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Executive Summary
This is the final report for the East AONB ELM Advocacy Project, funded by Defra and the National Association
for Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (NAAONB), delivered jointly by FWAG SW, independent consultant
George Greenshields and Emma Herrod (AONB farmer liaison officer). The aims of this project were to gather
information to then make recommendations of how the Farming in Protected Landscapes Programme (FIPL)
could best be developed by the AONB.

Aim 1: Provide baseline insight into farming in the East Devon AONB
Methodology: We mapped publicly-available and NAAONB datasets.
Outcomes
Land Use: 59% of the AONB area is grassland, 13% arable, 18% woodland and 11% is non-agricultural land.
Uptake of Agri-environment schemes: Up to 25.5% of the AONB area is in agri-environment schemes,
including Countryside Stewardship and Environmental Stewardship.
Designations: 6.7% of the AONB is designated as SSSI, of which 4.9% is in an agri-environment scheme. There
are 59 scheduled monuments, of which 37% are in an agri-environment scheme.
Priority habitats: 8.6% of the AONB area is mapped as priority habitats, of which 18-60% (depending on
habitat type) are in agri-environment schemes.

Aim 2: Gain feedback from farmers
Methodology: We conducted an online survey in collaboration with Blackdown Hills AONB. In total, 126
farmers/landowners responded, of which 70 are in East Devon AONB). 23 one-to-one follow-up phone
interviews were conducted. The results for East Devon AONB are summarised below.
Outcomes:
Please note that the survey respondents are likely to already be engaged with environmental issues and may
therefore give skewed results.
Who took part? The respondents/interviewees were mainly beef and sheep (51%) and dairy farms (31%).
Almost half of farms rely on agricultural income to 50-100%. Other income comes from separate jobs outside
agriculture, contracting, renting out land and tourism.
Agricultural Transition Plan: Most farmers were aware of the plan but didn’t know the details. 47% of
respondents will see a big effect, requiring major changes with the gradual withdrawal of BPS. Beef and
sheep farms will feel the loss of BPS more than dairy farms. Strategies for adjusting to the loss of BPS varied
widely, 27% are still working on a plan and 29% are planning to go into CS/ELM. 60% of respondents are
either already in CS or are planning to apply this year.
Advice needs: Advice needs are varied, covering business advice, agronomic/livestock advice and
environmental advice. 47% of survey respondents prefer to receive advice from independent advisers and
34.4% would also like advice from an AONB adviser.
Farmer Groups: Almost 80% of all survey respondents either are already in a farmer group or are interested
in joining one.
Role of the AONB: The survey showed there is appetite for the AONB to take a coordinating role –
coordinating advice, farmer groups and landscape-scale conservation, as well as providing direct advice.
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Almost all interviewees were keen on having a point of contact in AONB, to signpost to trusted specialist
advisers and to coordinate advice across the AONB.

Aim 3: Promote farmer and landowner awareness of the Agricultural Transition Plan and
Countryside Stewardship & recruit farmers for NAAONB farmer workshops
Methodology: We delivered 4 online seminars on ATP and CS, and sent the booking information to 16
interested farmers for the NAAONB workshops.
Outcomes:
Whilst approximately 30-40 survey respondents were interested in attending our online seminars, 20-30
attended the day.

Aim 4: Make recommendations on potential delivery for ‘Farming in Protected Landscapes’
(FIPL)
Methodology: We analysed the quality and usefulness of available mapping data, analysed the results of the
online survey and farmer interview and conducted calls with 4 advisers.
Recommendations
FIPL Overall
• Run the FIPL programme focusing on the AONB area, but with fuzzy edges around the area, especially
areas upstream that are affecting the AONB. Keep working with other AONBs in the area.
• Join FIPL delivery with existing projects/funding streams in the area, for example the Triple Axe
project, Upstream Thinking, Soil Alliance, Catchment Partnerships, EA Axe regulatory project etc.
• Focus on conservation work that CS cannot currently fund (meadow restoration, detailed soils advice,
business advice)
• Access to good quality (mapping) data will be key for a successful delivery of FIPL:
o Ask DEFRA to provide access to up-to-date holding and land-use information from the RPA
o The priority habitat layer is incomplete – survey the area to update layers to better target
conservation of habitats already in good condition and restoration of those with potential.
Provide point of contact within the AONB
• Provide some direct advice
• Work with advisers and farmers in the area to set up a list of trusted advisers
• Signpost farmers to trusted advisers – continuity is key
• Coordinate landscape-scale conservation
Create farmer group(s) / engage with the farming community /provide advice
• Create an AONB-wide group (fuzzy edges) with a steering group of farmers from diverse farm types
– similar to the East Devon Farmers Group, which almost all interviewees were very happy with.
• Create sub-groups where there is demand to run more specific events/discussion groups
• Use the adviser network to deliver such workshops
• Use locally known and trusted farm ambassadors to engage with the farming community, especially
hard-to-reach farmers. Interviewees have given very good feedback on Emma Herrod’s work. Also
engage with EA and CSF for referrals
• Advice needs are varied, so provide a whole range of workshops as well as 1:1 advice. Include
business advice with an environmental focus.
• Keep farmers updated on information coming from DEFRA regarding ATP
• Help farmers get ready for ELM and with CS Uptake
• Coordinate landscape-scale conservation and cooperation of farmers
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Introduction
Contract Overview and Aims
This is the final report for the East Devon AONB ELM Advocacy Project, funded by Defra and the National
Association for Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (NAAONB). This project covered the area of East Devon
AONB and the Axe catchment.
The below table summarises the aims of the project and the used to achieve those aims.
Aim 1: Provide baseline insight into farming in the East Devon
AONB

Methodology 1: Baseline mapping of publiclyavailable AONB datasets

Aim 2: Gain feedback from farmers on:
• Views and intentions on CS uptake, and the transition
from BPS to ELM
• Advice needs
• Attitude to farmer cluster groups
• The potential role of the AONB going forward

Methodology 2: Online survey and 1:1 follow-up
phone calls

Aim 3: Promote farmer and landowner awareness of the
Agricultural Transition Plan and Countryside Stewardship &
recruit farmers for NAAONB farmer workshops

Methodology 3: Online seminar series on ATP and
CS

Aim 4: Make recommendations on potential delivery for
‘Farming in Protected Landscapes’ (FIPL)
• What role the AONB could have
• Engagement / relationship building model with farmers
• How to establish farmer clusters / groups that can work
collaboratively across the area with others to improve
and enhance the environment of the AONB

Methodology 4: Analysis of online survey results
and farmer 1:1 phone calls, and adviser 1:1 phone
calls

The project was delivered mainly by the Farming and Wildlife Advisery Group (FWAG SW) and George
Greenshields from Ecologic Consultancy with help from Emma Herrod (East Devon AONB farmer liaison
officer). However, as FWAG SW secured several projects across South West England’s protected landscapes
(Blackdown Hills AONB, part of Dorset AONB, North Devon Coast AONB, Quantock Hills AONB, Exmoor
National Park and Cranborne Chase AONB), some aspects of this work were developed and delivered in
cooperation with partner organizations or consultancies such as Gavin Saunders, Robert Dean from Rural
Focus, the Hill Farming Network and Westcountry Rivers Trust.

Background
Agri-environment policy is entering a period of fundamental change. It is shifting from the EU’s Common
Agricultural Policy (CAP) to the national Land Management Scheme (ELM). DEFRA published ‘The Agricultural
Transition Plan’ (ATP) in November 2020, introducing the elements of the new ELM scheme.
Under the CAP, farmers received an area-based payment called Basic Payment Scheme (BPS). Farmers
receiving such payments need to maintain Good Agricultural and Environmental Conditions (GAECs) and
Statutory Management Requirements (SMRs). In addition, farmers could, on a voluntary basis, enter
Countryside Stewardship agreements with individual payments rates for different environmental options
and capital items.
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The ATP laid out a gradual reduction of direct BPS payments until 2024/25. It offers a lump sum payment of
BPS for farmers who wish to leave the sector. CAP is to be replaced by ELM (fully by 2024). CS is still open
until ELM is rolled out. ELM will be split into three component levels of actions that deliver public goods. The
plan is for the Sustainable Farming Incentive (SFI) component of ELM to be open and accessible to all farmers,
to help them contribute to important environmental, climate change and animal health and welfare
outcomes. The Local Nature Recovery and Landscape Recovery components will be for those who want to
go even further to achieve outcomes in a local area or at landscape and whole ecosystem scale. Farmers and
land managers will have flexibility to decide what they want to deliver under each component part and how
they want to go about it. Payment rates for these actions have not been decided yet.
Within the ATP, it is recognised that farmers and landowners in protected landscapes are providing huge
environmental, social and cultural benefits but that farming profitably without direct payments is often
challenging. Therefore, the ‘Farming in Protected Landscapes Programme’ (FIPL) (2021-2024) is proposed to
provide advice and funding for those in protected landscapes to lay the groundwork for ELM, as well as to
provide funding for public access and engagement, infrastructure and to enhance the environment.
This project is funded by Defra money that was secured by the National Association for Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (NAAONB). The aim of the ELM advocacy projects is to raise awareness and understanding
of the new ELM scheme with farmers and landowners across all 44 of England’s AONBs and National Parks
and to a) build on National Landscapes’ existing networks and increase farmer/land manager engagement
in ELM, and in Countryside Stewardship (CS) as a route into ELM. B) create an evidence base for the roles
National Landscapes (AONBs/NPs) could have in ELM when it is rolled out which will support any future
funding submissions.

Baseline insight: Mapping Farming in East Devon AONB
Mapping was conducted to gain a baseline insight of farming in East Devon AONB and the Axe catchment.
Publicly available datasets and a dataset provided by the NAAONBs were mapped (visually) and summary
figures were extracted.
Farm / holding data
Such data is not publicly available as shapefiles. The EA holds rural land registry data for 2015 BPS recipients,
but that needs a specific licencing agreement for specific projects. Land App allows the user to view holding
outlines and field boundaries, but those can only be printed with agreement of the landowner, and have
often been found to be out-of-date. As the AONBs are to deliver FIPL on behalf of DEFRA, they could try to
request up-to-date RPA data on land holdings and contact details as this would be crucial for FIPL delivery.
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Feedback from Farmers: Online Survey
An online survey was conducted from 11/2-05/3, covering the area of East Devon AONB, with Blackdown Hills AONB and the Axe catchment (including part of Dorset AONB). The survey was promoted through emails to existing
contacts by each delivery partner, NFU newsletters and the FWAG SW website. Emma Herrod (East Devon AONB farmer liaison officer) circulated the survey information and contacted farmers directly to encourage them to take
part. The survey was designed on Microsoft forms in collaboration with FWAG SW colleagues, Gavin Saunders, Robert Dean and Exmoor Hill Farming Network from Rural Focus who were delivering similar contracts for other
protected landscapes (Blackdown Hills AONB, Cranborne Chase AONB, North Devon Coast AONB, Quantock Hills AONB, Exmoor National Park). The assistance of these organisations in promoting the survey is gratefully acknowledged.
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Feedback from Farmers: 1:1 phone calls and group discussion
1:1 phone calls
Following survey analysis, we decided to discuss several questions in more detail with those farmers who
had shown interest in 1:1 conversations. A few questions from the survey were chosen to be discussed in
detail. In total, 23 farmers / landowners were interviewed. The below table shows the detailed questions
on the left and a summary of responses on the right.
Do you have a strategy for
adjusting to the loss of BPS?
•
•
•
•
•

What stage have you
reached in your planning?
What are the barriers to
progressing a strategy?
What advice would you
need?
If you are planning to go
into CS do you expect that
to make up for BPS loss?
Does the loss of BPS
encourage you to apply for
more CS Options than you
would otherwise have
done?

•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•
•

If you are not in a CS
agreement, what are the main
reasons to stay out?
• If you are put off by
bureaucracy, which aspect
of bureaucracy?
• Has access to an adviser
affected your decision?
• How could future schemes
be designed to have less
bureaucracy?
• How could farmers prove
they have done what they
are paid for?
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•
•
•

•
•
•

Mainly dairy farms said they would be able to adjust without BPS.
However, they stated that changes in milk prices would have a major
impact on the viability of their businesses without BPS.
Beef and sheep farmers stated BPS payments are important for their
businesses.
One beef and sheep farmer said that CS is crucial for business income.
‘As soon as this agreement is up, he will be applying for another
agreement to maximise his options for the most money available to
support the farm income’.
Several farmers said they have diversified over the past few years and
are not less reliant on BPS than they used to be.
Those for whom the farm was not a major part of their income were
more relaxed about the loss of BPS
Several landowners who are renting out their land were unsure about
how to adjust to the loss of BPS. They would either have to raise rents in
order to not lose the income themselves. Some were interested in CS,
but this may complicate the relationship with the tenants.
Many of those interviewed were already in a CS agreement.
Several stated that they entered CS for the capital items. ‘The capital
payments are well worth while however the field payments we will be
losing money on due to loss of production’
Several interviewees were looking at applying for CS this year.
There was doubt that ELM would be able to make up for the loss of BPS:
‘I believe we are going to lose our BPS & could gain back half of it by
doing twice as much work via Stewardship’
Many farmers mentioned they were put off by the hedge cutting
requirements of every 2 years for every field in the agreement.
Some mentioned that only having an online manual with 100+ pages was
offputting.
Lack of trust / confidence in the RPA. ‘It is very difficult to have any
confidence in the RPA as they are so slow with responses, it is impossible
to plan ahead when you cannot get hold of them & they do not respond
to my emails.’
One farmer was concerned about paying for advice if it wasn’t clear the
application would be successful.
One farmer mentioned that photographic evidence is what is required
for many Farm Assurance schemes already – so should not be too much
additional burden for CS.
The RPA is perceived to be working against farmers and not with them to
find solutions. ELM must work with the farmer and be outcome based
rather than prescription based. An example of a bad ELS experience was
given with the RPA: The ELS winter stubble was eroding and he sowed a
cover crop in the areas worst affected to reduce erosion risk. He wanted
to do the right thing and let the RPA know but as a result got severely
fined.

What kind of business advice
are you interested in / do you
need and how could this be
delivered?

•

Several farmers agreed that a rolling 5-year scheme would be good, with
a break point and more flexibility to when capital works can get done.

•
•

Several farmers said they would need farm-type specific 1:1 advice
Diversification advice was mentioned a few times, in terms of marketing
for holiday lets and advice on planning in order to diversify towards
tourism.
Farmer discussion groups were felt to be useful for learning about
different farming businesses and to help each other.
Several farmers have found the current model of the East Devon farmers
group helpful: group workshops with specialist speakers. One farmer
suggested to have ‘farm specific workshops that just cover having a
suckler herd for example’ – delivering business advice by putting on
specialist workshops for different farm types.
One farmer said he would ’like advice on how they can decrease cow
numbers to help the environment but increase profits. He feels there
should be incentives to reduce cow numbers.’
One farmer said he would need succession advice / advice for the future
as his daughters are not interested in farming.
Like receiving advice form the AONB as ‘it is LOCAL & they will
understand the land here’
Most farmers agreed it would be great to have a local point of contact
within the AONB, for direct advice as well as for coordinating advice
across a broad spectrum of specialist subjects. ‘It would give us
confidence in applying for CS if we knew there was someone local we
could call for support’. ‘The AONB would be a great central point of
contact to disseminate advice.’
Most farmers agreed the AONB had done a great job at engaging
farmers. ‘Pete is a good reflection on what the AONB may be able to
offer. He has good knowledge that I trust from an environmental &
farming point of view – he understands farmers & is not criticizing’
Many farmers require specialist advisers, some of which needs to be
farm specific.
Several farmers stated they do not mind where advice comes from as
long as it is helpful’
‘the most important job for the AONB is to keep us up to date with the
most up to date information to ensure we can make the most of any
support available & gain understanding of ELMS as it comes into
practice’
Most farmers interviewed were either already in the East Devon Farmers
Group or interested in joining.
Those in the group were generally very happy with how it was run.’ You
can check in to what is relevant to your business & there is no pressure to
attend more than what is useful.’
The interviewees were fairly split on how groups should best be formed:
some said groups of similar farm types would work best, some said
having local groups to work collaboratively would be best, some said
AONB-wide groups would be great with smaller sub-groups.
One farmer suggested workshops on farm business advice rather than
focusing just on the environment. The above comments on business
advice reflect this and also suggest that small business-specific group
events could work.

•
•

•
•
Who do you / would you prefer •
to receive advice from?
•
• Would you prefer to have
one adviser who provides
all advice or several
specialist advisers?
• What kind of advice could
the AONB provide or
•
enable?
•
•
•

Are you interested ion local
•
collaboration / discussion with
other farms in your area? What •
should groups be based on to
make them most useful?
•
• If you’re not interested,
why not?
• How are groups best
formed and who should
•
run them?
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•
•
•

How much do you rely on your
farm’s agricultural production
for your income?
•

•
•
•

What is your other nonagricultural income? Is it
farm based or off-farm?

Would farm ambassadors or a
farmer steering group be
helpful in delivering the
‘Farming in Protected
Landscapes Program’
effectively?
• Would you be
interested in being a
steering group
member?
• Would you be
interested in being an
ambassador?

•
•
•
•
•

A few farmers raised concern over events getting too large as it is more
difficult to have vibrant discussions with many and only the more
confident people speak at large events.
Most farmers interviewed would be happy with the AONB leading farmer
groups, but suggest a farmer steering group would be helpful.
Many farmers said that it is important to work together and groups are a
good way of doing this.
A variety of day-time and evening events is great.
Approximately a third of all interviewees rely solely on the farm income.
Those who have income from outside the farm stated the following
income streams (ordered by importance):
o Tourism (holiday lets / caravans etc)
o A job outside of farming
o Contracting
o Renting out the farm
o Horses/ livery
Almost all farmers said a farmer steering group would be very helpful if
not vital and many would be interested in helping out if they have
enough time.
The steering group should have farmers from diverse farm types / sizes.
Generally, the idea of farm ambassadors was supported.
Most interviewees were happy with Emma Herrod’s work, having set up
relationships and trust over time.
Some farmers said it might be difficult to find the right person to be a
farm ambassador:
o One farmer did not feel farm ambassadors was a good idea
– he said ‘any real farmer wouldn’t have time for this & if
they were a real farmer, we would feel guilty ringing them
as they would probably be busy.’
o ‘The farm ambassador would need to be able to be open to
all ideas & not try to push what they felt was right.’
o ‘It needs to be someone with enough time, someone with
good knowledge & someone that gets on with everyone’

Feedback from Farmers: Group Discussion
On 16/03/2021, a group discussion session was held on zoom on the survey results and what it might mean for
future delivery. We presented the findings from the survey and suggested certain discussion points.

Reliance on BPS
Reliance on BPS and attitude to its withdrawal varied amongst respondents, according to farm type and size.
The survey had asked what proportion BPS represented of turnover, but during subsequent discussion it was
pointed out that reliance on BPS is much higher when expressed as a percentage of profit margin rather than
turnover. One farmer said his agri-environment agreement would not have made financial sense if he did
not also receive the BPS payments on that land.

Transition planning: strategy for adjusting to the loss of BPS
Many farmers are waiting on more information about payment rates and options would in ELM before they
make decisions about how to adapt to the loss of BPS. Many are hoping to make up for the BPS loss with
CS/ELM payments. This will only be possible if ELM payments are considerably higher than current rates in
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CS based on income foregone. A tenant farmer described how difficult it was to make decisions as it also
depends on landlord aspirations and the length of tenancy agreements.

CS uptake
•

•

•

1:1 versus 1:many advice provision: Whilst workshops can be helpful in giving an overview of the
scheme and options/capital items, 1:1 advice can help make farm-specific decisions. At best 1:1 advice
including a farm visit can help make the best decisions for the habitats present.
Bureaucracy of CS schemes: Farmers agreed that they understood that the government needs records
to prove to the public that public money is well spent and have no problem with that. In fact, most of
the information is already being kept on most farms. The problem lies with the way such information
needs to be gathered and presented to the RPA. The RPA is perceived to be working against the farmer
rather than with them.
o Example 1: A claim was rejected initially because of missing photographic evidence as 3
photos were expected for 3 capital items, whereas the photo showed all those in the same
place.
o Example 2: Photo attachments are often too large to send to the RPA so that a simple job
turned into a big undertaking with reducing photo sizes etc.
o Example 3: The RPA often undertakes remapping based on satellite data, which is often not
correct and causes more work and anxiety for farmers.
On-going support: The farmers agreed it would be helpful to have advice on CS not just for the
applications but also once they are in a scheme. Having a friendly and local AONB adviser to contact
would fill them with more confidence to join agri-environment schemes in the future.

Farm advice
•

•
•

•
•

Payments for advice: Farmers agreed it would be helpful if the new schemes provide funding for advice
(as used to be the case under HLS) to encourage farmers to join but also to choose the right options for
the right habitat.
On-going advice: Having a regular adviser who gets to know the farm and does regular (every 2 years)
visits to advise on scheme compliance and further options has been helpful in the past.
Conflicting sources of advice: Farmers commented that business advisers often want to sell something
related to their advice, making their objectivity difficult to trust. Environmental and productivity-related
advice are often very different and many farmers suggested that a more balanced approach is required,
potentially one where advisers from different disciplines communicate with each other to provide a
more joined-up service.
Advice via farm groups: A dairy farmer said she got most of her advice through a discussion group with
other dairy farmers and learning from each other’s experiences.
Soil management advice: Whilst interest in receiving soil management advice was high in the survey,
farmers admitted they are not sure who to contact for such advice. It was also noted that soils advice
is best delivered by on-farm 1:1 advice as the issues are farm/field-specific.

Farmer groups
Most farmers agreed that AONB-wide farmer groups are effective (such as the current Facilitation Fund),
with subgroups based on farm types or local areas also having a potential role. Generally, it was seen to be
helpful if the person organising such groups had a farming background or was a farm ambassador. A dairy
farmer said how useful their dairy discussion group is for getting advice and learning from each other.
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Generally on-farm workshops are particularly useful, but online events during lockdown have been well
received – ‘a lifeline for some people’.

The role of the AONB
The general consensus was that having a point of contact or an adviser in the AONB would be welcome. This
could be in the form of a coordinator of an adviser hub, putting farmers in touch with specialist advisers (for
example for specific soils advice). Having a friendly and local AONB adviser to contact would fill farmers with
more confidence to join agri-environment schemes in the future.

Promote Awareness and CS Uptake: Online Seminars
Online seminar series
The following online seminars were delivered, in collaboration with Blackdown Hills AONB and Dorset AONB:
•
•
•
•

•

Agricultural Transition Plan – transition from BPS to ELM. Q&A session. (17/02/2021- 12:00-13:30).
22 participants
Mid Tier Countryside Stewardship 2021: an update to changes to the application process and
available options. (23/02/2021- 12:00-13:30). 31 participants
Countryside Stewardship Capital Grants: an update on capital grants focusing on hedgerows and
boundaries. (24/02/2021- 12:00-13:30). 25 participants
Countryside Stewardship Capital Grants: an update on yard infrastructure, water and air quality
grants. This session will also include a short overview of SSAFO and the Farming Rules for Water.
(02/03/2021- 12:00-13:30). 29 participants
Discussion session on the results from this survey and what it might mean for future delivery.
(16/03/2021- 12:00-13:30). 30 participants.

The seminars were promoted through emails to existing contacts, NFU newsletters and the FWAG SW
website and the online surveys. Farmers could express interest via the survey or the FWAG SW website and
were sent the zoom link to the events via email.

NAAONB Seminars
The seminars were promoted through emails to existing contacts, NFU newsletters and the FWAG SW
website and the online surveys. Farmers could express interest via the survey and were sent the booking
information via email.
64 farmers / land managers / landowners expressed interest in attending the NAAONB seminars through the
survey. Of those 64, 32 were in the East Devon AONB.

Recommendations on Farming in Protected Landscapes Delivery:
Adviser Interviews
Four advisers were interviewed about what the Farming in Protected Landscapes Programme could look like
and what the role of the AONB could be. One adviser is an independent land agent and the other advisers
were part of the following organisations: Devon Wildlife Trust, Westcountry River’s Trust (x2, one an active
adviser and one a more regional project development role).
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Ideas on what FIPL could look like?
Run the programme with fuzzy edges, not strictly limited to land within the AONBs as the environment does
not know AONB boundaries. For example, the AONBs could benefit from beneficial work for example in
upstream catchments. Every adviser stated that neighbouring AONBs / protected landscapes should work
together. It would be great if FIPL could fund conservation work that CS currently cannot fund. Examples
that were given were meadow restoration, detailed soils advice as well as business advice with an
environmental understanding.

How could FIPL be joined up or complemented with existing projects?
Generally, the feedback was to join up with projects in the area and fund aspects that it is difficult to get
funding for otherwise.

Should there be regional/AONB-wide adviser meetings?
Most of the advisers felt that such meetings were already happening, such as catchment partnership
meetings (also including EA, NE, water companies) and meeting up at local events pre lockdown. Therefore,
such meetings should be joined up with existing meetings and discuss both current delivery, future projects
and triage on clients to be handed over to various projects for funding / specialist advice. A regular overview
of current projects and what can/can’t be funded would be very helpful so that all advisers can point farmers
to the right project/advisers, this could be done in meetings or in an AONB newsletter that everyone
contributes to. One adviser particularly mentioned that there should be more honest exchange rather than
organisations ‘bigging themselves up’ and ‘hogging project funding’.

Future role of the AONB
AONB having a contact list of advisers: Consistency is key. Most farmers do not mind where advice comes
from as long as it is reliable, consistent and good quality. Therefore, it would make sense to work with
existing advisers in the area (as well as with land agents, contractors, business advisers etc). One adviser
mentioned that a national adviser hub is being put together through the Catchment Partnerships and the
Rivers Trusts nationally.
AONB forming farmer groups: Generally, farm groups would be welcome. The AONB is seen as ideal to take
a coordinating role on such groups as well as on landscape-scale conservation. Everyone spoken to would
be interested to run workshops to such groups and be involved. It was mentioned that, unfortunately as
always the case, such groups are likely to only reach those who are already interested and engaged.
Therefore, EA or regulatory presence is important to make contact to the hard-to-reach farmers and
encourage them to join such groups.
If the AONB provided direct advice: Opinions were mixed on this. Again, it was pointed out how important
consistency is and that it could be difficult for farmers if the AONB’s hired new advisers to work with.
Generally, all advisers were keen to work together and triage advice to who is most suitable / has funding.
Especially for landscape-scale conservation and public access, it was deemed that it would make sense for
the AONBs to take a lead on this. ‘It would be a shame if the AONB hired their own advisers if we have
worked in partnership, a lot of the time in-kind from partner organisations, to get funding for certain projects
and not get to work on those projects in the end.’
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Recommendations on Farming in Protected Landscapes Delivery:
Conclusions
FIPL Overall
•
•
•
•

Run the FIPL programme focusing on the AONB area, but with fuzzy edges around the area, especially
areas upstream that are affecting the AONB. Keep working with other AONBs in the area.
Join FIPL delivery with existing projects/funding streams in the area, for example the Triple Axe
project, Upstream Thinking, Soil Alliance, Catchment Partnerships, EA regulatory approach etc.
Focus on conservation work that CS cannot currently fund (meadow restoration, detailed soils advice,
business advice)
Access to good quality (mapping) data will be key for a successful delivery of FIPL.
o Ask DEFRA to provide access to up-to-date holding and land-use information from the RPA
o The priority habitat layer is incomplete – survey the area to update the habitat layers to better
target conservation of habitats already in good condition and restoration of those with
potential.

Provide a point of contact within the AONB
•
•
•
•

Provide some direct advice
Work with advisers and farmers in the area to set up a list of trusted advisers
Signpost farmers to trusted advisers – continuity is key
Coordinate landscape-scale conservation

Create farmer group(s) / engage with the farming community /provide advice
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

Create an AONB-wide group (fuzzy edges) with a steering group of farmers from diverse farm types
– similar to the East Devon Farmers Group, which almost all interviewees were very happy with
Create sub-groups where there is demand to run more specific events/discussion groups
Use the adviser network to deliver such workshops
Use locally known and trusted farm ambassadors to engage with the farming community, especially
hard-to-reach farmers. Interviewees have given very good feedback on Emma Herrod’s work. Also
engage with EA and CSF for referrals.
Advice needs are varied, so provide a whole range of workshops as well as 1:1 advice. Include
business advice with an environmental focus.
Keep farmers updated on information coming from DEFRA regarding ATP
Help farmers get ready for ELM and with CS Uptake
Coordinate landscape-scale conservation and cooperation of farmers
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