore likely to be reflected in land management plans. Data gathered from local knowledge
can inform issues and potential solutions further, making priorities more meaningful. Farmers and
landowners are more likely to adopt measures which they think are important to them and their
local community: we found that priorities developed collaboratively with farmers, where issues and
potential solutions were made locally relevant, had resonance with farmers and were picked up on
their land management plans. This approach improves the quality of the decision made, raises
awareness and enables implementation, which is particularly relevant to schemes based on
voluntary uptake, such as ELMS.
There is a strong risk of ‘unintended consequences’, e.g. ponds being built on land which would be
more suitable for woodland or for double funding, e.g. the same pond counted twice for ELMS and
district licencing. This issue is addressed further in under the blended funding policy question.
Effective collaborative groups feature a range of policy-makers, key stakeholders and the public.
They:





Value local knowledge.
Help members understand each other’s points of view.
Take time to develop.
Require professional facilitation and organisation and therefore need funding.

The Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels Catchment Partnership developed over 5 years, has a wide
membership, good meeting attendance and has energy and motivation driven by its success. This is
one of the reasons the Partnership could deliver the ELMS test and trial project during a pandemic.
Effective involvement of the wider community and farmers is necessary but needs to build on
clear communication and a shared understanding of what public goods are and the role of land
management. Most people do not understand the ‘institutional’ terminology of Defra’s priorities.
The majority of farmers asked did not understand the term ‘natural capital. There is a lack of
common understanding between farmers and wider community about what farmers do and how
land management shapes the countryside. Addressing this iteratively would create a better
understanding of the public good provided by landowners and engender more respect for the
countryside itself.
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Priorities identified in the wider community consultation: Access to the countryside (which benefits
mental and physical health with feelings of peace, tranquillity and connection to nature), care for
and desire for its protection were the most named benefits gained from the countryside and
priorities, noted by almost all respondents. (Access may have been particularly important because
the engagement took place during the Covid lockdown.) Development, loss of biodiversity and
climate change are seen as threats to the countryside.
Priorities identified in the farmer consultation: Respondents found it difficult to weigh different 25
YEP priorities against each other in the abstract. (Farm advisors also struggled with this question
with inconclusive results.) They tended to value priorities which were relevant to land management,
i.e. water, air and soil. Biodiversity and climate change also featured highly. Public access,
unsurprisingly, scored the lowest because of the problems it presented particularly for livestock
farmers.
Existing collaborative groups including farmer representatives, local authorities, statutory
agencies and other key stakeholders like water and utility companies, should be a starting point
for developing local priorities. Farmers Facilitation Funds, which link up farmers for peer-to-peer
learning, could form an important membership of a collaborative group but in order to be effective,
the group must have a wider membership. In high value landscapes such as National Parks and Areas
of Outstanding Natural Beauty, existing boards may provide ready vehicles. However, feedback from
farmers in our project suggests that they would like a formal ‘seat’ at the table through elected
representatives. The suggested model we put forward is similar to Cuckmere and Pevensey Water
Level Management Boards.
Long-term funding needs to be available to allow effective collaboration and investment in
meaningful engagement. Coordinating, organising and facilitating collaborative processes takes
time and effort and benefits from having a designated platform and participants, which often cannot
be provided entirely through existing organisations and roles due to funding limitations. Long-term
engagement is likely to lead to better outcomes for communities and farmers, but is currently
limited by funding cycles and project lifetimes.
To address issues effectively on a landscape scale, a local convenor (such as a local ELMS board)
can help to provide a link between different processes and partners, and provide technical
solutions. Most issues, despite the importance of individual farmers’ action, need to be addressed
on a landscape scale, which often requires specific technical and professional help (e.g. linking local
planning processes and agri-environment schemes). For example, farmers in our project asked for a
workshop about access as an increasingly pressing issue. Once the problems and potential solutions
were presented, farmers were willing to provide access. However, they recognised that access
needed to be delivered on a landscape scale and that they needed support in order to do this. This
kind of practical delivery project linking up multiple partners could be a key role for a local ELMS
board.
A local board and convenor (see Appendix 1) should help to collaboratively develop priorities in a
language that everyone can relate to, so that they are more likely to be adopted and delivered. To
make local priorities ‘stick’ they need to have meaning and resonance with farmers and farm
advisors. We found, through the land management plan process, that where priorities had been
discussed, debated and understood by farmers they were more likely to adopt them, even if they
9

were generally unpopular, e.g. access. By understanding each other’s needs, different parts of the
community are better able to respond, adapt and recognise their own responsibilities.
LINKS TO RELEVANT REPORTS FOR MORE DETAIL

Spatial prioritisation, Land management plan, Farner survey, Farm advisor survey
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OBJECTIVE 2- GUIDING LAND MANAGEMENT
HOW DO YOU TRANSLATE BROAD SPATIAL PLANS INTO HOLDING LEVEL LAND MANAGEMENT
PLANS?

Priorities were developed collaboratively as a list of priorities with a description, using a narrative
approach alongside detailed spatial mapping. A range of stakeholders including farmers,
organisations (through the catchment partnership) and the wider community informed this process.
A detailed mapping exercise based on existing digital data and walk overs provided useful context.
However, what eventually informed the prioritisation was the collaborative process described above
which resulted in a relatively simple list.
Mapping exercises appear persuasive but have limitations due to limited data availability and
artificial thematic boundaries. As one farm advisor pointed out, the danger of desk-driven mapping
exercises is that they are often, if not usually, based on flawed and limited data. Secondly maps can
alienate farmers where they suggest either that their land is a ‘problem’ or if areas which the farmer
feels are particularly special, like species-rich grassland, are left out. A simple list allows farmers to
think about how priorities apply to their land and where and how they plan to help deliver them.
A shared understanding of why local priorities are important to the area and the local community
needs to be developed with farmers and farm advisors in order for priorities to be translated into
land management plans, alongside recognition of farmers’ aspirations. Experienced advisors were
less likely to refer to the priorities and tended to start with the farmer’s aspirations. Farmers without
advisors referred to but were not led by the local priorities. Generally, farmers start with their land,
their interests and their ideas. What has become clear during our test and trial is that developing
priorities and presenting them in written form is not enough to translate them into land
management practice. Previous attempts to incentivise local priority adoption, eg through HLS or
Countryside Stewardship targeting statements, have largely been ineffective.
Local priorities have to be developed collaboratively for example by a local board which is made
up of utilities, developers, local authorities, charities, the local community and farmers. Ideally a
combination of a narrative and a mapped approach (as suggested in an early recommendation)
would be effective.
A local convenor, working for the local board, can facilitate shared development of priorities. To
make local priorities ‘stick’ they need to have meaning and resonance with farmers and advisors
alike. Just writing (or mapping) priorities is unlikely to make them adopted or understood. Local
priorities need to be discussed and debated through farmers groups (where they exist), with farmers
and with the farm advice community.
LINKS TO RELEVANT REPORTS FOR MORE DETAIL
Land management plan, Spatial prioritisation, farm advisor survey, farmer survey

HOW DO YOU MAKE THE LAND MANAGEMENT PLAN DYNAMIC AND ENSURE THAT IT CAP TURES
INNOVATION?
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The heart of a land management plan (LMP) is a discussion, and an agreement, around the kitchen
table or out in a field – the template of the LMP is just a way of capturing this information.
Advisors and farmers enjoyed having a relatively open-ended template because it encouraged them
to think creatively. In several cases, it provoked a round table intergenerational discussion about the
farm’s future. This discussion and open thinking should be at the heart of the ELM process. The Land
Management Plan template is unlikely to encourage this, but processes wrapped around the scheme
– of advice and support – should be designed with this in mind.
An options-based scheme needs to allow for bespoke projects to enable farmers to deliver
innovative suggestions – for example in relation to soil health and climate change. If an optionsbased scheme is used it would be useful to have local innovation funds. This would help ensure
innovation could be encouraged alongside the relatively closed nature of an options-based scheme.
‘Value for money’ of schemes should be assessed using local technical knowledge and judgement,
for example through the local convenor. All farm advisors acknowledged the need for some kind of
‘value for money’ measurement of schemes. Using universal parameters (such as maximum
proportion of the holding) could have unintended consequences, for example by preventing higher
investment in critical areas. Local technical and knowledgeable judgement in relation to value for
money and quality is necessary and, in our suggested model, could be undertaken by a local
convenor.
Farmers with a strong financial understanding of their business are more likely to be ambitious
and innovative. In the light of the significant changes underway in agriculture there is a need for
business insight. We found 80% of farmers in the area do not have a business plan or clear idea of
profit and loss. All farmers in our land management plan group wanted business training, most
wanted this to be one-to-one.
The land management plan should be as simple as possible, addressing the question “what am I
doing now and what do I want to do next?”. The ‘rule of thumb’ for the land management plan is
that it should only ask for essential information and be clear about why this information is required.
The land management plan should be:





simple and visual, ie captured through maps (see below).
acknowledge and reward previous work and features on the farm.
acknowledge and work with existing accreditation schemes.
It can include ‘off the shelf options’ but also needs to allow for innovation through specific
projects either on holdings or across groups of holdings.

Clear and easy to understand maps are an essential tool for land managers. Mapping is the most
meaningful and important element of the agreement template for most farmers and advisors.
Mapping needs to:





Be simple and easy to access on a system that farmers already understand, e.g. the Basic
Payment Scheme portal.
Be provided free with basic habitat and designation information
allow easy annotation.
Have agreed timescales for remapping, e.g. once every 5 years.
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Seeing environmental changes on the ground motivates and inspires farmers, and successes
should be celebrated. Most farmers liked the fact that the template allowed them to record what
they were already doing and suggest how they could be rewarded for this. A ‘feedback loop’
encourages farmers to consider their land management practice, which would require monitoring.
We asked farmers to put forward ideas for monitoring. Monitoring of outcomes could serve two
purposes for ELMS:



provide information about the national and local effectiveness and value for money of the
scheme
Provide farmers and land managers with feedback about the effectiveness of their work.

Monitoring is essential for ensuring farmer motivation and engagement with the scheme over
time and provides a strong basis for innovation. Monitoring should be a planned and funded part of
the scheme from the outset. Proxy assessment of land management delivery needs to be
complemented by and linked to outcome monitoring on a landscape scale which is appropriate for
larger scale processes such as pollinators, water quality and nature recovery. Most farmers
suggested that actions in the plan be measured through the proxy of land management put in place,
i.e. land managed in a certain way, rather than on the outcome, e.g. flood alleviation, which was
outside the holding control. This has been the traditional approach in option-led schemes and is at
odds with ‘payment by results’ methodologies. An alternative to a payment by results approach
would be to harness the ‘feedback loop’ by:




ensuring that farmers agree with and understand land management priorities,
giving regular feedback about the effectiveness of schemes in the area monitored at a
landscape scale and
regular advisory visits on their own holding.

Monitoring of outcomes needs to be mindful of the limited impact individual farmers have across
the landscape. It should be planned on a scale relevant to the area – in our case a catchment scale
and organised by the local board. Funding for monitoring could be allocated at a percentage of land
covered by agreements in the area (with starter fund to provide minimum funding levels) and be
undertaken by the board who would then be responsible for sharing the information to target action
and improve delivery. Farmers should be actively involved in the monitoring where possible and
there should be regular feedback to the farmer community about the results of the monitoring.
LINKS TO RELEVANT REPORTS FOR MORE DETAIL

Land management plan, farm advisor survey, farmer survey
HOW DO YOU ENCOURAGE COLLABORATIVE WORKI NG ACROSS A CATCHMENT/LANDSCAPE,
AND WHAT ARE THE BENEFITS AND DRAWBACKS?

Farmers recognise the importance of collaboration and see their holding in the context of a
landscape particularly of their neighbours and would like support in working at a catchment scale.
Collaboration covers a variety of significantly different activities. In order to deliver landscape-scale
connectivity farmers would need to link up delivery across their holdings. Peer to peer leaning can
help farmers to improve delivery the specific environmental outcomes. To implement this
practically, farmers would like support to link delivery up with their neighbours, with the assumption
would that this would be professional help.
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Relationships between neighbouring holdings are important to consider and may have positive as
well as negative impacts. Farmers may have long-standing relationships, both good and bad, with
the holdings either side. Their opportunities (in their business) and enthusiasm may be different
from their neighbours. The drawback of collaboration is therefore that it might prevent some
farmers from following their enthusiasm and developing innovative approaches.
The process of developing spatially specific prioritisation could support cross holding collaboration
by getting farmers together and asking them what they could work together to achieve. Ideally
this would be done through workshops where farmers and other stakeholders could work together
to develop specific ideas for groups of holdings. This would work best in relatively small geographies.
In some areas, Facilitation Funds might be able to fulfil this function but, as these are not universal,
we would suggest that there is a role for the ELMS Board (see Appendix 1) specifically through the
convenor.
LINKS TO RELEVANT REPORTS FOR MORE DETAIL
Land management plan

IN ORDER TO SUPPORT COLLABORATIVE WORKING ACROSS FARMERS, DO YOU NEED
PROFESSIONAL FACILIT ATORS/ADVISORS, OR A RE OTHER FACTORS MORE IMPORTANT?

Working in a Facilitation Fund group or with well-known and long-standing farm advisors does not
necessarily deliver collaboration across holdings. Farmers feel that they need external help to
achieve collaborative working. The collaborative delivery of connected habitats, for instance,
requires an overview of holdings in an area. A local convenor working for a local board, could take an
active role in coordinating farmers and advisors in the area develop a landscape-scale approach to
issues. Quality assessment of agreements at an early stage could also support this by allowing the
convenor to spot opportunities.
Across existing advice mechanisms, limitations were evident in all of them through the land
management plans produced:
Facilitation Funds. These are funded to deliver peer-to-peer and group learning to improve the
outcomes of Countryside Stewardship delivery. The group is facilitated by a professional, usually a
farm advisor. In some Facilitation Funds, the Facilitator works across agreements to try and link
options (dependent on schemes being able to be amended). Joining a Facilitation Fund is voluntary,
so not all farmers in a given area will be part of the group. Expanding the remit of Facilitation Funds
where they exist so that they can provide one-to-one advice to enable link up across holdings could
help address this.
Farm advisors. Commercial farm advisors usually have a geographical patch. Farmers can choose
their farm advisor. Commercial farm advice should, primarily, serve the farmer, therefore creating
collaborative landscape scale links are not necessarily part of their role.
In some areas Natural England (including Catchment Sensitive Farming), National Parks and AONBs
or charities such as National Trust, RSPB and Wildlife Trusts also provide free farm advice, and this
will usually be targeted at landscape scale delivery across holding. Advisors will identify and work
with hard to reach farmers in their geographical area.
LINKS TO RELEVANT REPORTS FOR MORE DETAIL
Land Management Plan
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WHAT SORT OF ADVICE IS NEEDED TO DEVELOP AND DELIVER LAND MANAGEMENT PLANS?

It would be useful to develop professional standards for farm advisors delivering agri-environment
which including ‘core skills’ of farm business understanding. Farm advisors are generally well
trained. However, advisors from all backgrounds felt that understanding farm business – both the
economics and the technicalities, was essential in order to provide well balanced advice. Most farm
advisors lack formal qualifications. Naturally, advisors tend towards their specialisms, and during the
process of the our trial advisors from all backgrounds said that they would prefer to have a broad
range of training over all aspects covered by the scheme and, importantly, farm business. This would
enable advisors to ensure that they don’t make suggestions which may have a long-term negative
impact on the farmer or have unintended consequences for the environment, e.g. planting trees on
species rich grassland.
Good advice is essential for uptake of the scheme and improves delivery and outcomes during the
term of the agreement. Farmers helped by farm advisors took significantly less time on the plan –
some as a little as one day. Some farmers, particularly those with previous agri-environment scheme
experience and a good understanding of their business, produced innovative and challenging land
management plans on their own. However, it was also clear that advisors stretched farmer’s
aspirations and helped them gain a better understanding into their business, their interests and,
importantly, their blind spots. Advisors felt that most farmers would need advice to put together a
high-quality scheme that could achieve the full potential of both the land and the farmer. Land
managers who are not traditional farmers also need specific and targeted advice.
A range of sector specific easy-to-understand and use tools should be developed and made
available to support farmers in assessing their business. Facilitation funds and Prince’s Farm
Resilience Trust could also play a role in delivering business skills training. Mandatory business
training for ELMS should not be required, however all farm advisors should have the ability to
support farmers in assessing their business.
Farmers want to share ideas with local groups, but also want advice relevant to their specific
holdings. Farmers want to learn together and share ideas and the Facilitation Fund in the area has
already done good work on building this. Farmers in the land management sample suggested group
learning for a variety of scheme delivery. Some aspects of training – particularly farm business – they
wanted delivered one-to-one. We suggest that ELMS incorporate a range of core on-farm advice
packages into the scheme and allow farmers to book one or two per year either free or at a reduced
price. Examples could be: carbon audit, soil health, fertilizer audit.
As a voluntary scheme that needs to be delivered at scale, additional effort from advisors to
encourage farmers into the scheme may be required. ELMS will continue to be a voluntary scheme.
Where the local nature recovery network has specific requirements, it may be necessary to
proactively encourage farmers into the scheme and increase level of ambition. It is unlikely that that
environmental delivery on the scale required by the 25 YEP will be delivered otherwise. This issue
needs to be considered and addressed.
Realistic advice costs need to be recognised and built into ELMS both for the application process
Devalued advice and sought it. But, as one farmer remarked in his plan “it all costs money.” Farm
advice costs range from £400 (NGO and statutory agencies) to £800 (by land agents and
agronomists). Effectively farm advice attached to agri-environment schemes is never ‘free’.
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Future ELMS scheme advice provision could be:




Provided by organisations as part of the scheme for free. This is usually funded by Defra, by
grant funding or through other funding mechanisms such as water company business plans.
Paid for through a contribution attached to the application process, paid directly to the
farmer, allowing them to choose their own advisors. The Farm Environment Plan payment
effectively served this purpose in Environmental Stewardship.
Paid for out of the farmers’ pocket. This would discriminate against smaller businesses who
are less likely to be able to pay. There is also a danger that advisors would have to ‘earn their
keep’ through the scheme, i.e. pay for themselves by identifying and applying for expensive
options.

Better understanding of the national availability of advisors and their skillsets is needed. This
could be achieved through a national survey needs to determine number and suitability of advicros
currently, and whether this is sufficient to support uptake of ELMS. If not, a national training scheme
should be developed.
A local ELMS board could support the development of a sufficient pool of advisors and assessment
of delivery of the scheme. In the future, the role of training and accrediting advisors could be partly
undertaken by local ELMS boards, as well as moderation and quality assessment at a local level.
LINKS TO RELEVANT REPORTS FOR MORE DETAIL
Farm advisor survey, Land management plan
HOW DO YOU PROVIDE GUIDANCE IN A LOWLAND /WETLAND CLIMATE WIT HOUT DAMPENING
INNOVATION?

Farmers want a scheme that is simple, flexible and allows them choice, and prefer in-person or
printed information and advice over online. Farmers dislike tightly prescriptive schemes and
paperwork/bureaucracy, which also require more paperwork – for evidence, amendments and
derogations and detailed applications and agreements. Long, online agreement documents are often
not read by farmers, and many farmers are not confident with online material. Inspection regimes
were also seen as punitive and unfair.
Options-based schemes allow easy identification of opportunities but should be supplemented
with innovation funds to allow more flexible delivery of innovative projects. Farmers/farm advisors
who had experience of option schemes like Countryside or Environmental Stewardship often related
their plan to options known to them. However, farmers also made innovative suggestions which
would require bespoke projects. If an options-based scheme is used it would be useful to have local
innovation funds. This would help ensure innovation could be encouraged alongside the relatively
closed nature of an options-based scheme.
A more open ELMS could be delivered using different types of land management plan templates
for different tiers of the scheme to allow for more open innovation, supported by in-person
advice. Inevitably there is a tension between providing a closed template with limited options, which
is simpler and easier to fill out and administer, and an open-ended template which can be
challenging but more innovative and ultimately rewarding. A closed limited template is more
suitable for Component/Tier 1 while Component/Tier 2 should be more open and encourage farmers
and farm advisors to start with the farmer’s interest and aspirations.
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ELMS format should be able to adapt to holding size and landowner capability. The format should
be elastic so it can be used quickly and easily by smaller land managers and in a more complex way
by those with the resources and inclination.
The land management plan needs to capture information on existing good practice and delivery of
public goods, and ensure farmers are rewarded for their baseline as well as planned actions. Most
farmers who had been in scheme before liked the fact that the template we provided allowed them
to record what they were already doing and suggest how they could be rewarded for this. Some
farmers have, either through previous agri-environment schemes or their own interests, done a
fantastic range of pro-environmental work.
Training and advice requirements are reported in the policy question above.
LINKS TO RELEVANT REPORTS FOR MORE DETAIL
Farmer survey, Farm advisor survey
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OBJECTIVE 3 – BLENDING SOURCES OF FUNDING
HOW DO YOU BLEND DIFFERENT FUNDING SOURCES, EG NET GAIN, WATER COMPANY
INVESTMENTS, AND DISTRICT LEVEL LICENSING FUNDING REGIMES WITH ELM FUNDING TO
SUPPORT THE GREATEST AND MOST EFFICIENT PUBLIC BEN EFIT?

Farmers and land managers want to see an ELM scheme that is locally delivered and administered,
using a single contract in a blended funding approach. A local body would be better placed to
reflect local priorities, understand both the land and the local farming community better and be
locally accountable.
Water company private investment is ideally positioned to kick start collaborative projects
working alongside public funding to deliver long term environmental outcomes. Farmer and land
managers should look to work with water company initiatives whilst also building a greater
understanding of their own natural capital asset. This would include:
o

Short term
a. Water quality improvement
b. Carbon sequestration potential (woodland planting, soil management)
c. Biodiversity enhancement

o

Longer term
a. Collaboration with adjacent landowners to deliver public health and
well-being
b. Water resources

A combination of spatial prioritisation and a review of existing funding schemes for environmental
outcomes in the area should be a precursor to ELM roll out. A range of schemes are already in place
that could be linked to ELMS. This would help realise maximum opportunities and benefits.
Understanding the aims (economic and other) and drivers of existing PES schemes, their
beneficiaries and the natural capital they rely on within the catchment is key to determining
whether there may be an opportunity to merge with / complement a public funded system. A
‘masterplan’ which lays out a geographically specific mapping of issues and opportunities was
suggested. If the scale of the processes were outside of the local authority boundaries this
masterplan would require cooperation between authorities. The Local Nature Recovery Network
could provide the basis for this plan.
Green infrastructure could be one key link between ELMS and other processes. Planning
practitioners were open to, and enthusiastic about, linking up with ELMS particularly through the
development of Local Plans.
Establishing and making accessible a robust body of evidence linking assets and management to
outcomes, as well as a robust accreditation and monitoring system, is needed to overcome
concerns around double funding. The risk of double funding and the uncertainties around match
funding rules is seen as a barrier to private investment with public funding. Schemes administered
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by the Rural Payments Agency and Natural England Catchment Sensitive Farming were discussed as
examples. There is a need to establish and make accessible a robust body of evidence linking
activities or assets to the provision of ecosystem services, as is already the case for water quality,
and provide an accreditation or monitoring system that can help to overcome the uncertainties
around double funding and ‘value for money’ for both public and private investment.
LINKS TO RELEVANT REPORTS FOR MORE DETAIL
Planning, Farmer survey, Blended funding
HOW CAN BLENDED FUND ING BE DELIVERED AND ADMINISTERED IN A C OST EFFECTIVE WAY? 

The ELM scheme is an opportunity for collaboration and partnership delivery but requires a
strategic governance framework to be in place, led by key local stakeholders who are
representative of the Ecosystem Service Market supply chain (buyers, sellers, intermediaries). This
framework could be achieved via a formally constituted local ELM board as set out in the
recommendation above. Clear accreditation and monitoring systems are necessary to allow blending
of funding schemes and need to be part of a coherent governance framework built on robust
evidence. Providing simplified contractual arrangements which would deliver different funding
sources would provide simplicity, ease of application and management and a reduction in
bureaucracy.
Understanding the aims and the drivers of the funding schemes within the catchment is key to
determining whether there may be an opportunity to merge with / complement a public funded
system. There is a need to understand the economic drivers, who should pay for environmental
benefits and how best to establish long term funding streams to support sustainable land
management practices. In addition, understanding the governance, contractual arrangements and
monitoring protocol for individual schemes means that potential barriers and conflicts can be
identified prior to setting up a blended finance model. Several PES schemes are underway inside and
outside of the catchment, for example Sussex Flow Initiative, representing a valuable opportunity to
learn more about the potential for blended finance and to use these projects as a blueprint for the
future.
Farmers expressed a preference towards a blended funding approach with a single contract or
agreement. Farmers preferred a single contractual arrangement which would deliver different
funding sources. The reasons given for a single contract focused on simplicity, ease of application
and management and a reduction in bureaucracy.
A local, formally constituted ELMS board could be created working with the Catchment
Partnership, the Pevensey Levels Water Management Board and the Local Nature Partnership. The
role of the board would be to:
o
o
o
o
o

Set priorities for the local area
Engage with existing Payment for Ecosystem Services (PES) schemes to understand
opportunities for collaboration
Determine whether funding can be blended with ELM scheme
Establish a governance and monitoring framework that ensures outcomes are delivered
Ensure link up and co-ordination around farm advice
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There is a question around capacity. With increasingly limited funds do local planning authorities
have the resources to undertake complex, collaborative spatial planning work adequately? Ideally
this would be investigated on a national basis.
Smaller landowners may have less admin time and fewer resources which precludes access to
schemes. While net gain and district licensing present opportunities to landowners, this comes with
an administrative burden which may privilege those with the time and professional skills over others
whose land may be best placed, but who lack the time and confidence to enter contractual
agreements.
LINKS TO RELEVANT REPORTS FOR MORE DETAIL
Planning, Farmer survey, Blended funding
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APPENDIX 1 SUGGESTION FOR THE ELM BOARD AND COMPONENT STRUCT URE
We would strongly suggest the formation of local ELMS boards which would have a formal role and
constitution and should combine elected farmer representatives with a wider membership. The
board would:







set priorities for the local area,
encourage innovation by having a specific innovation fund,
encourage collaboration between farmers
assess other funding sources and ensure alignment and prevent overlap
adapt the national scheme to local circumstances if and when necessary,
put in place a funded monitoring programme providing feedback to national and local
bodies as well as farmers.

A key role controlled by the board would be that of a local convenor (funded by the scheme) who
would be responsible for working with local farming groups and advisors to coordinate activity.
In Cuckmere and Pevensey, we have a catchment partnership – membership open to all and a Water
Level Management Board – formally constituted board with local authority representatives and
elected farmer land owner representatives (who are formally elected by other landowners who are
the ‘rate payers’ of the board). We suggest an ELMS board which could combine the characteristics
of these groups and sit alongside them.
The ELMS board would combine elected farmer representatives with a wider membership. It would
need a formal constitution
The board would not be responsible for the administration of ELMS but liaise with the
administrators.
The convenor – who would be funded by the scheme - could work for this board and would be
responsible for working with local farming groups and advisors to coordinate activity. The convenor
could encourage landscape link-up (see table 1) and quality assess agreements.
In Cuckmere and Pevensey’s case the ELM board would sit alongside and be related to the
catchment partnership, water level management board (who cover the same area) and the Local
Nature Partnership (covers East and West Sussex) to make it efficient and use the existing
networks/bodies effectively.
The advantage of a local board, which was suggested by farmers, is that it would reflect local
priorities, understand both the land and the local farming community and be more accountable. The
board would develop priorities and ‘shape’ the national scheme to local circumstance. It would also
be accountable to the local community and this accountability could cut both ways between the
farming community and the board improving compliance.
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Table 1. How could the ELMS Board support delivery of Defra’s Component system.
What
Suggested
content of
element

Component 1 Sustainable
farming incentive
Acknowledge existing
accreditation schemes, e.g.
organic, Tesco, Red Tractor,
Arla.

Component 2 Nature
Recovery network
More complex options based
on local priorities developed,
i.e. offering a reasonably wide
choice of options relevant to
the local area.

Sector specific (see Appendix 1
for detailed suggestions)

Options tailored to local
circumstances where
necessary by convenor in
consultation with key agencies
including Natural England (for
protected sites), Forestry
Commission (for woodlands)
and Environment
Agency/Water Companies (for
water issues).

Content universally available to
all farmers, ie not locally
tailored.

Component 3 Landscape
recovery
Bespoke projects
identified and bid for
through the ELMS board
which will deliver relative
largescale land use
change.

Needs to recognise, reward
and acknowledge the work
done in the past.
Longer term agreements
which could be regularly
amended.

Practical
realisation

Advice

Pick and click from limited
options. Ideally through a preexisting IT system which
farmers are familiar with, e.g.
Basic Payment Scheme. Simple
options and well-presented
maps.
Should be simple enough for
farmers to undertake
themselves
Component 1, like Entry Level
Scheme Environmental
Stewardship could be a useful
first step for some farmers.
‘Converting’ these farmers to
Component 2 will require
targeted action. The convenor
could play a role in identifying
farmers and holdings who
advisors could work with,

Sample of agreements quality
assessed by convenor.
Strong mapping element and
locally tailored options were
necessary.

Likely to need advice support
and this should be
underpinned by a thorough
understanding of farm
business. Existing farm
advisors – agronomists,
environmental charities and
land agents – could be
accredited to deliver this.
Convenor to coordinate advice
by identifying and working
with Facilitators and advisors
in the area and ensuring all
have a shared idea of how
local priorities can be
achieved.
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Where feasible should sit
over existing schemes.

Specialist advice
necessary but could be
delivered through
facilitators and farm
advisors with
coordination of the
convenor.

What
Monitoring
and
evaluation

Component 1 Sustainable
farming incentive
Basic compliance suitable for
Rural Payments Agency type
inspections which focus on
quantitative rather than
qualitative measures.

Component 2 Nature
Recovery network
Monitoring and evaluation of
schemes to be set up by local
board funded in relation to
agreement uptake in the area.
Scope for farmers to be
involved as well as other local
organisations, community
group and could be
coordinated using existing
resources, e.g. county record
centre.
Convenor responsible for
setting this up and ensuring
farmers and farm groups are
involved and regularly fed
back to inform future action.

APPENDIX 2: PROJECT RESOURCES
Links to all reports produced through the Test and Trial:
Land Management Plan
Farmers Survey
Farm Advisor Survey
Community Engagement
Planning and Net Gain
Spatial Prioritisation
Access
Blended Funding & ADAS research on blended funding
Collaboration (Literature Review)
Community Engagement – Video
Cuckmere and Pevensey Levels Catchment Partnership Website
Waterweek Website
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Component 3 Landscape
recovery
Ideally should lock onto
and upgrade the tier 2
survey and monitoring.

