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AbstractAbstractAbstractAbstract    

A study of the views of farmers in Exmoor National Park about the importance of 

government funding for farm viability and environmental outcomes; the most 

effective case for continuing public funding and the design of any future farm 

funding scheme that might replace the Common Agriculture Policy following the 

exit of the United Kingdom from the European Union. 
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1111    IntroductionIntroductionIntroductionIntroduction    

1.1 The idea for this study arose during a period of considerable speculation about the future of 

United Kingdom (UK) agriculture following the outcome of the national referendum in June 

2016, which indicated majority support for the UK to leave the European Union (EU). The UK 

government subsequently resolved to notify the EU formally of its intention to withdraw and to 

commence negotiations over the terms. 

1.2 Both in the run up to the referendum and subsequently, there has been a great deal of 

speculation about the potential impacts of the decision on both the UK and EU.  Mainly this has 

focused on the economic and social impacts, especially regarding changes in migration 

patterns, and also with some attention paid to potential consequences of any changes in 

environmental legislation, much of which is currently enshrined in European law. (Potton et al, 

2017) 

1.3 As a sector, agriculture is among the most exposed to changes resulting from the UK decision. 

As long as the UK is a member state, the EU sets the terms for international trade in 

agricultural produce, public funding to the sector, and a broad range of environmental and 

animal welfare standards and regulations. All of these are susceptible to new arrangements in 

future. 

1.4 An aspect of key significance to farming in Exmoor and the English uplands more generally, 

and so particularly for cattle and sheep production, is uncertainty over the continuation and 

structure for any future public funding for agriculture.  Farm funding over the past 30 years has 

been provided under the terms of the EU’s Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) and any future 

financial support after the UK exits will need to be provided directly from the UK national budget 

within limits set by the World Trade Organisation (WTO). This important change can be viewed 

as either a threat or an opportunity for UK farming. Optimistically, it provides an opportunity to 

develop an approach to farm funding specifically tailored to UK circumstances and objectives.  

1.5 Unsurprisingly, those in the agricultural sector or with other interests linked to the farmed 

environment have been quick to debate and establish their preferred positions for any future 

system of UK farm support. This has included debates within the upland regions of England 

through the Uplands Alliance and, more locally, on Exmoor itself as well as the other upland 

areas of South West England, Dartmoor and Bodmin Moor. 

1.6 In its 2013 policy statement on upland farming, the National Farmers’ Union (NFU) Hill and 

Upland Farming Group expressed concern that farmers’ views had not always been sought by 

policy makers when considering the future of the uplands (NFU, 2013). Thus, a key aspect of 

this study was to provide an early opportunity for farmers who are primarily responsible for 

environmental management in the National Park to express their own views on future funding 

schemes that might emerge.  As such, it builds on work commissioned by the Exmoor Hill 

Farming Network (EHFN) and facilitated by Countryside and Community Research Institute to 

establish a ‘position statement’ for farming on Exmoor (EHFN, 2017). 

1.7 The current study results from collaboration between Exmoor National Park Authority (ENPA) 

and the Land, Environment, Economics and Policy (LEEP) Institute at the University of Exeter. 

It was conducted over a period of two months preceding the author’s retirement as Chief 

Executive at the Authority at the end of March 2017.  

1.8 The objectives of the study were to seek the views of a sample of Exmoor farmers on: 

1. The viability of farming businesses in Exmoor and the importance of the contribution 

currently being made from public funding support;  
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2. The best case for continued funding direct from the UK government once the UK has left 

the EU, including those based on delivery of public benefits, and 

3. The design of funding mechanisms and incentives to enable the continuing and enhanced 

delivery of a range of public benefits in future. 

1.9 It is intended that the study will help inform the development of farm funding policy relating 

particularly to livestock farming in the English uplands generally and, in the event that regionally 

or locally managed schemes are introduced, more specifically to Exmoor and the South West 

of England. 
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2222    MethodologyMethodologyMethodologyMethodology    

2.1 Farms over 100 hectares (ha) in size, while comprising only 32% of farm holdings, are 

responsible for managing more than three quarters of the total agricultural area within Exmoor 

National Park (Dwyer et al, 2015) and have the most significant impact on landscape and the 

farming economy. The majority of these larger holdings also derive most of their household 

income from farming and are therefore most exposed to changes in the farming economy.  

These factors provided the focus for the current study, and 21 of the 23 farms in the study 

exceeded 100 ha in size.  The study sample represented approximately 12% of 165 farms 

holdings over 100 ha in the National Park. 

2.2 The study consisted of a series of semi-structured interviews with 28 farmers operating 23 

farms in Exmoor National Park. The author knew 14 of the 28 farmers well, and had discussed 

farming matters with them from time to time in the past, though never in a formal structured 

way. Of the other 14 interviewees, 6 were known to the author but not well, while the interview 

was the first ever meeting between the author and remaining 8 following introductions from 

local farming contacts. 

2.3 The semi-structured interviews explored the following broad themes: 

• Description of the farm and its current economic performance – including income from 

farm production; direct costs of production; labour input and overheads; innovations over the 

past ten years, and the significance of public funding. 

• Farmers’ thoughts on ways to increase profitability of their farm production and 

overall farm business – including potential farming options; whether there were specific 

barriers (e.g. regulation) that meant changes were not being implemented already, and the 

income and opportunities from farm diversification. 

• Farmers’ thoughts on the best arguments in support of future public funding – 

including the public benefits their farm is currently delivering in addition to food production; 

steps currently being taken on the farm to maintain and enhance these benefits; ways in 

which such benefits might be increased, and the design of funding mechanisms and 

incentives that would maintain and enhance benefits in future. 

2.4 Interviews were mostly held on the respective farms, each taking typically 2 to 2.5 hours with 

the interviewer taking written notes.  Subsequently, every interviewee had the opportunity to 

review the notes, both to correct points and to add any further comments they wished to make. 

  Comments were not to be attributed, but interviewees were offered the opportunity to check 

that they were content with the wording and to remove any comments if they preferred. 

2.5 The sample of farms is not claimed to be fully representative of Exmoor as a whole. That 

perspective has been covered most recently in ‘The State of Farming in Exmoor 2015’ (Dwyer 

et al, 2015) and in an analysis of Farm Business Survey (FBS) returns for 2014/15 (Robbins & 

Fogerty, 2016). However, it was considered important to obtain a sufficient range of views 

reflecting the varying circumstances across Exmoor. Thus the interviewees represented a wide 

geographic spread of owner-occupiers and tenants, with and without access to moorland and 

rough grazing. The majority were family-run farms, including some with a very long-standing 

family connection to Exmoor, as well as some more recent entrants. 
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3333. . . .     Current economic performanCurrent economic performanCurrent economic performanCurrent economic performance of farming on Exmoorce of farming on Exmoorce of farming on Exmoorce of farming on Exmoor    

3333.1.1.1.1    Return on livestock productionReturn on livestock productionReturn on livestock productionReturn on livestock production    

3.1 All of the farmers interviewed managed livestock farms with varying proportions of cattle and 

sheep.  The aggregate figures for the outputs from the 23 farms covered in the report show a 

higher level of output from the cattle compared to the sheep enterprise reflecting the make up 

of the study farms as set out in paragraph 2.1. 

3333.1.1.1.1.1.1.1.1    Cattle:Cattle:Cattle:Cattle:    

3.2 22 of 23 interviewee farms had a suckler cow herd with an average of 104 cows most of which 

were hardy beef/dairy crosses, e.g. Angus/Friesian or Devon/Friesian.  Friesian crosses are 

generally preferred to Holstein due to body shape.  The cows were most frequently put to 

continental type bulls such as Limousin or Charolais to provide a calf for sale.   

“Three parts beef and one part dairy provides a cow with good milk and a beefy 
calf.” 

3.3 Traditionally, most calves would have been sold as busk calves at weaning (6-8 months) in the 

autumn through local livestock markets.  This approach has the main advantage of reducing 

the numbers of overwintered cattle to breeding stock and replacements.  However, the high 

incidence of bovine tuberculosis (bTB) across the region has meant that many Exmoor farms 

have experienced a lock-down period in the autumn and have not been able to move cattle off 

the farm other than to slaughter. 

3.4 Bovine TB is still a concern for anyone farming cattle: 

“Traditionally, we aimed to sell calves in the autumn but this has been affected by 

TB and we now time sales for the spring.  Have had a TB lock-down in 16 of past 19 

years.” 

 “The pattern now is an odd few here and there each year, but it’s still as disruptive 
as ever. Currently shut down and if go clear next week it will be the first clear since 

October.” 

“The cattle are out in the summer and the TB test when they come into the sheds 

usually identifies a few reactors. We go clear over the period in the shed and then 
get it again when the cattle go back outside.” 

“The farm was down every year for 20 years with TB.  We were in the cull zone for 

Krebs trials and went clear for 2 years. TB tends to clear up over winter while the 

cattle are in the sheds. We always go down on September tests after a period of 
grazing outside.  Usually one or two reactors in November test and clear in January 

and March.” 

“We used to sell busk calves, but TB means that we can no longer do this.  We 

would prefer to go back to this as it reduces winter costs and you get a reasonable 
price.” 

3.5 But a number of farms reported a reduction in the incidence of bTB in recent years: 

“No losses of cattle due to TB in three years since badger cull came into operation.” 

“For 23 years the farm had at least one annual TB breakdown with up to 20 
reactors, but we have had only 1 breakdown of 2 or 3 reactors in last 4 years since 

the badger cull.” 
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 “Selling busk calves is now possible again as TB is not as bad as it was.  We were 

having to keep on and finish calves but weren’t good at finishing as meant we had to 

take in extra land and buy in feed, which I don’t like doing as organic is double the 
cost of conventional.” 

“We have been clear of TB for around 10 years. There are not many badgers in the 

area and low numbers seems to mean fewer disease problems.” 

3.6 A range of strategies have been developed to respond to the TB challenge: 

“We split calving so that calves born in Feb/March/April are sold as busk calves in 

October at 6-9 months and calves born in July/Aug/Sept produce heifer 

replacements and steers which are kept 12 months before sale as stores.” 

“TB hasn’t helped, suddenly go down and a big effect on sucklers when you end up 
keeping animals longer, so we are focusing on selling heifers as fat cattle or for 

breeding.” 

“You can sell calves in autumn for about £650 each and in spring for nearer £700 

but it costs £180 per animal to overwinter.  Also, it’s better to move off the farm in 
case of TB or another problem.  They are sold via farmer free ads on Facebook.” 

“In the early ‘90s we had a big issue with bTB so we have finished cattle ever since. 

We try and get them out by 2 years old, i.e. 20-26 months and finish 55-60 cattle a 

year. We may try to sell some stores next year to save on input costs.” 

“BTb has led to the breeding of replacements.  During a 12 month shut-down we 

had to carry 100 calves through the winter, which meant buying in straw for bedding 

and 7 tonnes a month of cake.  We have now gone clear.” 

“An extra shed has been built as a precaution if cattle can’t be sold because of TB.  
We would need to buy in silage in that event.” 

“Late calving this year as TB meant I couldn’t get cows to the bull.” 

“We’ve not had a breakdown yet that has restricted sales but, if one did happen, 

stock would need to be sold on the red market as they cannot all be carried through 

the winter.” 

3.7 Other biosecurity measures employed on some farms include double fencing against 

neighbouring boundaries, and using artificial insemination (AI) rather than introducing outside 

bulls into a closed herd for breeding. 

3333.1.2.1.2.1.2.1.2    SheepSheepSheepSheep        

3.8 20 of the study farms have sheep, with an average flock size of 663 breeding ewes. The 

traditional local breeds are Exmoor horn and Devon closewool, with 5 flocks and 1 flock 

respectively kept on the interviewee farms.  These are most often crossed with a larger ram to 

produce a ‘mule’ lamb for fattening.  Blue-faced Leicester rams are particularly popular, and 

several farms produce the ‘Exmoor mule’ cross between an Exmoor horn and blue-faced 

Leicester. 

3.9 Other popular hill breeds are the Scotch blackface and Swaledale and these tend to be 

favoured for moorland flocks.  However, there is a lot of experimentation amongst Exmoor 

farmers, with flocks including Suffolk, Texel, Cheviot, Lleyn, Charollais, Romney and even 

some New Zealand breeds.   

3.10 Lambing typically takes place in March and April, although some start as early as January / 

February: 
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 “We have two flocks: one lambs in February and is a lowland type flock, and the 

April flock is more of a hill flock.” 

“We lamb outdoors at the end of April – it’s a very moorland farm.” 

“We lamb outdoors in April, with ewes and lambs kept out on more sheltered (silage) 

fields. The sheep are then moved up to the higher land at the beginning of May, to 

allow 6-7 weeks for hay/silage production.” 

3.11 Some of the resulting lambs will be retained as replacement breeding ewes for future years, 

while the majority are sold either as weaned animals (stores), which are sold on to be ‘finished’ 

(made ready for market)  elsewhere, or are retained and finished on the home farm before 

being sent to slaughter.  In some cases lambs are sold on as breeding stock. 

“In October/November we sell lambs as strong stores through Blackmoor Gate 
(Exmoor Farmers Livestock Auctions).” 

“We lamb in April outdoors and start selling finished lambs in September. Slower 

growing animals kept back, as spring prices can be good.” 

“We sell most through Blackmoor Gate as stores – take 60 at each sale and try and 
move the lambs on before the ewes go to the ram in the autumn.” 

“We cross a Scotch blackface ewe with a blue-faced Leicester ram for a Scotch 

mule lamb, and then sell ewes as breeders or as 2-tooths and fatten as many of the 

wethers as we can (50-60%) and sell the remainder towards winter as stores.” 
[Wethers are castrated male lambs, and 2-tooths are yearling sheep with two 

permanent incisors.] 

“We sell finished lambs direct to [meat trader]. Lambs are mostly good grades and 

get premium of around 10p/kilo deadweight.” 

“The lambs go to Blackmoor Gate as stores starting in late July and with around 60 

a week. Prices £65 at best and £45 at worst with most in mid £50s. Prices are 

similar to last year but not as good as year before that. It ought to have been more 

with the low value of the pound.” 

3.12 For many Exmoor farms, sheep numbers are smaller than previously: 

“Lambing is easier with fewer sheep. More sheep required increased fertiliser costs 

and medication (e.g. to treat worms). [The sheep] are happier, fatter, have minimal 

disease, plenty of forage and are less stressed, and margins are probably better.” 

3333.1.1.1.1.3.3.3.3    Farm iFarm iFarm iFarm inputsnputsnputsnputs    

3.13 All interviewees indicated that they seek to keep the costs of inputs as low as possible: 

“We keep costs low – e.g. 20 year old tractors” 

3.14 The main inputs cited by interviewees were: 

• Labour 

• Concentrate feeds 

• Minerals 

• Straw for bedding 

• Lime 

• Fertilisers 

• Forage harvesting  

• Contractors 
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3.15 Labour costs on most farms are restricted to the farmer and family members, with only 6 of the 

23 interviewee farmers employing labour (equating to 12 full-time workers). This is a 

considerable change compared with 30-40 years ago, when most farms would have had some 

paid help:  

“In past we had 2 workmen plus myself and mother and father.  Now, it’s my son 

and I plus a part-timer, plus silage contractors and contractors baling.” 

“Get help at lambing from visitors who come each year and help without the need for 
payment.” 

“Labour costs for a fortnight at lambing and half a day a week on sheep.” 

“1.4 Full Time Equivalent (FTE) staff = farmer full time + contractors at shearing and 

lambing.” 

3.16 The majority of farms now overwinter animals in sheds, particularly cattle, when in the past 

farms with access to moorland or rough grazing were more likely to overwinter outside.  

Housed animals require bedding, which is usually bought in straw, although, some farms with 

moorland have taken to harvesting Molinia (purple moor grass) as bedding.  Feed supplements 

are also provided, particularly at key points in the year such as for ewes at lambing time and to 

finish lambs ready for market.  Finishing of cattle within a shorter time period also requires 

additional supplements.  This input costs can rise considerably if a TB shut- down means that 

more cattle than planned have to be housed over the winter: 

 “The livestock are essentially grass fed, grazing for most of the year with 

supplementary home-grown hay and silage during the winter. Bulls and yearlings 

are fed some bought in concentrate feed. Ewes are fed concentrate feed prior to 

lambing, and rams are fed concentrates prior to tupping.” 

“We need additional feed at c£200 a tonne if have to feed calves due to TB shut-

down.” 

“As well as home produced feed, we buy in c60 tonnes grain (from Stogumber) and 

75 tonnes straw collected from Williton where can pick up the bales.” 

“We buy concentrates for sheep – all other feed is off the farm = hay, silage.” 

“Calves get some concentrated feed to be ready for target sale dates.” 

“Sheep receive concentrates in spring ahead of lambing. None to lambs.” 

“The land is not very productive and is mineral deficient.” 

“We also feed minerals. We had a problem when we were suddenly getting no 
calves and this was due to iron deficiency, so we provided iron boluses.” 

3.17 All farms grow their own forage for winter feeding – silage, haylage and hay – and this element 

of production is responsible for a high proportion of input costs including machinery, lime, 

fertilisers and contractor costs: 

“The grazing land gets 75kg/acre of 20%N in spring and 50kg in autumn – the fields 

are okay for P & K.” 

“Cutting ground receives 100kg/acre for each cut – 2 cuts a year on the second 

farm.” 

“Fertiliser – we were putting nitrogen on before and are trying to get soil structure 

back in and increase worm numbers.  Have high organic content.  Need to get pH 

up.” 

“Do soil test and can add phosphate and potash when it’s needed.” 
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“Dry manure [dung + straw] is spread once a year and 1 cwt urea applied per acre.  

Urea is better in cooler climate; does not leach, and is not as acidic as other 

fertilisers.” 

“We provide our own round bale haylage – it’s fine so long as no TB when we could 

have 50 extra head of cattle over winter so we aim to crop more than we usually 

need and have some left after winter.” 

“All permanent pastures are quite old so we are trying rotations.” 

“We use clamp silage and mow the grass ourselves to keep costs down.” 

“50+ acres are cut in July for hay or haylage.  Hay means there is no cost of plastic 

wrap.” 

“We plough in June for swedes or kale, which is grazed by ewes and ewe lambs 
over winter.” 

“We sow spring barley to provide c 50 tonnes grain plus 30 tonnes of straw for 

bedding. If the weather allows, we sow grass in early September after harvest. If the 

weather is not suitable, we sow winter oats in late September, which we harvest in 
11 months and then put the land to grass.” 

“On another Exmoor farm did grow barley but red deer were a problem because the 

shoots drive deer into the quieter areas and the herds were bigger than in the past.” 

“We are getting silage from some other farmland that isn’t being actively farmed.  
Around 1,000 round bales of haylage were collected last year. This means there is 

less pressure for silage on the main farm.” 

“Contractors do silage. We get 110 – 120 bales on 20 acres cut early and cut 

another field later if needed.” 

“We mow our grass and get in a contractor to bale it – bales may be more expensive 

but are more convenient than clamp and there is less waste.  It costs £12 a bale, 

and 800 – 1,000 are made.” 

“The forage contract costs are £45,000 a year, which is money into the local 

economy.” 

“Contractors do cutting, baling, and wrapping if necessary.” 

3333.1..1..1..1.4444    Contribution of Contribution of Contribution of Contribution of mmmmoorlandoorlandoorlandoorland    to the farming systemto the farming systemto the farming systemto the farming system    

3.18 14 of the interviewee farms incorporated an area of moorland, much of which is designated as 

a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).  Moorland is typically less productive for farmers 

than in-bye land, and SSSI status places restrictions on the way in which moorland can be 

farmed. This affects stocking numbers and the times of year when stock can be grazed on the 

moor.  

3.19 While the restrictions may not have adversely affected the profitability of moorland farms as the 

majority are in agri-environment schemes, the restrictions have radically altered the contribution 

that moorland makes to the farming system.  This has meant that many of the moorland farms 

now effectively run two operations: one based on the improved ground off the moorland (the in-

bye) and the other based on particular moorland herds and sheep flocks. 

3.20 The main considerations are the need to use animals that can thrive on the relatively poor 

forage and adverse climate and have resistance to tick borne diseases that are more prevalent 

on moorland areas (although this is increasing elsewhere). Farmers are also having to adapt to 

the requirement to move most animals off the moor over the winter months to comply with agri-

environment schemes. 
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 “The payments on the moorland mean that Angus [cattle] are used as they’re 

hardier animals.  We have no problems with diseases as we treat for ticks and give 

trace elements bolus.  We put out steers and heifers in May and bring in in October.” 

“We buy in Angus steers for one moorland area, grow them on and then sell at the 

end of the season. Galloways were being used but we lost money as we couldn’t 

sell them.” 

 “Home bred is better as stock have natural resistance to red water [a tick-borne 
disease]. You can inoculate against red water but there is a 290 day withdrawal 

period and it’s expensive. You used to have to register an animal that has had a 

dose.” 

“We have no problem with tick-borne disease and have not had red water. Cattle 
and calves get a pour-on [to treat ticks] before they go on the common and when 

they come off.” 

3.21 The inability to use the moorland for winter grazing has probably had the most significant effect 

on farming systems: 

“We had a herd of Devons but then the ESA stopped winter grazing on the hill and 

so we crossed with continentals to get bigger calves.  We can’t go back to Devons 

as the breed has been crossed with Salers cattle [a French breed] and you can’t get 

the original hardy stock.” 

“We mostly over winter in sheds but some cattle are still out and cause a problem of 

poaching around feeders.  We used to overwinter cattle on moor.” 

3.22 The purpose behind SSSI designation is to give primacy to biodiversity in the management of 

the designated area.  At the time of designations of most areas in the 1980s and 1990s the 

primary conservation concerns were regarded as over-grazing by livestock and its impact on 

moorland vegetation, particularly heather, and the use of burning to manage vegetation and 

provide better grazing for livestock.  The subsequent use of agri-environment ‘prescriptions’ led 

to a major reduction in livestock grazing and burning to a point where it virtually ceased over 

some large moorland areas, with a  marked increase in the quantity of moorland vegetation.   

3.23 While the aim has been to benefit biodiversity, the actual outcomes of the radical change in 

management have not been made clear to the managers of the moorland areas as is touched 

on later in this report.  However, in the past few years greater experimentation has been taking 

place over moorland management with a greater focus on the specific outcomes being sought 

for biodiversity such as reducing the increasing dominance of more vigorous vegetation such 

as gorse, bracken and Molinia and the restoration of more valued habitats such as blanket bog 

in the moors with the deepest peat deposits. 

3333.2.2.2.2    Conclusions on the fConclusions on the fConclusions on the fConclusions on the financial return frominancial return frominancial return frominancial return from    livestock productionlivestock productionlivestock productionlivestock production    

3.24 One farmer summed up the position for all the farms interviewed: 

“The livestock does make a return on direct costs but we are not currently making 

sufficient to cover all farm costs without public funding payments.” 

3.25 Similar comments reinforced this view: 

“The farm business just about breaks even, though this doesn’t take full account of 

all family labour, e.g. father.” 

“Production costs are more than we get for the stock and the farm is getting further 
away from self-sufficiency.” 
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 “Costs do not include main farmer time and the cash flow on livestock in 2015/16 

was negative at around £16,000 net cost plus main farmer labour value.” 

“2015 was more typical, with a profit of £31,917.  However, this does not include the 
labour costs of myself and father, and resulted after public funding totalling around 

£50,000.” 

“The return on sales has to cover the costs of my own labour + father + worker 2 

days a week + contractors.  Together with other costs, the return for all of the work 
is very low and is not sufficient to meet the family needs without other income from 

elsewhere.” 

 “The return from livestock alone on 200 ha is not viable.”  

3.26 More the case for smaller farms: 

“We have a very small acreage so we have always worked as well as farmed.” 

3.27 The fluctuations in the farm profitability and vulnerability to adverse events such as a bovine TB 

outbreak were mentioned by several: 

“A recent incidence of TB has had a big impact on the costs and cash flow for the 
cattle side of the business.” 

“The farm made a big loss in 2016 but this was mainly due to a change in system 

which meant that only [a small number of] fat calves were sold.” 

“The position would be better if the herd was stable rather than building up.” 

3333.3.3.3.3    Innovation Innovation Innovation Innovation ––––    increasing profitabilityincreasing profitabilityincreasing profitabilityincreasing profitability    and responding to challengesand responding to challengesand responding to challengesand responding to challenges    

3.28 Traditionally, much of the farming on Exmoor has focused on breeding from hardy breeds of 

sheep and cattle, with lambs and calves then sold on as stores to be raised to market condition 

in lowland farms.  This approach was an adaptation to the climate and conditions in the upland 

area and is still a feature of many Exmoor farms.  However, the interviews revealed a great 

deal of experimentation and innovation as farmers seek to increase profitability and adapt to 

challenges such as that provided by the high incidence of bovine TB. 

3.29 Key approaches adopted by Exmoor farmers to increase profitability and adapt to external 

challenges include: 

• Reducing costs  

• Farming strategy  

• Capital investment  

• Improving the livestock  

• New technologies  

• Enhancing value and marketing of produce  

2.3.12.3.12.3.12.3.1    Reducing costs Reducing costs Reducing costs Reducing costs     

3.30 There has been a steady reduction in the amount of bought in labour on many farms as well as 

approaches to minimise expenditure on inputs: 

“We have changed our labour inputs - in the past we had 2 workmen + self + mother 

& father.  Now, it’s my son and I plus a part-timer, plus silage contractors and 

contractors baling. We hire in contractors as we don’t have the time or the 

equipment. It’s not sensible to have equipment for only 4 days a year.” 

“We changed from hay to haylage and silage.” 
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“We are going to put in kale for cows and strip feed and try to over-winter young 

stock outdoors.  10 acres is being used as an experiment.” 

“Production costs have been reduced, e.g. using a self-loading forward wagon to 
harvest silage and transport to clamps rather than round bales.  This means one 

vehicle rather than several and saves the costs of plastic silage wrap.” 

 “Harvesting of Molinia and rushes for bedding has reduced the costs of buying in 

straw.  When straw was £100 a tonne the saving was £10,000 to £12,000 a year.  
Straw prices have gone down since but have risen again this year. Another 

unexpected benefit of Molinia bedding is a saving on medicines and health 

treatments for cattle due to much improved resistance to tick borne diseases, 

presumably because of the continued exposure through the winter. Also, we don’t 
need to use as much fertiliser on the in-bye as Molinia and rushes in the manure 

have higher levels of potash and phosphate than straw. Cutting also reduces fire 

risk.” 

“Cutting Molinia for bedding saves £18,000-£20,000 in a good year.  We use our 
own machinery and know the ground well.  We produced 1300 bales this year, 600 

year before, and 1600 year before that.” 

“Grass fertiliser – use the right products for the right grass based on soil analysis 

and forage analysis.” 

“The best return on grass is through the use of lime – treat every 5-6 years with 1-

1.5 tonnes / acre.” 

“We reseed 20-25 acres a year – buy the best grass seed and don’t go for 

cheapest.” 

“We do our own haulage which keeps costs down.”  

“The sole fertiliser is farmyard manure plus lime every 4-5 years.” 

3.31 Compared to cattle, sheep incur high labour costs, especially when lambing is indoors in sheds. 

Shearing is also expensive, and sheep need regular treatment to prevent ailments.  The high 

labour costs have a big impact on profitability: 

 “Sheep have proven not to be profitable, with a net loss on direct costs of around 

£9,000 in 2016 and considerably higher in previous years.” 

“The labour requirement [for sheep] is high and it may be viable if this is provided by 

the farm family but not if you are hiring in labour.”  

“We are aiming to provide a hardier flock that lambs outside with cost savings.” 

“We are never going to make enough money out of lamb with the current prices, so 

we can only reduce inputs.  High labour and other costs when in a shed means that 

£20 is put on every lamb in the shed and selling on at £60.  So control costs rather 
than trying to add on at the top.  Hence outdoor lambing.  Also, outdoor lambs 

performed better.” 

“We are adapting the sheep flock by going for higher numbers of ewes and a hardier 

breed to enable lambing outdoors to reduce costs, which add up to £20 per lamb 
born in a shed.” 

3333.3.2.3.2.3.2.3.2    Farming strategy Farming strategy Farming strategy Farming strategy ––––    sell stores or finish?sell stores or finish?sell stores or finish?sell stores or finish?    

3.32 A key decision for Exmoor farmers is whether to sell stores or finish. Many farms have sought 

to move away from selling recently weaned store lambs and busk calves towards a system that 

produces finished animals ready for slaughter. In cattle this has been driven primarily by 

problems with bovine TB, where a herd breakdown can mean that animals cannot be sold on 
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(except direct to slaughter or for a reduced price to a farm that can take in cattle from herds 

under restriction) until after a closed period: 

“We went organic and reduced cattle numbers.  This enables more fattening of 
animals and is more TB proof.  Previously, were getting poor PD (Pregnancy 

Diagnosis) results possible due to ticks on the in-ground. We treat animals going 

onto the hill for ticks and vaccinate for louping ill.” 

“We have adapted the cattle business to the high likelihood of TB infection when the 
stock is in fields.” 

“We now sell stores not fat lambs – creep feeding increases costs.” 

“We have tried keeping in longer and keeping out longer.  Keeping in requires more 

straw and leads to feet problems but the grass benefits.” 

3.33 While some farms are likely to be more suitable for finishing stock, there was no evidence from 

the farm output figures in the current study that one strategy is likely to be more profitable than 

the other, as many other factors impact on profitability. 

3333.3.3.3.3.3.3.3.3            Capital investmentCapital investmentCapital investmentCapital investment    

3.34 Capital investment, particularly in livestock buildings, was driven in many cases by agri-

environment schemes that brought a halt to winter grazing on moorland so that cattle kept over 

the winter needed to be housed.  Access to good buildings opens up possibilities such as an 

increased scope to produce finishing stock for direct sale.  Grant schemes have helped some 

farmers with the investment costs. 

“Better sheds mean less feed and less mess.” 

“More land and a bigger shed is needed to meet the space requirements for the 

organic standard.” 

“We received a Catchment Sensitive Farming (CSF) grant for the yard so that we 

now produce solid manure rather than slurry.” 

“Through ‘Soils for Profit’ we had a grant to aerate the ground. We also had a grant 

for a sheep-handling race.” 

“We bought a different sheep race to help us scan sheep ear tags.” 

“We would have more sheds if we owned the property.” 

3333.3.4.3.4.3.4.3.4    Improving the livestockImproving the livestockImproving the livestockImproving the livestock    

3.35 The main approaches to improving stock performance have been in the selection of breeds and 

in closer monitoring of health and productivity together with selective breeding. With cattle, the 

move towards overwintering in sheds has been accompanied by a move away from the hardier 

breeds and towards the selection of continental breed bulls to provide a faster growing calf.  

Similarly, many farms have moved away from the hardier local breeds such as Exmoor Horn 

sheep to more productive breeds and cross-bred mule sheep: 

 “We are always looking at the percentages to see if I can get them higher or lower, 

e.g. by reducing mortality.” 

“Improving the stock leads to better prices, e.g. heavier lambs and selling as 

breeding stock.” 

3.36 To increase the profitability of sheep production farmers have a range of approaches including 

going for higher lambing percentages, reducing inputs and finishing on grass.  As mentioned 

earlier, many Exmoor farms are experimenting with different sheep breeds to improve the 

marketability of their lambs.  Fodder crops are used on some farms to overwinter ewes or finish 
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lambs and, as with cattle, some farms are seeking to sell into more specialist and higher value 

markets: 

 “We use stubble turnips for wintering ewe lambs. Ploughing costs £120 for 6 acres, 
which is enough for 140 lambs.  In spring they go on to grass or a plantain/clover 

mix.  Plantain/clover can also be used to finish lambs.” 

 “Organic farming meant we had to drop numbers due to a marked reduction in 

grass growth, clean grazing requirements etc. Sheep were far more difficult to keep 
healthy under Soil Association rules than cattle.” 

3333.3.5.3.5.3.5.3.5    New technologiesNew technologiesNew technologiesNew technologies    

3.37 New technologies have allowed better monitoring of stock performance from the routine 

scanning of pregnant ewes, which enables the farmer to know how many lambs to expect, to 

sophisticated computer models that use the ability provided by electronic identification (EID) to 

monitor the performance of individual sheep: 

EID on sheep: “I am a convert after being sceptical. We have invested in hardware 

to weigh lambs and read tags, and in animal management software so we can 

select the best performers.  It’s also good for finishing, as it’s now easy to weigh the 
stock. We can pick up differences in the performance on different fields, too, and we 

are saving money on wormers as not every animal needs them. It does take more 

handling time but there are big benefits.” 

3.38 The increasing use of ultrasound scanning to establish the number of lambs each ewe is 

expecting is enabling more efficient management of flocks and selection of stock to produce 

higher lambing percentages, although not all farmers use this approach if they cannot act on 

the information it provides: 

“We have gone from 115% lambs at scanning to 160% and are aiming for 170%. It’s 

more efficient as we can drop ewe numbers as a result.” 

 “We had 153% scanning this year which is down on around 172% in previous 

years. Ewes with single lambs stay out while the others are housed in mid January.  

On 15th March we start lambing for 2-3 weeks.” 

 “We have a 153% lambing rate this year compared to 166% last year.  There is a 
lot of variation between years and rams etc. And the reasons for the differences are 

not clear.” 

“We don’t scan the sheep as we have no housing and can’t segregate them which 

might justify costs on the basis of saving in feed. At 70p per ewe to scan and only 1 
in 26 that are barren, it is hard to justify.” 

 

3333.3.6.3.6.3.6.3.6    Enhancing value and marketing of produceEnhancing value and marketing of produceEnhancing value and marketing of produceEnhancing value and marketing of produce    

3.39 Various strategies are employed on Exmoor farms to increase the value of their stock at sale – 

“We aim to add value rather than numbers”. The most frequently mentioned approaches for 

enhancing the value of cattle sales were: 

• Focus on specific breeds for which there is a premium such as Aberdeen Angus and Red 

Devon. 

• Adoption of ‘kitemark’ standards such as organic and/or pasture-fed livestock. 

• Direct sale to supermarkets for specialist lines.  Several supermarkets operate their own 

form of branding that enables a premium to be paid for meat reaching the required standard. 
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• Direct sale to meat processing firms – several companies make regular collections from 

Exmoor farms which helps keep down the costs of transport and provides a small premium 

for the right animals.  Feedback from the meat processor on carcass quality can also aid the 

farmer in achieving the right grade of finished animal. 

• Direct sale to the public –through a box scheme, for example, is a possibility for small 

numbers but the distance of Exmoor from larger centres of population is a disadvantage.  

Other farms have developed farm shops and catering outlets such as burger vans.  These 

can add value but require a considerable investment in processing equipment and time. 

3.40 Increasingly, farmers are looking to new ways to add value to stock including adoption of an 

organic standard, direct selling, breed specialisation, farm shops and direct selling to the public.  

Smaller farms, in particular, can benefit from the development of specialist or niche’products. 

“We were aiming for a premium price [for our Devon cattle] as breeding stock, but a 

restaurant owner is keen and so we are selling for meat instead.” 

“We tried boxed beef as a trial in 2016, when 12 boxes were advertised on 

Facebook in the morning and we had sold every box by lunchtime.” 

“We can’t compete with the commercial big farmers so we sell the breed and 

Exmoor clean air etc.” 

“Hereford fatstock usually go to a Hereford scheme or as standard beef.  Herefords 

do not provide such a good return although they eat the same, but Angus cattle 

don’t do so well on the hill.”  

 “We are selling privately over social media.” 

3.41 Niche and direct selling is often challenging to sustain: 

“The carcasses are DNA tested and get beef price if they are not 50% Angus.  

Sometimes the animal fails the test even though an Angus bull is used!” 

“Organic status provides a premium on lambs which are sold to Waitrose. But the 
demand from the supermarket is notified on a weekly basis and goes up and down. 

This makes it hard to finish efficiently as it takes 3 weeks to finish on rape but we 

only get 1 week’s notice of the number required.” 

 “We tried Angus cows put to Angus bulls, selling on to Waitrose, but costs were so 
great that there was no gain.  Animals had to be kept 6,8 or 12 months longer to 

finish, so it wasn’t worthwhile even though there was a premium. Also, we had to 

pay the haulage costs to the designated abattoir in Pontefract, which was £60 per 

animal.” 

“We have avoided buying in feed but getting to 24 months to fit the [Pasture-Fed 

Livestock] scheme may well need feed.  The scheme is for grass-fed stock but 

bringing forward to 24 months means we lose a third summer on grass to get them 

in finished condition – 28 months would be better.” 

“Grass-fed Association requirements are too restrictive.” 

“Customer demand [for meat] is very variable, for example you might get a sudden 

demand for lamb rumps following a TV chef or other fashion in cooking.” 

“Other marketing by supermarkets such as ‘farm fresh’ has dented the organic 
market.” 

“The biggest change has been to focus on native breeds, having tried a continental 

bull which didn’t work well on this farm.” 

3.42 The requirements of agri-environment schemes have also led to the need to adapt farming 

systems.  For example, housing cattle over winter due to restrictions in winter grazing: 
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“Our pasture has been improved, but some is in UELS schemes and the low inputs 

mean that we have been keeping stock numbers down. It’s easy to cut down your 

stock numbers but harder to get back up again as it takes 3 to 4 years to recover.” 

“ESA looked good but you couldn’t reseed for 5 years, which meant the grass 

deteriorated. So we had a 5 year break from the scheme.” 

“ESA capital grants enabled every hedge to be managed and we just trim now.” 

“We adapted to the ruling that cattle cannot be put on the hill over winter by 
changing breeds. When cattle were allowed on the hill again bought in new hardy 

stock.” 

3.43 Several of the interviewees are also in farm discussion groups being organised through the 

Exmoor Hill Farm Network, and they mentioned this as a stimulus for the exchange of ideas 

and learning from what others are doing. 

3333.3.7.3.7.3.7.3.7    ImpacImpacImpacImpact of regulationt of regulationt of regulationt of regulation    

3.44 Few suggestions were made in response to the question regarding the potential for the removal 

of regulations to enhance profitability: 

“Most rules are for the benefit of the consumer and ‘red tape’ is all done for a 
reason.  However, movement licences are annoying and could be made easier” 

3.45 Only one farmer suggested a potential change to regulation: 

“BSE regulations require beef animals slaughtered after 30 months to have the 

vertebral column and other ‘risk’ parts removed so that they don’t go into the food 

chain.  This adds to slaughter costs and a longer time period of 36 months would be 
better for animals grown on grass rather than grain and other high energy feeds.” 

3.46 This measure, which is a remaining restriction following the Bovine Spongiform Encephalitis 

(BSE) epidemic in the 1980s and 1990s, is called Specified Risk Material Control (SRM) and 

requires the removal (after slaughter) of the vertebral column and other parts of the animal 

most likely to carry BSE in cattle over 30 months.  While some butchers will take animals over 

30 months old, the existence of this requirement immediately reduces the value of an animal 

older than 30 months. 

3333.3.8.3.8.3.8.3.8    Impact of Brexit?Impact of Brexit?Impact of Brexit?Impact of Brexit?    

3.47 One farmer mentioned the uncertainty arising from the Brexit decision as a reason they were 

slowing their investment in replacement buildings and equipment: 

“With the uncertainty – do you stop investing?” 

3333.4.4.4.4    Contribution made by dContribution made by dContribution made by dContribution made by diversificationiversificationiversificationiversification    of the farm businessof the farm businessof the farm businessof the farm business    

3.48 All but four farms have some additional income from diversification.  The most frequently 

mentioned were: 

• Tourism accommodation – 10 farms provide some form of tourism accommodation, 

ranging from bed and breakfast (B&B) to self-catering, hostels and substantial camping 

sites. 

• Renewable energy – 9 farms have invested in renewable energy projects, including solar 

photovoltaic (PV), small scale wind turbines and hydroelectricity schemes which receive 

generation and Feed-in Tariff (FIT) payments, and wood fuel heating systems which 

receive Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) payments. 
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• Property rental – 5 farms have additional property that is rented out. 

• On-farm businesses – 5 farms have set up non-farming businesses based on the farm. 

• Tourism activities – 4 farms offer a venue for recreational activities, but these are all small 

in scale without any income generation. 

• Gamebird shoots – 4 farms had some form of shoot, although only one is a substantial 

commercial enterprise.  The other three are small recreational farm shoots with no 

significant income. 

• Wayleaves – 3 farms provide sites for telecommunications masts. 

• Employment away from the farm and pensions. 

3333.4.1.4.1.4.1.4.1    Tourism accommodation and activitiesTourism accommodation and activitiesTourism accommodation and activitiesTourism accommodation and activities    

3.49 The scale of investment in tourism businesses varies considerably including some large scale: 

“We have a variety of holiday lets – barns, stables, farmhouse and cottage.  These 

are usually full in the summer and provide an important part of farm income. Visitors 
help at lambing and shearing time and we also provide a lot of activities to help 

entertain the visitors including clay pigeon shooting, fishing in ponds and pony 

rides.” 

“The bunkhouse is in its third year and is doing well. We had noticed the potential 
passing trade on the [local] cycleroute although mountain bikers in groups are 

important customers rather than the passing trade originally envisaged. We 

researched bunkhouses on Dartmoor before investing.  An unforeseen benefit is the 

opportunity to meet people.” 

“We have a camp site which is a separate business.  It is medium-size at 4 acres 

and we don’t have to employ anyone.  There were better numbers last year – the 

lower pound helps to attract overseas visitors. But it was busier 25 years ago – 

before the link road.” 

“The B&B gives a better and quicker return on money invested, and the profit from 

this [and a catering business] compares well to farm profit.” 

3.50 Several interviewees reported significant changes in the expectations of customers over the 

years and a declining contribution from tourism: 

“We have a self-catering flat but custom has moved from 2 week stays to 1 week to 

short breaks. Short breaks increase costs of cleaning and laundry, and people have 

started haggling over the price. It’s very seasonal. 80% of people who stay are very 

nice but 20% not so good.” 

“We are now renting space to family but would go back into tourism as has lots of 

other spin-offs.” 

“We did have 2 cottages on holiday lets but now one is a home and the other is on a 

long-term let. We would not be keen to go back [to tourism]; it’s a struggle to get 
letting out of season, but still have costs of heating. There is no more stress of 

changeover days – most customers are okay but you don’t know what you are going 

to find, such as things missing that need to be replaced for next customer – and 

people were wandering around the farmyard or leaving the children behind while 
they went out for the day!” 

“The B&B has a good uptake from European visitors, e.g. Germans, Belgians and 

some Dutch and Norwegians.  The demand for quality is always increasing, e.g. en-

suite bathrooms and food.” 
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“We have had a B&B for a number of years but it’s not very busy and has declined 

in the last 10 years.  An attraction is to come and watch the deer, which often come 

close to the farm.” 

“Self-catering is okay but its probably overdone on Exmoor and people want a 

higher and higher standard.” 

3333.4.2.4.2.4.2.4.2    Renewable energyRenewable energyRenewable energyRenewable energy    

3.51 Renewable energy opportunities have been adopted with some enthusiasm in response to FIT 

payments for electricity and the RHI for heating systems.  Examples of renewable electricity 

include small-scale wind turbines, solar photovoltaic panels on roofs and some hydro-electricity 

schemes where the conditions are suitable. 

3.52 Biomass boilers are most suitable where they can be installed at scale to serve several 

properties and where there is a ready supply of fuel. Most interviewees reported a good 

experience with the systems and quick payback periods on the investment due to the incentive 

payments, although some have not been quite so successful and early adopters missed out on 

incentive payments. 

“Renewable Heat Incentive (RHI) was available for commercial projects and we 
could then cover the house as well so we included it in the bunkhouse project. The 

payment provides a 5-6 year payback.” 

“The RHI biomass boiler is on a commercial tariff and provides a good income, but 

50 tonnes of wood are required each year. There is not enough wood on the farm 

and it takes 2 hours a day on average to keep the boiler running.” 

 “We have invested in a ground-source heat pump but have problems balancing the 

system with the backup oil boiler.” 

“We have a biomass boiler with RHI, but it’s a pellet boiler and I think woodchip may 

have been better as Phytophthera meant we had to fell larch in our woodland.” 

3333.4.3.4.3.4.3.4.3    Barriers to diversificationBarriers to diversificationBarriers to diversificationBarriers to diversification    

3.53 Not all farms are suitable for diversification or have the resources to invest in the necessary 

infrastructure, such as tourism accommodation or renewable energy schemes.  Tenant farms 

are at a particular disadvantage and tend to have focused mainly on bed and breakfast as a 

diversification because the capital investment is small.   

3.45 Planning policy in the National Park was cited by four interviewees as a barrier:  

“Agricultural ties constrain the use of premises [and are a block to diversification].” 

“Wind turbines are restricted by planning.” 

“The farm has very high average wind speeds but we cannot go in for renewables 
such as wind generation or [large scale] solar panels because of planning 

restrictions in the National Park.” 

“The planning constraints on new farm dwellings reduce diversification opportunities, 

for example, the kitchen cannot be big enough for catering.” 
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4444. . . .     Significance of public funding paymentsSignificance of public funding paymentsSignificance of public funding paymentsSignificance of public funding payments    

4.1 All of the farms in the study are in receipt of public funding in line with the 2010 review of the 

European Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) which has two broad strands: Pillar 1 aimed at 

supporting producers and maintaining agricultural capacity while incorporating cross-

compliance and greening measures, and Pillar 2 focusing on rural development, including agri-

environment programmes. 

4.2 Thus, all study farms receive the Pillar 1 area-based Basic Payment Scheme (BPS) and most 

farms receive agri-environment payments.  Figure 4.1 provides averages for the main sources 

of income for 22 of the farms in the study.  Public funding averages approximately 66% of total 

farm receipts.  While receipt of public funding does require some expenditure or profit foregone, 

it clearly makes a significant contribution to overall farm viability. 

 

Figure 4.1 – Average contributions of main income sources to farm income for 22 study farms  

 

4.3 The importance of public funding is even starker when compared to the average Farm 

Business Income (FBI) as illustrated in figure 4.2.  FBI is the financial return to all unpaid labour 

(e.g. farmers and spouses) and on all capital invested in the farm business including land and 

buildings.  FBI equates on average of £21,747 for the 12 farms in the study where sufficient 

data was provided.  Thus, on average, public funding equates to some 3.2 times FBI. 
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Figure 4.2 – Comparison of Farm Business Income (FBI) with income from public funding and 

diversification for 12 farms where sufficient financial data was provided.  FBI is a net figure that 

incorporates income from all sources including public payments and diversification and takes account 

of all expenditure on farm production and meeting the requirements of public funding schemes. 
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4444.1 .1 .1 .1     Basic Payment Scheme (BPS)Basic Payment Scheme (BPS)Basic Payment Scheme (BPS)Basic Payment Scheme (BPS)    and and and and the the the the Rural Payments Agency (RPA)Rural Payments Agency (RPA)Rural Payments Agency (RPA)Rural Payments Agency (RPA)    

4.7 BPS is an area-based payment provided to active farmers who farm at least 5 ha of agricultural 

land and have the necessary historic entitlements to claim the payments (RPA, 2017).  The 

types of agricultural land that can be eligible for BPS are: 

• permanent grassland 

• arable land 

• permanent crops 

4.8 On Exmoor, the land being claimed for BPS is mostly permanent grassland, with some arable. 

Permanent grassland is defined as “land which is used to grow grasses or other herbaceous 
forage for 5 or more consecutive years. It can be self-seeded or sown. Permanent grassland 

includes areas of bracken, salt marshes, reed beds and light scrub (including gorse bushes and 

briar) if the land is managed so that they are suitable for grazing and grasses and other 

herbaceous forage remain predominant” (RPA, 2017).  It also includes areas of heather where 

these are kept in a state suitable for grazing. 

4.9 BPS has two payments: the basic payment plus a greening supplement. The majority of 

Exmoor farms receive the greening payment along with the standard BPS payment as they 

meet the requirements of the greening rule for permanent grassland:  

“Even if farmers are not claiming BPS on permanent grassland, they must not 

plough it if it is in a Natura 2000 site. For any other permanent grassland, they must 

get a screening decision from Natural England before they plough up or improve 

land which hasn’t been cultivated for 15 years, or which is semi-natural grassland 
(or another semi-natural area).” (RPA, 2017) 

4.10 The BPS scheme is administered by the Rural Payments Agency (RPA), which carries out 

inspections on 5% of applicants every year.  The inspections are unannounced and can involve 

a site visit or the use of aerial photography and satellite images.  If the inspection finds that 

rules are not being followed, reductions and penalties can be applied to the BPS payment. 

4.11 Eight of the interviewees in the current study reported problems when dealing with the RPA 

regarding their BPS claims. For example, several interviewees reported administration errors:   

“The RPA sent the wrong maps.” 

 “The RPA ‘lost’ parcels of land from its records and has knocked back entitlements 

compared to the previous situation.” 

“We are still awaiting 2015 payments after RPA didn’t get the hectarage right in our 

entitlements.” 

“On some new land we are bidding to get land into stewardship and organic but 

RPA delays meant we lost a year and may lose it altogether as a result of Brexit.” 

“We received no Single Farm Payment in 2014 due to a RPA error [interviewee was 

victim of a scam where the payment was incorrectly directed] and we have had to 
appeal.  This meant a big cashflow problem and we have had to reduce our herd as 

a result.” 

4.12 Two interviewees reported a series of administration problems with the RPA.  Example 1: 

“38 ha were taken off in 2015 and put back on in 2016. We were then penalised for 
late submission even though the application was submitted on time online and there 

is a receipt to say so.  We were underpaid 15% while problems were investigated 

and [RPA] lost our maps twice!” 

Example 2: 
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“We are in dispute with the RPA.  They deducted 100 ha out of 266 ha in hill 

payments and we didn’t know why! We didn’t complain in the previous year when 

they took off 66 ha because [at that time] the payments were late [November] and 
the next payment was due soon after so we didn’t want to risk delaying the payment 

any further. Now we are seeking an explanation. We have not been fined for over-

claiming so it’s all very puzzling.” 

4444.1.1.1.1.1.1.1.1    Permanently Ineligible Features (PIFs)Permanently Ineligible Features (PIFs)Permanently Ineligible Features (PIFs)Permanently Ineligible Features (PIFs)    

4.13 Apart from administration problems, the main cause for disputes on Exmoor has been a 

difference of opinion over land that has been claimed but is subsequently identified by RPA as 

being ineligible for BPS.   A feature that is not eligible for payment is referred to as a 

‘Permanently Ineligible Feature’ (PIF) and an aggregate area of PIFs greater than 0.1 ha is 

deducted from the eligible area for BPS claims. In many cases, PIFs are easy to interpret, such 

as hard standings, buildings and permanent water features.  However, on Exmoor several 

farms have reported problems over the identification of areas of scrub or trees as PIFs. 

4.14 RPA guidance (RPA, 2017), states that “Light scrub – including gorse bushes and briar” is 

eligible (as permanent grassland) “only if it’s managed so that grasses and other herbaceous 
forage remain predominant, and it’s suitable for grazing”, but “dense scrub” is not eligible. A 

number of instances were reported by interviewees where an RPA inspection based on views 

from aerial imagery had identified areas as PIFs: 

“The RPA docked a large area based on old aerial photographs taken before the 

cleaves had been cleared under HLS to encourage butterflies, especially the high 
brown fritillary.  This was appealed and RPA said no and penalised us for over-

claiming. We have now appealed again, with the help of a land agent who thinks we 

have a good case, and we are waiting for the result.” 

4.15 The same interviewee commented that it might not always be easy to determine the density of 

‘scrub’ from aerial images: 

“Most of the land on the cleaves was grazeable before, but now it has been cleared 

it makes its designation as a PIF even harder to accept. The problem is that aerial 

photos taken in summer often make light scrub look impenetrable and bracken look 
like scrub. For the appeal we made sure photos were taken after the scrub had died 

back or been topped in the winter.” 

4.16 Another interviewee had a similar comment: 

“Dark areas thought by RPA to be gorse were the shadows of clouds on the satellite 
image!” 

4.17 Another interviewee reported on a series of concerns with the RPA regarding the definition of 

certain areas as PIFs: 

“The classification by RPA of some areas as PIFs has eaten away at the overall 
farm area and has led to massive issues with the Environmental Stewardship 

Schemes by reducing the number of points for UELS.” 

“Examples where the RPA has identified PIFs [on our land] included: a grassland 

area within a wood which was grazed was initially excluded as a PIF because it was 
unfenced (it was subsequently reinstated without the need for a fence to be 

erected), verges outside field fences, and gorse and scrub. We challenged some 

areas but have had to accept the RPA ruling in most instances; for example, we cut 

15 acres of gorsey scrub on a steep slope that has been ploughed in the past. We 
are not necessarily against doing this as it has improved the grazing and been 
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beneficial to the shoot by removing cover that pheasants would otherwise have 

used, and some gorse areas have been left. The additional BPS income has 

covered the costs of the clearance but we probably would have left this if it had not 
been identified as a PIF.” 

4.18 Probably the most significant dispute amongst interviewees and the RPA revolved around a 

farm with significant areas of grazing under trees.  RPA guidance indicates that areas with 

trees are eligible if the entire area under the canopy is accessible to farm animals for grazing 

(RPA, 2017). In the particular case on Exmoor the farmer had identified a total grazing area of 

195 ha that he believed reflected the strict imposition of RPA criteria.  However: 

 “The RPA in practice is excluding land with trees with grazing underneath; so-called 

‘scrub’ but also grazeable, and tracks when they are grassed over even though the 
criteria in their guidelines would permit these areas to be claimed.  We cleared out 

some areas, e.g. brambles on slopes cleared but have other areas totalling nearly 

10 ha we don’t want to clear because the cattle and sheep use the areas which are 

valuable as a windbreak and good for wildlife.” 

 “We have been paid BPS on 173 ha in 2015. Almost everything on the RPA claim 

statement was wrong including the total area of the farm and the RPA statement of 

the area we had claimed for. We have been disputing slopes and PIFs for more than 

a year and have suffered financial penalties from ‘overdeclaration’ of more than 3 
ha. Also, the lack of an agreed land area with RPA has put a temporary stop on 

Entry Level Stewardship payments from Natural England.” 

“The RPA will not engage in any negotiations on land issues or even give any 

explanation for the changes they impose. They just alter figures as they see fit 
without any consultation and penalise you for differences.” 

 “You wonder what to do next. We have sent them well over 100 pages of forms and 

supporting information, including photographs showing land being grazed that they 

describe as dense scrub or woodland and showing understorey vegetation that 

meets their criteria. But this is just ignored. We have had no response at all. They 
rely on Google Maps that can date back to 2010 and treat anything shown on them 

as a reason for treating land as ineligible. How can anyone presume to judge what 

happens on the ground often under trees from old and small scale maps?” 

4.19 Farmers are therefore faced with a decision when putting forward their BPS claims on whether 

to clear any ‘scrub’ areas prior to making their BPS claim, to leave these areas out of the claim, 

or to ‘take a risk’ that the RPA will seek to exclude areas with the potential for withheld 

payments and penalties. 

4.20 Most farmers reported that they had taken a cautious approach to mapping their land and had 

left out from their claims any areas that might be a chance of a dispute with RPA.  This includes 

bracken slopes that are eligible and patches of gorse which are grazeable but which might be 

interpreted by RPA as “dense scrub”: 

“We did our own mapping of PIFs and left the areas out of claims - up to 20-25 
acres in total.  No land was cleared to bring it into eligibility as it benefits 

conservation and habitat so clearance is hard to justify.” 

“We had no mapping issues as we left out the 2 steep slopes with bracken even 

though stock do use these areas.  Probably around 50 acres.” 

“For bracken slopes, although they are grazed by animals we don’t claim around 8 

acres.” 
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“We claim BPS on 67 acres less some areas of gorse which we keep as its more 

use for shelter and for wildlife.” 

4.21 Ultimately, the examples on Exmoor reveal the difficulties that arise where there is no clear 

mechanism for farmers to appeal against decisions made by the RPA: 

“Our agent argued with RPA who wanted to reduce the area where there are trees, 

even though they are grazed underneath – it was just a small area but other farmers 

may not argue. It’s nearly impossible to talk to the RPA.” 

4.22 Most significantly, the above examples are an indication of the degree to which the BPS 

eligibility criteria and the interpretation by RPA are working against the aims of other land 

management policies, particularly in relation to farmland birds and biodiversity where scrub 

provides an important habitat.   

4.23 Anecdotally, there are many examples inside the National Park and elsewhere, where farmers 

have cleared ‘scrub’ rather than risk loss of payments and the overall impact on wildlife in the 

wider countryside may well be significant.  This is an area that needs further investigation and 

potentially, some action to remove the incentive to eradicate scrub that would otherwise be 

tolerated or even welcomed on the farm. 

4444.2.2.2.2    AgriAgriAgriAgri----environment schemesenvironment schemesenvironment schemesenvironment schemes    

4.24 20 of the 23 farms in the study are also in receipt of public funding payments under agri-

environment schemes.  For most farms the payments are being made under the Uplands Entry 

Level Stewardship (UELS) programme.  This scheme is no longer open for applications but 

most Exmoor farms still have several years to run on five or ten year historic agreements. 

4.25 A minority of farms in the study are also in receipt of Higher Level Stewardship payments, in 

most cases, but not exclusively, where they manage land designated as a Site of Special 

Scientific Interest (SSSI) due to its value for biodiversity. 

4.26 Section 7 of this report sets out the views of interviewees on their experience with agri-

environment schemes since the early 1990s. 
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5555. . . .     Farmer tFarmer tFarmer tFarmer thoughts on the case for future public fundinghoughts on the case for future public fundinghoughts on the case for future public fundinghoughts on the case for future public funding    

5555.1.1.1.1    General thoughts on the potential impact of chanGeneral thoughts on the potential impact of chanGeneral thoughts on the potential impact of chanGeneral thoughts on the potential impact of changes in public funding ges in public funding ges in public funding ges in public funding 

after UK exit from the EUafter UK exit from the EUafter UK exit from the EUafter UK exit from the EU    

5.1 Interviewees expressed a wide range of viewpoints about the potential impact of exiting the EU 

on farm incomes and viability.  One interviewee summed up the feelings of many when he said: 

“I’m caught between trepidation and optimism.”   

5.2 The particular challenges of farming in the hills and the need for government assistance led to 

support through the Hill Farming Act 1946 and fact that farming in the hills received support 

prior to the UK joining the EU was seen by some interviewees as a reason for optimism 

regarding future farm funding: 

“I think it will be alright.  If you go back to before we went into Europe for hills there 

were capital works grants and a lime subsidy. We need headage payments, capped 

for sheep per acre, and suckler cow payments.” 

5.3 Another perceived basis for optimism was previous experience with the market following major 

changes to public funding, and a comparison with livestock prices in potential competitor 

countries: 

“In the past, when the subsidy has been taken off, prices have gone up, for example 

when the Sheep Annual Premium came to an end.” 

 “It may not be so bad - sheep are selling for $130 in USA [c. £110 per head] and 

beef prices are similar in the States although they do have different standards.” 

5.4 Another farmer thought that the impact of leaving the EU was less of a concern than a 

downward trend in demand for lamb: 

“I am optimistic about the future but do worry about what might be, particularly that 

people are not eating so much lamb – and that matters whether Brexit or no Brexit.” 

5.5 One thought that funding was still likely to be made available for the environment and that was 

likely to benefit upland areas: 

“I am hoping that the uplands won’t be affected too much by Brexit if more money 

goes to the environment, e.g. water, cleaner water, more access etc. But that would 

mean the lowlands are ‘cut off at the knees’ unless they have some wildlife areas.” 

5.6 A small number of interviewees, particularly younger people who are beginning to take on the 

operation of the family farm, would like to think that farming on Exmoor could be viable without 

public funding: 

“I would like to see farming standing on its own two feet and look after itself” 

“[My parents] farmed pre-subsidy but they did have the Milk Marketing Board and 
other arrangements that provided a form of price guarantee so they knew where 

they stood.” 

“If there is no funding then stock numbers would need to go up and we would seek 

to incorporate other farms and go for scale.”   

“I hate how they give you money and have got you by the balls and you are stuffed if 

you come out of a scheme.” 

“I would like to see British as a brand and British people prepared to pay more for 

British food, like the French do for French food. But, to be profitable, lambs would 
need to go up to £100.” 
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“Funding needs to be replaced by getting a fairer value for our lambs.  Prices 

haven’t gone up for 20 years.” 

 “Some see farming as a lifestyle but I see it as a business and I want each element 
of the business to make money, so I am going for profit rather than price.” 

5.7 But the majority acknowledged the importance of public funding and the overall arrangements 

for international trade to the current viability of their farm: 

“If there is no hill farm support then the last one out put the lights off as there can’t 
be anyone making a profit from livestock alone.” 

 “The worst case scenario is no payments and imposition of export tariffs.  In this 

situation few would be able to maintain farms as at present and few would be 

sustainable.” 

“I feel like we are holding out a begging bowl and I don’t like to feel like that but 

livestock will not make sufficient to cover costs until world subsidies go and that 

would have a massive impact.” 

“We can’t survive unsupported if we are competing on a world market when others 
are subsidised.” 

 “Our ELS and HLS payments help the farm a lot. Without subsidies we’d probably 

try to carry on living here but earn money by doing something else, so we’d have 

little time to farm. Labour-intensive jobs like hedging and high maintenance animals 
like sheep – along with totally unprofitable Exmoor ponies – would all go.” 

“If there was no public funding, we would need to cut to a bare minimum and go out 

and get a job elsewhere.” 

“With no subsidy we could give up the farming and sell up to recreation uses – such 
as shoots.” 

“We would just balance the books if it wasn’t for Basic Payment so, in effect, it’s our 

salary.” 

“Would be disappointed if we don’t get at least 2/3 what we get now. When the 

pound is low exports are easier. Supermarkets are taking less UK lamb [New 
Zealand lamb instead]. The country is oversupplied with lamb and sheep meat.” 

“Most people wouldn’t put up with the lifestyle we have and money we make if they 

didn’t care what goes on around them.  Most don’t get a weekend off.  My last night 

away was in 2012 and last holiday in 2001.” 

5555.2.2.2.2    What aWhat aWhat aWhat arguments rguments rguments rguments should farming make should farming make should farming make should farming make for public funding?for public funding?for public funding?for public funding?    

5.8 Leaving the EU, and hence leaving the Common Agricultural Policy, will mean that any future 

public funding targeted at farming and farm business will need to be allocated directly from the 

UK government.  Interviewees were asked, therefore, what they felt were the best arguments to 

persuade the UK government to direct funding towards farming.  Several interviewees 

commented on the principle of public funding: 

“People should only get money if they are doing something for it, e.g. not payments 
for pony paddocks which are not good for the landscape.” 

“If they don’t want us to produce food because it is not cost-effective compared to 

the lowland, and want to use the land for different things such as keeping water in 

the hills, I would be in favour so long as we still could make a living. Farming might 
then be more of a sideline and may give a higher value product like salt-marsh 

lamb.” 
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5.9 The wide range of responses broadly fitted into 4 key themes: 

• Future food supply and cheaper food, resilience 

• Sustaining the farm business  

• Benefit to the wider rural economy 

• Looking after the environment 

5555.2.2.2.2.1.1.1.1    Future food supplyFuture food supplyFuture food supplyFuture food supply    

5.10 Several interviewees felt that there is a case to be made to help sustain UK food production as 

a matter of principle: 

 “We have a climate most of the world would be envious of and we might make more 

of it rather than taking food cheaply from areas that are not so suitable to produce 

it.” 

or one of strategic importance: 

 “We have the likes of Dieter Helm saying we don’t need to be self-sufficient in food, 

but World War 2 was not that long ago and things don’t look that good!” 

 “If we had something like BPS we could argue that it is good to keep land in good 
agricultural condition so it’s available if we need it quickly.”  

“We should keep land productive even while we have plenty of food so its available 

when we need it.” 

“We are subsidised to provide cheaper food.” 

5.11 Not everyone felt that future food supply was a good argument: 

“I don’t think there is an argument on the basis of future food security.” 

“As sheep farmers, is anyone going to subsidise us to produce a luxury product?” 

“We should not get funding to maintain a certain number of animals, the market 
should do that.” 

5.12 And some expressed a view that public funding support is not necessarily beneficial: 

“Headage payments were good and bad, e.g. some keeping barren ewes for 

subsidy.” 

“I don’t believe in organic and it’s a waste of public funding, some are good and 

probably making money but others are stripping their assets for the payments.” 

“I see a lot of farms that have a lot of subsidies and are not doing anything for the 

farm, which looks awful.” 

“Subsidies make for bad farmers.” 

5555.2.2.2.2.2.2.2.2    Sustaining the farm bSustaining the farm bSustaining the farm bSustaining the farm businessusinessusinessusiness    

5.13 Currently, for the majority of interviewees, public funding is seen as key to sustaining and 

investing in the farm business by, for example, providing resilience in the face of volatile prices 

and any unforeseen costs or production problems such as those caused by bovine TB.  

Although they weren’t clearly articulated as such, many interviewees stated these benefits to 

the farm as an argument for future public funding: 

“For example, two years ago we built a new shed out of the farm budget and 

knowing there would be a £30,000 payment helped. It acted as a backup knowing 

that the money was coming in.” 

“On smaller farms, half of the BPS would be spent on the business.” 
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“In some years, some of the BPS is used to balance the books, for example, we 

were changing calving patterns so we only sold 31 last year.” 

“Subsidies are good when you don’t make money.” 

“Farming income fluctuates depending on prices and the key is to control costs.” 

 “Payment of some description is a good safety net.” 

“Margins are so minute and prices can vary markedly.”  

“Our costs are increased by the need for transport to remote areas, and narrow 
lanes can be a problem.” 

5555.2.2.2.2.3.3.3.3    Beneficial impact on the wider rural economyBeneficial impact on the wider rural economyBeneficial impact on the wider rural economyBeneficial impact on the wider rural economy    

5.14 As well as being of direct benefit to the farm, public funding was seen to be important to the 

wider economy of farming areas, with jobs supported in farm supply businesses and in 

processing and retailing farm produce.  For example: 

“Farmers who get paid money will spend it in the local economy.” 

 “If no subsidies, then everyone is hard up and there are no farm workers or 

contractors.” 

“There will be problems if input prices do rise, leading to redundancies and scaling 
back of operations.” 

“[Public funding supports] rural employment, e.g. winter hedging work.” 

“Farmers spend their money, for example, on suppliers or are not spending if money 

stops.” 

“[Public funding] keeps money and jobs in the area so we are not losing skills.” 

“If farming collapsed a big percentage of the community element would also 

collapse.  There is a trickle-down effect and benefits to local families.” 

5555....2222.4.4.4.4    Looking after the environmentLooking after the environmentLooking after the environmentLooking after the environment    

5.15 Many felt that the role farming plays in maintaining the landscape and environment more 

generally was likely to be the most persuasive argument for future public funding.  The majority 

of interviewees felt that there was a good case to be made for the uplands, and for the National 

Park in particular: 

“Retaining or enhancing support will need to go down to species and habitats and 

landscape.  There is no productivity justification [for farm funding] as this is easier 
elsewhere.” 

 “Production payments look unlikely so the best case is for public goods such as the 

landscape.” 

“Environment is another diversification.” 

 “Focus should be on uplands, marginal land and where there is an environmental 

focus.” 

 “There will be no funding unless farmers can market themselves better, for 

example, through environmental delivery.” 

“Funding for hedge laying and walling is very important if you use contractors.” 

 “You have to ask, why was it made a National Park?” 

“Being in a National Park is a good advantage and in our favour.” 

“If all funding were to go they would still want to look after National Parks.” 
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“We have 9,200m of hedgerows on the farm and they need to be maintained and 

this would be a future case for funding.” 

5.16 However, while many could see that it might be a good argument for future public funding, a 

case based on funding for environmental management was not always expressed 

enthusiastically: 

“I see environmental payments as a bonus and am not a big fan of the 

environment.” 

“What we currently have for area payments is not too far off the mark. If we can’t 

keep that then the environmental ‘sell’ is probably best.” 

“I imagine the environment angle is the one we are going to have to push.” 

 “Attaching labels to what the subsidy is – wildlife, landscape, National Park – allows 
politicians to say what they are getting out of the funding.” 

“I don’t agree for paying for moorland as it’s not producing food – okay, it’s 

environmental but some are not keeping stock or doing any work. It wouldn’t be a 

problem if moorland farmers were putting out stock or doing other work.” 

“If the public wants to see Exmoor looking pretty they should pay for it.” 

“We receive HLS on rented moorland and some on the farm as we have a butterfly 

area, some marsh with orchids and some old-fashioned meadows.  I sometimes 

think it would be better to plough up these areas and reseed as they are on the 
better soil.” 

5.17 Funding for environmental delivery is seen by some as a form of ‘compensation’ for restrictions 

that designation of the area as a National Park, and in some cases also Sites of Special 

Scientific Interest, place on the way they use their land: 

“Living on Exmoor – planning constraints have an opportunity cost.  Preserving 

landscape, e.g. not having wind turbines or solar panels.” 

“The farm manages coastal heath and SSSI and if the public wants it to be 

maintained in a specific way it costs money.” 

5.16 A case for future funding based on the achievements that have resulted from past investment 

was also cited: 

“We should be basing our case on the achievements over the past 20 years.  For 

example, we have moved away from wide scale burning and have much greater 

floral diversity on the moorland areas.” 
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6666. . . .     What pWhat pWhat pWhat public benefits ublic benefits ublic benefits ublic benefits does does does does thethethethe    farmfarmfarmfarm    deliverdeliverdeliverdeliver????    

6.1 While views varied considerably over the balance to be struck between agricultural production 

and environmental benefits, all interviewees acknowledged that environmental payments were 

likely to be a major component of any future public funding, and many felt that this is an 

advantage for areas, like Exmoor, that provide a wide range of public benefits alongside the 

production of food.   

6.2 The majority of the references made by interviewees to the environmental benefits being 

delivered by farming on Exmoor were very general – for example, landscape, wildlife, water 

and carbon.  However, whilst all of these elements of environmental delivery are relevant, a 

significant number of the interviewees were much less clear about the specific public benefits 

being delivered on their farm by their farming practices. 

6.3 Unsurprisingly, the extent to which farmers were able to cite specific benefits being delivered 

ranged from being difficult for those whose farms are almost wholly intensively managed grass 

to relatively straightforward for farmers whose land incorporates habitats that are Sites of 

Scientific Interest (SSSI) or County Wildlife Sites and/or have had management agreements in 

the higher level agri-environment schemes. 

6.4 However, if one starts from the basis of making a case for future public funding that is based on 

public benefits and which provides opportunities for the majority of farms, rather than just a few, 

it is important to explore those aspects of environmental delivery that can be delivered across 

the whole farmed landscape and not only the ‘high value’ locations. 

6.5 For this reason, a significant proportion of each interview was spent considering wider public 

benefits that each farm was delivering now and might deliver in the future. Inevitably, it was 

necessary for there to be some prompting through citing some of the potential benefits that the 

farm might deliver now or in the future but which were not immediately apparent to the 

interviewee.  Thus the following section sets out the responses of farmers based on aspects 

that were volunteered and/or raised in response to the prompting. 

6.6 Potential public benefits covered included the following topics in the frequency with which they 

were volunteered by interviewees: 

• Landscape 

• Biodiversity / Wildlife 

• Carbon 

• Water quality 

• Water supply and flood management (e.g. ‘slowing the flow’) 

• Archaeology and cultural heritage 

• Access 

6.7 All of the above themes either have been, or might conceivably become, a focus for future 

payments either from public funding or, in some cases, via specific ‘markets’ that are developed 

to secure private funding.  Examples of potential future markets include carbon – where there is 

an existing voluntary market in operation – and water management, where capital works and 

Payments for Ecosystem Services (PES) schemes already exist on Exmoor in programmes 

developed by South West Water. 
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6666.1.1.1.1    LandscapeLandscapeLandscapeLandscape    

6.8 The majority of interviewees mentioned landscape as a public benefit that the farm was 

providing.  Maintaining hedge-banks is a significant consideration for many Exmoor farms and 

was mentioned by most respondents.  Other comments included: 

“Landscape is a big consideration in much of the work to restore the farm in a way 

that retains the historic character (e.g. hedgerows and historic farm buildings) and 

aspects such as views across the common which have featured as images in 
publications.” 

“National Park designation was largely to create a ‘protected landscape.” 

“It’s not just agriculture and biology of the area, the aesthetics of the area powers 

the tourism industry.”  

“We are maintaining the common –  keeping it open and not allowing it to become a 

forest; less scrub; gorse control and burning; heather is now coming back after 

beetle.” [NB – Infestation by heather beetle larvae can devastate heather plants over 

large areas.] 

“Vegetation management provides easier views and makes it nicer for the public.” 

“The only way to keep landscape is to keep people in it who know what they are 

doing.” 

6.9 Having stated some of the actions that were being taken that benefitted the landscape, it was 

evident that the impact on the landscape was not necessarily a major consideration when 

decisions had been made on the farm: 

“I can see that the design of planting is important, but it was not really considered in 

new planting on former larch sites, which is in blocks of particular tree species.” 

6.10 As well as positive management of the landscape, comments were also made that the 

protection of the landscape through National Park designation reduced some diversification 

options for farms: 

“The farm has very high average wind speeds but we cannot go in for renewables 
such as wind generation or solar panels because of planning restrictions in the 

National Park.” 

6666.2.2.2.2    Biodiversity / WildlifeBiodiversity / WildlifeBiodiversity / WildlifeBiodiversity / Wildlife    

6.11 Around 50% of the interviewees had an interest in the wildlife on the farm and many were able 

to cite particular wildlife they had observed: 

 “We see sparrowhawks, buzzards, kestrels, barn owls on the farm. Barn owl boxes 

are being used. Song birds – a regular visitor keeps a list and is always adding new 

species. Otters. Lots of hedgehogs.” 

 “We feed a lot of deer - sadly not as many as in past.” 

6.12 A higher level of interest was particularly noticeable in cases where there had been a visit to 

the farm by a person with a conservation background who was able to point out why certain 

areas on the farm were of particular value to wildlife.  The conservation advice might have been 

from a project officer administering an agri-environment scheme (for example, preparing a 

Farm Environment Plan), or from a charitable organisation, such as Butterfly Conservation, or a 

local volunteer such as a bird recorder. 

6.13 The difference in attitude that resulted from the knowledge that someone external to the farm 

was taking an interest is a strong argument for local management of any future environmental 
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schemes as is the potential to involve the wider community through volunteer recording of farm 

wildlife.  A good number of interviewees took an active interest and would welcome 

opportunities for greater involvement in setting the outcomes of future environmental 

management and receiving training to carry out their own monitoring of results. 

“We are currently in a scheme with the RSPB where volunteers monitor bird 

numbers.” 

 “A local bird recorder has provided us with a list of birds on the farm. Future 
schemes would be better managed locally and include volunteer recorders as 

farmers don’t always know the different species, for example, for the farmland bird 

count.” 

6.14 On several interview farms, the farmer is closely involved in managing an area of the farm to 

maintain specific wildlife habitat: 

“We receive HLS for some areas, for example, to maintain habitat for marsh fritillary 

butterflies. This has meant keeping sheep out, keeping cattle on through the 

summer and maintaining the population of the food plant, devil’s-bit scabious. It’s a 
good scheme, as it makes keeping these areas worthwhile. We rely on Butterfly 

Conservation to say if we are doing things right, and they are happy.” 

“Exmoor ponies were bought to help with grazing and we manage the sheep grazing 

[to provide habitat for ground-nesting birds] by taking them off at night by providing 
feeding supplements in an adjacent fenced in area. We then graze and manage the 

vegetation after the bird breeding season.” 

6.15 Others have undertaken some farm management for wildlife on their own initiative: 

“We have knocked back gorse on productive fields but are keeping it and managing 
it where it benefits the stock (e.g. for shelter) and wildlife. Gorse keeps coming back 

so you have to manage it.” 

“A big problem is that we lost all the hedgerows when Dutch elm disease came.  

The hedges that are left mostly hold rabbits! I have double fenced some former 

hedgerows and they are self-seeding back rather than planting. There are places 
that would benefit from hedges to provide shelter.”  

“The farm has species-rich pastures with no sprays and little fertiliser.  I am not 

aware of any species survey though.” 

“Cover crops for the shoot have led to an increase in birds.” 

“Game crops help song birds but there is the downside of release pens etc.” 

6.16 Or would be happy to do so if there was support available: 

“We could be funded for protecting the environment and creating the right habitat – it 

would be good to get back species such as grouse, curlew and hares which have 
been lost.” 

“If payments were available I would be happy not to have cleared the PIF areas.” 

[Permanently Ineligible Features, as determined by the Rural Payments Agency, 

which receive no funding from the Basic Payment Scheme (BPS) – see section 
4.1.1.) 

“To maintain biodiversity you need diversity of habitat and vegetation – species and 

height. Monoculture heather is bad for biodiversity.” 

6.17 Conversely, many of the farms with habitat that they felt was beneficial for wildlife had received 

little or no advice or feedback on what was important and how the site might be managed: 
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“We have ten acres of bracken slopes with butterflies that are linked to the 

neighbouring SSSI. This area is a County Wildlife Site but no advice has been 

received on the management of the area since the ESA. We would be open to an 
approach.” 

6666.3.3.3.3    CarbonCarbonCarbonCarbon    

6.18 Many of the interviewees mentioned carbon sequestration and storage among the benefits that 

the farm might offer, although there is some sensitivity amongst livestock farmers regarding the 

stated contribution made by livestock to global carbon emissions. For example: 

“We have had Sainsbury’s [carbon] monitoring but the result was not good as 

organic farming means we need to keep lambs longer before sale.” 

“We have had the Sainsbury’s carbon audit and received credits for the depth of 
peat.” 

“Carbon is assessed by the Soil Association who also assess nitrogen emissions.” 

6.19 Some had undertaken their own research into the potential sources and sinks for atmospheric 

carbon and felt that the positive contribution made by the management of grassland was 

underestimated when the purported emissions from livestock farming were stated.  For 

example: 

“Grass acts as a carbon sink.” 

“People tend to underestimate the amount [of carbon] that is captured in grassland – 
i.e. permanent pasture where humus is building up.” 

 “This farm scores highly with 9% organic content versus a more typical 2% in arable 

soils used more intensively.” 

“We already test for organic matter in soil and the levels are very high 8-16% with 
lots at 12%” (Regarded as ‘peat’ if above 16%).  “We do very little ploughing – it’s 

probably 40 years since the last time.” 

“The organic content in soils has a range of benefits including carbon and is easily 

measured.” 

6.20 The processes that establish the level of organic carbon in soils are complex and take place 

over long periods of time.  For example, there are many locations in Exmoor where improved 

grassland is the result of reclamation of deep peat following deep ploughing to break up the 

impermeable podsol layer. Whilst one might expect that the result would be a release of carbon 

to the atmosphere as the peat dries and oxidises, evidence indicates that after 100 years or 

more, the resulting brown earth soil may have a higher total carbon load than the original peat 

layer (Maltby, personal communication).  The impact on carbon emissions of historical changes 

in land use which often result from actions many decades previously is a complicating factor in 

any future scheme that seeks to encourage carbon storage in soils. 

6.21 Active management linked at least in part to improving carbon management was mentioned by 

some farmers: 

“We are taking measures to increase worm activity including some aeration. 
Additional calcium can also benefit worms.” 

“Molinia cutting [for animal bedding over winter] means less road transport for 

bedding and fertiliser.” 

6.22 Others mentioned the carbon sinks they also managed and which might be ‘offered’ in any 

future carbon market: 
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“Woodland and hedgerows are also significant.” 

“If we get to a position where businesses have to offset, then we are in a good 

position to say we have acres of moorland worth carbon credits.” 

“Potentially, we could approach a company that may be a dirty industry and do 

something to make them look better and seek sponsorship.” 

6.23 Several interviewees owned or managed land that has been subject to efforts to restore a 

functioning peatland through the Exmoor Mires Project supported by South West Water. The 

primary aim of the work is to ‘rewet’ the peat to help manage water quality and boost water 

storage, two aspects that are covered in section 6.4.3, however, other stated benefits of the 

project are the retention of carbon stored in peat deposits and absorption of carbon from the 

atmosphere as the restored blanket bogs begin to build peat once more.  The purported carbon 

benefits have yet to be demonstrated, however, and this was a concern for some of the 

participants in the peatland restoration programme: 

“Most areas we have had rewetted do not run into Exe or Barle, so I would like to 

see carbon being monitored as promised by the [Mire] project team.” 

“I am unclear about the carbon benefits but if there are payments...” 

6666.4.4.4.4    Water Water Water Water managementmanagementmanagementmanagement    

6.24 Rainfall has a considerable impact on farming businesses.  Consequently, virtually all 

respondents had thoughts on water quality and flood management once the topics had been 

raised during the interviews.  Interestingly, while Exmoor tends to be thought of as a high 

rainfall area, there is a considerable difference between the south western areas of the National 

Park above 300 metres (where as much as 3,000 millimetres of rain are recorded most years), 

and the northern and eastern areas around Porlock Vale that are sheltered by the Chains and 

Dunkery (which typically receive less than 1,000 millimetres of rain a year).   

6666.4.1.4.1.4.1.4.1    Water qualityWater qualityWater qualityWater quality    and water supplyand water supplyand water supplyand water supply    

6.25 In general terms, although some were of the view that their own farm management was having 

little if any impact on water quality: 

“I’m all for water quality if I can see the benefit.” 

“There are fish in the stream, but I haven’t thought about the impact of the farm.” 

6.26 Most interviewees were well aware of the potential for major impacts on water quality from 

farming operations: 

“You don’t want to see the river running red with your soil – feel guilty if a field gets 
spoiled and spend a fortune getting it right again.” 

“Don’t want silage effluent getting in the river as it kills the river.” 

6.27 And many farms are taking active steps to reduce contamination of watercourses.  Typical 

actions include: 

“We have fenced off the stream to keep stock out and put in drinkers for the cows.  It 

works well.” 

“Water run-off was a concern with the pigs so there were barriers around the fields” 

“We try and keep vegetation on the slopes in winter [to stop erosion]”  

“We handle 8 feet of rain over 600 acres and make sure it is as clean as can be by 

not polluting. For example, by not spreading fertiliser or muck on wet days or near 

the river.” 
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“Soil erosion is a lost asset so we try to plough in the right direction and when it’s not 

likely to rain.  Occasional ploughing means the soil is ‘bound by the clat’.” 

 “We are paid not to graze by watercourses in winter and not to apply fertiliser in 
meadows next to streams.” 

6.29 The water-courses on Exmoor are to a relatively good standard and there are few outward 

signs to indicate that improvements are needed in the ways that land management impacts on 

water quality.  However, monitoring of chemical contamination and sediment run-off during high 

river flows shows that improvement is needed, particularly to safeguard the drinking water 

supply from the Exe catchment and to protect stocks of the salmon and trout where the 

headwaters of the Barle and Exe rivers are vital to their breeding and survival.  These species 

are particularly sensitive to water pollution and to sedimentation that clogs the spawning 

gravels. 

6.30 A number of incentive schemes have operated on Exmoor to encourage farms to take practical 

steps to help enhance water quality. This included a Catchment Sensitive Farming (CSF) 

scheme funded through CAP and the Headwaters of the Exe scheme funded by South West 

Water as part of its Upstream Thinking programme, with some co-funding from Exmoor 

National Park Authority.  Several of the interviewees had experience of one or other scheme: 

“We have been involved in the Headwaters of the Exe project and in a previous 

Catchment Sensitive Farming project.  The latter provided grants for slurry storage 
covers and covering over concrete yards.  The £60,000 grant from CSF was a good 

stimulus.” 

“We covered dung and handling pens – grant aided with CSF fund.” 

 “We covered the yard with help from an Upstream Thinking grant.” 

“A Headwaters grant enabled us to divert the leat to a Papa pump [type of hydraulic 

ram] which pumps 1,000 litres/hour to a tank at the top of the farm to provide water 

for the stock.” 

6.31 These schemes are popular as they provide very practical help through capital grants. The 

larger grants available through the CSF scheme clearly encouraged larger scale works, but 

even modest sums from the Headwaters scheme are welcomed.  There is a point, though, 

where the small scale of the grant can mean that it is likely to be less of an incentive, 

particularly if the application process is onerous or other costs need to be incurred, such as 

legal costs or seeking planning permission:  

 “We have a [Headwaters of the Exe] grant for concreting over the yard subject to 

planning. But the paperwork cost £500 [including planning application] and the grant 

was £2,500 so it was hardly worthwhile although [the grant] is now £4,000. We also 

need to provide proof of ownership [to SWW] to draw down the grant!” 

6666.4.2.4.2.4.2.4.2    FFFFlood management lood management lood management lood management ----    ‘slowing the flow’)‘slowing the flow’)‘slowing the flow’)‘slowing the flow’)        

6.32 The steep-sided catchments mean that Exmoor rivers are ‘spatey’ in character and respond 

rapidly to high rainfall.  A major rainfall event in August 1952 led to floods across Exmoor, 

which resulted in considerable damage and loss of life, particularly in Lynmouth.  This event 

was particularly extreme but there have been periodic damaging floods, including one in 1984 

and, most recently, in December 2012 when flooding damaged a number of properties in 

Dulverton.   

6.33 While the topography of the catchment is the major factor, there is increasing evidence 

regarding the impact of land management on the rapidity with which water is shed in the 

catchment and the damage that can arise from floods.  The speed of run-off into the river 
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impacts on the peak flood level that is reached, and any debris – particularly woody debris – 

swept up with the flood waters can damage bridges and other structures. 

6.34 The majority of interviewees were familiar with the concepts surrounding land management and 

flood risk but tended to associate these ideas with specific projects such as the Exmoor Mire 

Project. Many felt that there were few problems on the farm: 

“Our soils are in good nick.  The Environment Agency tested the soils and found no 

compaction.  There are lots of worms and the ground takes the rain.” 

“There is not much of a problem with run-off.” 

“Good grass cover means that we don’t see water draining off the fields.  The soil 

drains well.” 

“Compaction is not that great, our soil is not liable to surface compaction and 
machines have low ground pressure etc.  We would consider machine share to 

increase aeration if it was needed.” 

“Well-managed pastures with deep-rooted clover and grasses absorb more water.” 

6.35 A few commented that others could be doing more: 

“The local river does flood but other land is major source of problems – tracks act as 

gullies off forestry land and the water can be red with soil.” 

“Not enough is being done by dredging and river clearance – we do drag trees out 

on our section.” 

6.36 More positively, several farms mentioned actions that they had taken. For example, one 

interviewee has undertaken several actions on his own volition to help manage water on his 

land.  This included digging a catchwater to take water in a flash flood and allow it to drain 

away later, taking water off a lane to a dirty water system to remove the suspended sediment 

and installing oil interceptors on 2 sites.  One oil interceptor is to manage water leaving the 

farm and the other is to take road run-off that flows into one of the farm fields.  The run-off is 

piped from the road to reduce wetness in the field and the oil interceptor protects a neighbour’s 

ponds and stream, which contain native freshwater crayfish.  This work was done without grant 

aid and provides examples of the sorts of actions that might be taken up elsewhere if incentives 

are put in place. 

6.37 Other instances where interviewees had acted to help to slow water run-off included: 

“I can see benefits of measures to retain water and have restored two large ponds, 

which hold water and provide some attenuation through marshy margins etc.” 

“‘Eyebrow’ woodlands have been planted on the common to reduce run-off.” 

“All water off tracks and roofs is diverted on to a water meadow and I would like to 

see grants to put these systems back in.” 

“We planted 20 acres steep slopes with broadleaved planting but receive no 
payments.”  

“The farm drains into the Barle. Parts have peat 3 metres deep and HLS has funded 

blocking of drains in part of a 22 acre field to provide an 11 acre bog.  This is good 

for Snipe.” 

6.38 Several mentioned that, while not conceived as flood management measures, the large hedge 

banks typical on Exmoor can help slow the flow, particularly when they have been constructed 

on a contour: 

 “Every field bank helps with flood capture.” 
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“Contour hedges with ditches already trap water in heavy rainfall and act as 

soakaways.” 

“Hedges and hedge banks on contours help to slow the flow coming down a field.  
You need to maintain the banks though, for example, by repairing rabbit burrows 

and preventing water going through.” 

6.39 Most interviewees were open to new measures where they can have a positive impact and 

where support might be available: 

“I’d be happy to sacrifice some land and plant trees if I was recompensed for doing it.” 

 “I am open to an approach where farmers ‘sell’ what they are doing to a water 

‘buyer’.” 

6.40 Despite the vulnerability to drought periods, only one example was given of attempts to retain 

water in the land in the north east part of Exmoor that is most susceptible to drought.  This was 

the use of a historic field gutter system which diverts water off tracks and back on to the fields. 

6.41 Designing a scheme that rewards good practice in water management is unlikely to be 

straightforward given that the response of any one catchment depends on the actions of many 

farmers.  One suggestion is that one might estimate the cubic metres flowing through a farm 

and monitor with sampling and spot checks.  The fact that a watercourse often provides the 

boundary between land holdings adds to the complexity.  

6666.4.3.4.3.4.3.4.3    Exmoor Mire ProjectExmoor Mire ProjectExmoor Mire ProjectExmoor Mire Project    

6.42 A particularly significant scheme on Exmoor is the restoration of the deeper peat in the upper 

reaches of the Exe catchment.  Following adoption of the project by South West Water, a 

substantial area has been affected by actions to block drainage channels and ‘rewet’ the peat 

by raising the water level in the deep peat areas.  A number of the interviewees had been 

directly involved in the scheme and several who had not been involved had views on the 

desirability of the work:   

“I think [MIRE] is going backwards as a farmer.” 

“I did the work in order to qualify for the HLS [Higher Level Stewardship] which was 

three times the payments from the ESA [Environmentally Sensitive Area] scheme.” 

6.43 Altering the drainage and rewetting land is a permanent change to the utility and value of the 

land and the view was expressed that “as a commercial enterprise [SWW] should be paying a 

commercial rental”.  However, while South West Water has piloted a Payment for Ecosystems 

Services (PES) scheme linked to the work, the economic value to the company of each hectare 

rewetted is very low and the resulting commercially justifiable payment is not very attractive for 

the landowner/farmer.  In addition, the water company is obliged to operate within a spending 

and charging regime approved by the Water Services Regulation Authority (Ofwat) with limits 

set within a 5 year cycle of price reviews.  This effectively prevents the company from making 

longer term commitments through voluntary PES arrangements commensurate with the long 

term impact on the land affected.  Even if an alternative long-term payment mechanism could 

be developed, this would not overcome the relatively modest economic return on the 

restoration work in the Exmoor context. 
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6666.5.5.5.5    AccessAccessAccessAccess    

6.44 Exmoor National Park has more than 1,000 km of public rights of way (PRoW) and 17,914 ha 

of access land designated under the Countryside & Rights of Way Act 2006 (CRoW).  In 

addition, there are a number of permissive access routes, some of which are strategically 

important and popular routes, mostly agreed for no payment.   

6.45 The network of PRoW, permissive routes and CRoW access land makes for excellent access 

opportunities in the National Park but there is still potential for increased access to some areas, 

either through public payment (e.g. similar to that for West Lyn Gorge) or with a financial 

incentive as part of an agri-environment scheme.  The former Countryside Stewardship 

Scheme (CSS), for example, included annual payments for public access provision in some 

agreements. 

6.46 As well as general public access, previous agri-environment schemes have also included 

potential to financially reward educational access aimed at school and college groups. 

However, several farms host educational visits and particular groups or events without the need 

for payments and as part of their approach to promoting farming and Exmoor more generally.  

These local arrangements often have a history going back many years with specific groups and 

events. 

6.47 Within the current study, most farms had at least one PRoW route across the farm and / or 

managed land that was designated as CRoW access land.  While some farms reported 

occasional problems arising from PRoW or CRoW access land, none expressed a major 

concern: 

“We have one public bridleway – gates can be left open and stock mixed but it’s not 

a major problem on this farm.” 

“PRoW / open access is a problem with managing bulls.” 

“Dogs can cause problems – some sheep worrying, and parasitic tapeworm larvae 

from dog faeces can lodge in sheep brains and cause ‘gid’. Also, dog parasites can 

cause abortion in cattle.” 

“Dog faeces and soil in silage – have one silage field with a PRoW and keep cut 

high to avoid contamination of feed, which can lead to Listeria.” 

“We have had a bit of a dog problem, e.g. Neospora abortion in cattle, but that may 

have been my own dog!” 

“I have cleared up lots of rubbish and litter along roads crossing the farm.” 

“We do experience some issues with litter and gates being left open, but this is 

minimal.  We have not experienced problems with dogs.” 

 “Disturbance does affect wildlife as shown by the response to the closure of paths 
during the 2001 foot & mouth disease outbreak [when paths were closed].”  

“There is no formal [public] access but we are tolerant of people on the farm.” 

6.48 One interviewee commented that it ought to be easier to rationalise PRoW so that any 

problems arising from the current route might be avoided.  Another comment cited the 

importance of active farming for maintaining access: 

“The countryside is in an accessible state for walking and riding – with no stock it 

would be overgrown.  Stock tracks increase accessibility of access land.” 

6.49 Interviewees were asked for their views on the potential for additional access secured through 

a future funding incentive.  Payments for allowing people to walk through farm would be 



Beyond 2020 – Views of Exmoor farmers on farm funding after UK exit from the EU 

43 
 

attractive to some and some had seen possible diversification opportunities from access 

through, for example, development of bunk-barn accommodation. 

6666.6.6.6.6    Archaeology and Archaeology and Archaeology and Archaeology and cultural heritagecultural heritagecultural heritagecultural heritage    

6.50 Exmoor has a rich archaeological record and cultural heritage, including farm buildings that are 

themselves an important part of the historic record. A small number of sites are formally 

designated as Scheduled Ancient Monuments (SAMs) and there are many other areas within 

the National Park that are known to be of archaeological importance.  Interviewees were 

generally sympathetic to conservation of these areas: 

“There are scheduled monuments and more recent archaeology such as hedge-

banks – you can’t just leave it or it will go back to being flat again.” 

“We keep sites free of scrub.” 

“We are in the ‘magic zone’ for weeds.  We cleared gorse on the Celtic fort and it’s 

bracken now, and if not bracken it’s bramble.” 

6.51 In some situations, conservation of historic sites may be a restriction on farming activities: 

“We are exposed to wind and would like to rebuild the banks flattened by WW2 
military training and sub-divide the fields again as they are very large at 53 and 54 

acres.” 

“The sixty-plus year-old concrete posts on the boundary of the former military 

grounds are ‘ancient monuments’, so can’t be removed and replaced.” 

6666.7.7.7.7    WoodlandWoodlandWoodlandWoodland    

6.52 The topics discussed so far relate to public benefits that can be delivered alongside the farm 

business, albeit that delivering some can have an impact on the way in which farming is 

undertaken.  However, there may well be situations where public benefits such as water 

management or habitat extension and linkages could be best achieved through the 

replacement of farmed areas with other uses such as woodland.   

6.53 The majority of the farms covered in the study had some woodland areas, and these were 

generally accepted as such, even though few farms were receiving any public payments for 

them and they had to be left out of the area claimed for Basic Payment Scheme (BPS). (See 

section 4.1.1 regarding Permanently Ineligible Features.) 

6.54 In most cases the woodland areas were seen to be an asset: 

“The woodland was planted for shelter and is spruce and pine. It provides cover for 
the farm shoot.” 

6.55 Several interviewees would like to provide some shelterbelts or restore hedgerows on the farm 

and, although none mentioned that they had plans for the planting of woodland, there was no 

strident opposition to the idea as a future option: 

“I’m not a fan of forestry but would like to see future schemes include mixed 

broadleaved woodland, including the restoration of ancient woodland areas.” 

“I would plant trees if they were wanted.” 

“I would favour an approach where we are paid to diversify the farm woodland 
structure, as most of our woodland is plantation on former ancient woodland sites.” 

“I would be happy with a tree payment if it was more than the Single Farm 

Payment.” 
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6.56 This generally positive attitude to new woodland planting did not extend to any enthusiasm for 

the suggestion of ‘rewilding’ in the uplands that has received a high media profile in the past 

year or so. Where rewilding was mentioned, it was generally to restate the importance of 

farming to maintaining the open landscape character and wildlife habitats that were valued on 

Exmoor by local people and visitors to the area.   

6.57 An important consideration for any new funding scheme that includes woodland planting and 

management is one of eligibility for future payments.  A logical extension of any integrated 

approach to land management and public benefits would be to extend eligibility to woodland 

owners and forestry enterprises and, potentially, to other land owners who are not active in 

farming or forestry where they are providing public benefits from their land management.  This 

was not discussed in detail with any of the interviewees, although concerns raised about the 

uses of payments in existing schemes would suggest that extending eligibility beyond farmers 

would not be well received if it was felt that funding was being taken away from farming.  
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7777. . . .     Experience of past agriExperience of past agriExperience of past agriExperience of past agri----environment schemes environment schemes environment schemes environment schemes     

7777.1.1.1.1    Exmoor National Park Farm Conservation Scheme Exmoor National Park Farm Conservation Scheme Exmoor National Park Farm Conservation Scheme Exmoor National Park Farm Conservation Scheme ––––    1990 to 20001990 to 20001990 to 20001990 to 2000    

7.1 Exmoor National Park has a history of agri-environment schemes going back to 1990 with the 

launch of a scheme developed and funded by Exmoor National Park Authority.  The scheme 

operated on a pilot basis with 12 farms selected from 116 applicants. It was designed as a 

‘whole-farm’ scheme with area-based payments and additional payments for a range specific 

conservation works.  

7.2 Appendix 1 is a short description of the scheme.  There were two tiers of area payments, with a 

higher payment for land judged to be of higher conservation value (Tier 1) and a lower payment 

for the remainder of the farm of lower conservation value (Tier 2).  Significantly, broadleaved 

woodland areas were included in the scheme and were eligible for Tier 1. 

7.3 In addition to the area payments, there were specific payments to cover management of field 

boundaries, maintenance of footpaths and bridleways, looking after traditional buildings and 

looking after archaeological sites. 

7.4 As a key component of the scheme the National Park Authority worked with each farmer in the 

scheme to develop a farm conservation plan for the whole farm.  Depending on the aims of the 

conservation plan, farms could also receive payments for conservation and landscape 

enhancement. 

7.5 While few farmers were able to take part and payment rates were relatively low, those farms 

that did benefit have been very positive about the scheme and compare it favourably with 

successor national schemes. 

7777....2222    Exmoor ESAExmoor ESAExmoor ESAExmoor ESA    ––––    1993 to 20051993 to 20051993 to 20051993 to 2005    

7.6 In 1987, the government introduced the Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) scheme 

operated by the Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and Food (MAFF) to conserve landscape and 

features and help improve and extend wildlife habitats in five defined localities across the 

country.  This was augmented by a competitive country-wide Countryside Stewardship Scheme 

(CSS) in 1991 that operated outside ESAs. CSS was managed by the Countryside Commission 

until 1996 when management transferred to MAFF. 

7.7 Subsequent stages in the roll-out of the ESA programme led to Exmoor being included from 

1993.  Prior to that time, a small number of Exmoor farms had entered into a CSS scheme or 

the National Park Authority’s Farm Conservation Scheme. 

7.8 The Exmoor ESA area extended over 80,615 hectares, and incorporated all of the National 

Park and the Less Favoured Area (LFA) land beyond the National Park boundary to the south. 

The stated aim of the ESA was “to maintain and enhance the landscape character, nature 
conservation interest and historic value of the moorland and permanent grassland of the area, 

through the maintenance or restoration of extensive beef and sheep farming systems”. 

7.9 The scheme was a whole-farm scheme, with area payments in two tiers subdivided into 8 

detailed prescriptions depending on the main land type, e.g. ‘Improved Permanent Grassland 

(Tier 1, Part 2A)’ or ‘Heather moorland (Tier 2, Part 1)’ etc.  The detailed prescriptions resulted 

in restrictions in the farmer’s ability to manage their land, in order to provide environmental 

benefits and to allow for payments that were based on the ‘profit foregone’ by not maximising 

agricultural production. 
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7.10 One of the more attractive elements of the ESA scheme for many farmers was the inclusion of 

a number of supplementary payments including a hedge restoration supplement that provided 

capital payments to bring hedgerows and banks into active management.   

7.11 While not popular initially, take up of the ESA scheme ultimately proved to be high and the 

majority of the interviewees in the current study had been participants.  Many recollections of 

the scheme were positive: 

“The ESA was good – not too complicated, not too prescriptive, allowed people to 
use judgement.” 

“I liked it, as areas that were cropped and stocked hard had little payment but areas 

of older grass and less intensive were paid well.” 

“There was flexibility between tiers.” 

“It was a simple scheme.” 

“There was a designated project officer who was good to work with and accessible” 

“The ESA was very good, with ‘capital’ funding for hedgerows, banks, clearance and 

restoration of historic farm buildings.” 

“The capital grants for hedging provided local employment.” 

“The capital payments worked well, e.g., hedging and historic building renovation.”  

“With the ESA we got the hedges made, and it was bad when it ended.” 

“A 5 year hedge restoration plan was funded through an average annual payment 
which helped cash flow.” 

“I liked ESA – farm based – could opt some fields in and some out – capital grants – 

10 years so could plan and locally based.” 

7.12 Favourable points regarding the former ESA scheme mentioned by interviewees can be 

summarised as: 

• Not too complicated 

• Not too prescriptive 

• Higher payments on less intensively managed pastures 

• Flexibility 

• Local project officer who was approachable 

• Capital grants for hedgerow management and restoration of historic farm buildings 

• 10 year timescale for agreements 

7.13 But not all recollections about the scheme were so positive: 

 “Prescriptions were narrow, and focused on permanent pasture with no scope for 
arable / root crops / game crops.” 

“There was funding feast and famine for capital grants. The bigger farms used it up. 

Need to spread it around a bit.” 

 “The staff kept changing.” 

“There was nothing to cover watercourses.” 

“ESA had too narrow a focus – e.g. a landscape focus.” 

“ESA was too tightly targeted – very small areas, e.g. stone [clearance] cairns were 

not covered as they were not part of the scheme as they are not historic 
monuments.” 

 “We have always struggled with schemes based on land use and area because our 

farm can’t easily be classified into different types of land. A lot of our fields have 



Beyond 2020 – Views of Exmoor farmers on farm funding after UK exit from the EU 

47 
 

some scrubby woodland, some scrubby bracken, bracken with areas of rough 

grasses and permanent grassland. Some are partly harvested for hay and silage, so 

are ploughed, reseeded and fertilised on the flatter part and have semi-natural 
vegetation on the steeper parts.” 

“There were different tiers, e.g. arable and permanent pasture. The plan was almost 

impossible to change once it had been drawn up, so it was especially difficult when 

they wanted to convert to organic farming, which requires field rotations, reseeding 
and clean grazing systems for natural fertility and disease control.” 

“The higher tier restricted grazing, meant no fertiliser and no winter feeding.” 

“Woodland tier had to be fenced off.” 

“ESA wasn’t worth much – the scheme was based on profit foregone and when 
agricultural prices went down the payments went down but they didn’t come back up 

again when agricultural prices went up!” 

“Best thing was the capital grants scheme but it was a retrospective payment so you 

needed to pay up front and get in external contractors because it wasn’t based on 
standard costs.” 

“The ESA restricted ploughing.” 

“There was also the problem of dual funding for agri-environment schemes. The 

OFS (Organic Farming Scheme) was also regarded as an agri-environment 
scheme, so when we became organic we had to abide by the rules of both schemes 

but were only paid OFS. This was particularly unfair because the rules were often in 

opposition e.g. not being allowed to oversow with clover under ESA rules.” 

7.14 Unfavourable points regarding the former ESA scheme mentioned by interviewees can be 

summarised as: 

• Narrow scope with landscape focus and emphasis on permanent pasture 

• Agreement holders were ‘locked in’ once options had been chosen 

• Payments were relatively low and linked to ‘profit foregone’ 

• Capital payments were not consistently available, were retrospective and were not based 

on standard costs 

• Change of project officers 

7.15 However, not everyone was as sympathetic with the complaints - “Sometimes farmers offered 
up too much land and were left with infertile land and grown up hedges”. This point relates to 

the ESA restrictions on the application of lime and fertiliser and the requirement that, once laid, 

hedges should be allowed to grow and only trimmed at the sides – an approach designed to 

facilitate future laying of the hedge. 

7777....3333    Environmental Stewardship (ELS, OELS, UELS, HLS) Environmental Stewardship (ELS, OELS, UELS, HLS) Environmental Stewardship (ELS, OELS, UELS, HLS) Environmental Stewardship (ELS, OELS, UELS, HLS) ––––    2006200620062006    to 2015to 2015to 2015to 2015    

7.16 In 2005, farm funding support moved to an area basis through the Single Payment Scheme 

(SPS) and a national agri-environment scheme called Environmental Stewardship managed by 

Natural England.  Environmental Stewardship started with three, then moved to four, elements: 

• Entry Level Stewardship (ELS) providing payments for additional environmental 

requirements that went beyond those from cross-compliance as part of Single Farm 

Payment 

• Organic Entry Level Stewardship (OELS) geared to organic farming systems 

• Uplands Entry Level Stewardship (UELS) launched in February 2010 to assist hill farmers 

following the cessation of the Hill Farm Allowance (HFA) 
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• Higher Level Stewardship (HLS) tailored to more complex types of habitat management, 

e.g. heather moorland 

7.17 To receive ELS payments, farms were required to prepare a Farm Environment Record (FER) 

and indicate the conservation land management that they would be undertaking from a list of 

options, which were allocated points.  Once sufficient points had been achieved on the ELS-

eligible land, a farm could be entered into the scheme.  Uplands ELS was based on a similar 

approach with a menu of land management options for land designated as falling within a 

Severely Disadvantage Area (SDA).  Farms in the SDA could receive ELS and UELS so long 

as sufficient points could be acquired for each scheme without any ‘double-counting’. 

7.18 Higher Level Stewardship (HLS) was additional to ELS payments, had a competitive application 

process and was a targeted at the management of key environmental features.  Applicants 

needed to prepare a Farm Environment Plan (FEP) based on their FER and then choose from 

the HLS options that varied across the country depending on environmental management being 

targeted.  In practice, within the Exmoor context, the majority of farms with HLS schemes had 

larger moorland or heathland areas.  Farms without any special features were likely to see a 

reduction in agri-environment support when their ESA agreements came to an end and they 

were not able to secure HLS. 

7.19 Interviewees commented on the relative complexity of applying for HLS: 

“With ELS/HLS we were able to negotiate, but it was a complicated application 

process and we had to change the application. It would have been almost 
impossible to apply for without the help of a land agent, who charged about £3,000. 

We reckoned it was worth the money because with so many people coming out of 

ESA and wanting HLS agreements the application process had become fiercely 

competitive. A lot of farmers missed out.” 

“Some fields have areas in two separate prescriptions to keep ELS points and 

qualify for HLS.” 

7.20 However, there was funding support available to help prepare a Farm Environment Plan, and 

several interviewees felt that this requirement had been a positive aspect of the scheme: 

“The Farm Environment Plan required by HLS took a while to work up, but is a good 

example of working with conservation and I know what I am trying to achieve.” 

“HLS is based on FEP. It was intensive work but tailored to suit the farm and had 

enough room for manoeuvre, as it was a detailed plan that offered options.  The 
focus is on key areas rather than the whole farm.” 

7.21 In its initial years, recipients of HLS payments were also eligible for additional funding from 

Natural England for specific capital works aimed at site enhancement and restoration.  

Examples on Exmoor included additional grants for peatland restoration and rewetting.  In 

subsequent years, the national budget for HLS came under increasing pressure, which meant 

that the scheme is less beneficial for later entrants.  The result has been markedly different 

between local farms depending on their circumstances and the timing of their applications, for 

example: 

“We are not in HLS as the prioritisation criteria that arose from budget cuts meant 

the farm did not qualify.” 

“We got some up-front funding and now spend the HLS payment to maintain areas, 

so it is not providing much extra farm income. It just covers the work we’ve got to do, 
without compensating us for not being able to farm as we would like.” 
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7.22 Interviewee responses to Environmental Stewardship were very varied but were less positive 

than those regarding the former ESA scheme. Favourable points of the ES agri-environment 

scheme: 

 “The point scoring approach gives greater flexibility.” 

“On ploughable land you can reseed a pasture after a break crop such as corn or 

roots.  This provides more scope to actively manage the land and use modern 

technology, and provides a mosaic of habitats.” 

“ESA was ‘money for old rope’ and maintained the status quo - UELS/HLS includes 

targets to be met.” 

“ESA kept it as it was but with HLS we were working towards things with the 

prescriptions and were required to do this.” 

“ESA was a generalised approach to the whole area while UELS/HLS is more 

tailored to the farm and has targets to meet.” 

7.23 Favourable points regarding the ES scheme mentioned by interviewees can be summarised as: 

• Flexibility of points-based approach 

• Targets to achieve rather than maintaining the status quo 

• Greater tailoring to the local situation, especially with the Higher Level Scheme 

7.24 Unfavourable points of the ES agri-environment scheme: 

“Each field has a different restriction so we need to keep checking what we can do, 

e.g. harrowing, rolling, spreading dung, spraying, grazing sheep, winter feeding, 

keeping gorse cover at a certain percentage, ploughing and reseeding…each field 

has a different combination of rules and dates before or after which certain things 
can’t happen. In short, it’s far too complicated and each field is treated as a sort of 

island, unconnected with the next.” 

“To get enough points to join the scheme we had to go for the haymaking option. 

Amongst other things, this prohibits cutting grass for hay or haylage before 5th July 
each year. For the past three years we’ve had fantastic weather in mid June for over 

a week, when we could have made really good hay, but by the beginning of July the 

jet stream has moved, letting endless lows in from the Atlantic, and we’ve found it 

impossible to make good hay or haylage.” 

“HLS has outcomes you are looking for but no dialogue about what is going on.” 

“ELS doesn’t allow ploughing – you have to keep ploughing to fatten lambs – every 

10 years.” 

“HLS does have a local project officer (NE) but is a national scheme and the 
prescriptions are not all appropriate for Exmoor.” 

“For UELS we had a farm survey initially but it doesn’t seem to be relevant – is 

anyone checking?” 

“The subsequent imposition of PIFs [Permanently Ineligible Features – part of Basic 
Payment scheme eligibility] and the resulting reduced grazable area has caused 

problems in getting sufficient points [for UELS].” 

“Lack of capital grants.” 

“All prescriptive – no outcome focus.” 

“No feedback.” 

“With HLS you were forced to chase points and put things in when you didn’t want 

to, just to get in the scheme.” 
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“We had an inspection last year but this is likely to be the last as HLS is coming to 

an end – but our agreement still has 7 years to run!” 

“With ESA, we had two inspections in 10 years and we’ve had one for HLS.” 

“Paperwork seems to be all that matters and they might visit one field, but they 

never look at our livestock.” 

7.25 Unfavourable points raised by interviewees regarding the ES scheme can be summarised as: 

• Complexity – different prescriptions for different fields 

• Restrictions in ability to use some farming operations, e.g. ploughing 

• Prescriptions ‘national’ and not all appropriate to the local context. 

• Little or no feedback on progress  

• No capital grants for landscape features or historic buildings (there were grants for capital 

works under HLS aimed at habitat restoration and enhancement) 

• Lack of clarity over the outcomes being sought 

• The payments were not index-linked meaning their real-terms value reduced over the ten 

year period of the agreements 

7.26 Probably the most significant comments related to the lack of a clear rationale for HLS: 

“We would welcome greater clarity over what to deliver for the money. For example, 

is vegetation change bad (e.g. for landscape) or good (e.g. for biodiversity)?” 

 “We have no idea what we are aiming for – there is no end point to say this is what 

we want to achieve.” 

7.27 These comments reflect the highly prescriptive nature of the HLS scheme so that, while the 

payments may be attractive, there is little understanding amongst a significant proportion of 

agreement holders of what the scheme they are implementing is designed to achieve. 

7777....4444    CountrCountrCountrCountryside Stewardshipyside Stewardshipyside Stewardshipyside Stewardship    (CS) 2015(CS) 2015(CS) 2015(CS) 2015    

7.28 The current agri-environment scheme has three main elements: 

• Mid Tier 

• Higher Tier 

• Capital grants 

7.29 The scheme covers woodland and farmland and covers all types of land use but differs from 

previous schemes by being wholly competitive with no broad eligibility. Few interviewees had 

looked into the scheme as the majority still have time to run on their ES agreements.  However, 

two who had done so commented: 

 “Options were there before but are not the same in Countryside Stewardship.” 

 “CS has descended to farmers taking photos all the time.” 

7777....5555    Other Other Other Other environment schemesenvironment schemesenvironment schemesenvironment schemes    

7.30 Funding is available on a small scale for landscape conservation from Exmoor National Park 

Authority and one interviewee made a specific reference to this scheme:  

“I liked the hedging grant scheme from Exmoor National Park. Applying for it was 
straightforward, the inspector was knowledgeable and the payment was quick.” 
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7777.6.6.6.6    General thoughtsGeneral thoughtsGeneral thoughtsGeneral thoughts    on agrion agrion agrion agri----environment schemesenvironment schemesenvironment schemesenvironment schemes    

7.31 As well as specific comments about the design and implementation of past schemes, 

interviewees had a range of perspectives on agri-environment schemes in general.  These 

ranged from positive: 

“Through past schemes we have gained on the farm and have improved the farm 

and wildlife and conservation, but we run a tourism business so we already receive 

some benefit for it.” 

“Big farmers in business have to join schemes.  Schemes are something you know 

is going to happen.  You have good years and bad years, if something happens then 

it’s good to have back up.” 

...to more critical: 

“Being paid for environmental projects is great in theory but is bashing the 

vegetation good for the environment? It’ll soon grow back if it’s left a few years, so 

all that time, effort and money will be wasted.” 

“What are we trying to achieve? It keeps changing – butterflies and then plants...” 

“We would rather have a scheme we believe in.” 

“Schemes without clear long-term objectives, which farmers can believe in, destroy 

their trust. There’s a suspicion that conservationists don’t know what they are doing. 

You can’t conserve everything, and conservation seems to be governed by fashion 
– sometimes based on one or two academic papers. For instance, we can’t see the 

sense in using a lot of public money and fossil fuels driving heavy gorse bashers up 

and down our cleaves every year to encourage a butterfly that may be at the edge of 

its range anyway. The explanation we were offered is that the high brown fritillary is 
a good indicator of the health of an ecosystem, but there are plenty of healthy 

ecosystems without high brown fritillaries!” 

“There is a conflict between HLS and BPS – “one wants scrub and the other says 

get rid of it.  A new scheme ought to be able to sort that out as there is a value to 
trees and scrub as well as grazeable land.” 

“On the environmental side, we seem to lurch from one extreme to another – we 

were controlling gorse, then told to leave it, and then that that was a mistake and we 

were having to bash it right back down again.  I don’t think they realise how fast it 
grows in this area.  It’s relentless!” 

“There shouldn’t be HLS on moorland – moorland can look after itself and doesn’t 

need payment.” 

“There is a lot of money for [moorland] but not to pay for history and features, e.g. 
ancient monuments and hedgebanks.” 

“We don’t get much feedback on how we are delivering – the schemes and 

compliance must have been designed to achieve something!” 

“The current scheme is terrible – bureaucratic, pedantic, inappropriate, not fit for 
purpose.”  

“What is its purpose? To conform to EU rules of agricultural support so it’s tick box 

and allows no local discretion.” 

“The current scheme relies on being enforceable by idiots!” 

“If you attack gorse with a flail on 2 March it’s evil, but you can set fire to it until 15 

April!” 
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“All schemes are lacking an element of cooperation and funding for kit, e.g. shared 

equipment such as bowsers for burn management.” 

“Any grant aid tends to distort the market, e.g. payments for Devon heifers leads to 
a decline in the breed standard as less good ones are used for breeding. A similar 

thing has happened to Exmoor ponies.” [NB this refers to the native breed 

supplement available within HLS.] 

7.32 The more negative comments and discussions with interviewees identify a number of key 

concerns about the current state of agri-environment schemes that provide an important pointer 

for improved design of future schemes.  These include: 

• No clear goal or means of seeing achievements – There is a widespread concern amongst 

farmers that they have little understanding of what the schemes are designed to achieve 

(and no-one else seems to know either!). 

• Inconsistent scheme aims – This is closely linked to the first concern and is based on the 

perception that the goals are changing as schemes come and go and even as project 

officers change. 

• Over-prescription and inflexibility – A concern that scheme design is now being led more for 

its ease of compliance monitoring and inspection than the achievement of positive results. 

• Little or no feedback – as the schemes have developed they have moved from being 

managed by local project officers, who visited farms fairly regularly and gave constructive 

advice, to being nationally run with fewer visits to monitor progress. This is made worse by 

a concern that the objective of an inspection is now to ‘catch the farmer out’. 

• Inappropriate targeting – The largest funds available to Exmoor farmers through ES are for 

the management of moorland and heathland. A substantial number of non-recipients are 

concerned that the levels of funding for these areas cannot be justified by the amount of 

management work required. 

• Winners and losers – The switch from ESA to UELS/HLS has been staggered due to farms 

entering into ESA agreements at different times and some leaving early to get into 

UELS/HLS. Early uptake meant better payments and easier admission, and has resulted in 

many farmers feeling that they have ‘lost out’ because they were too late and / or their farm 

does not incorporate the features that attract the majority of funding.  
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8888....    Design of a future farm funding schemeDesign of a future farm funding schemeDesign of a future farm funding schemeDesign of a future farm funding scheme    

8888.1.1.1.1    What would yWhat would yWhat would yWhat would you like to see?ou like to see?ou like to see?ou like to see?    

8.1 The overall objective for a farm funding settlement for Exmoor after the UK leaves the EU was 

well put by one of the interviewees: 

“We want to see buoyant farming that can incorporate conservation work. The 

livestock on Exmoor are far more than a grazing tool. Farming on Exmoor is an 
important part of the local and national economy. Buyers from all over Britain come 

here to buy our livestock. We don’t think farming on Exmoor could survive in its 

current form without some sort of financial support, especially if we are having to 

compete with other countries where farmers get support. Also, if we are still going to 
be told what we can and can’t do, having to deliver that without financial support 

isn’t sustainable. There should be an integrated approach to farming that 

encompasses everything, from wildlife, landscape and the environment to crops, 

livestock and marketing. For too long most farmers and conservationists have had 
different objectives. This is an opportunity to get the balance right.” 

8.2 The overwhelming majority of interviewees would like to see some on-going funding for farming 

in Exmoor and, indeed, most felt that this would be essential to maintain the majority of farms.  

The following section of the interviews considered the potential design and management of a 

future scheme, taking into account aspects of previous schemes that farmers felt had worked 

well and avoiding some of the problems of the past.  Key considerations included: 

• Design principles 

• Scheme objectives 

• Scope of a future scheme 

• Eligibility 

• Prescriptions or outcomes? 

• Monitoring 

• Guidance / advice 

• Administration / governance 

8888.2.2.2.2    Design principlesDesign principlesDesign principlesDesign principles    

8.3 A number of principles were identified in the interviews for incorporation into any new farm 

funding scheme: 

Clarity of objectives for participants and the wider public so that the public and farmers can 

see what is being achieved through the funding, and so that people administering the scheme 

do so consistently: 

“The reasons for funding should be easily understood by the public so they can see 

the benefits.” 

“Farmers need to be proud of what they are doing and [outcomes] should be more 

clearly seen as a product of their work.  Also need to market/promote the scheme to 

justify the public expense.” 

“We should communicate what farmers are doing.”  

“It’s better to get the solution that you want for extra cost and then market it well as 

the benefits will be greater.” 
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“There should be an element of achievement – not paid to look at it [the land], but 

paid to maintain or restore or provide habitat.” 

“Designing a scheme is difficult – we want it to be objective and not have one project 
officer saying one thing and one another.” 

“Knowing what we are working towards is very important.” 

Sufficiently long-term so that participants can plan ahead and incorporate the scheme 

objectives in their own business choices and the achievements that are made are sustained. 

One interviewee raised the potential for ‘rolling agreements’, which would seem an excellent 

way to ensure continuity, security and avoid the stop-start nature of historic schemes with 

frequent scheme revisions: 

“A lot of schemes don’t run for long enough and don’t pay for long enough.” 

“In hill farming, a change in the system and investment means you are without a 

return for at least 2 years.” 

“In farming you have to plan 5 years ahead and schemes don’t go on long enough to 

get into a cycle and get rewards. 5 – 10 years minimum.” 

“Should take a longer view and build up the farm, e.g. grants for hedgerows and 

building restoration.” 

“ESA enabled a circuit of work around the farm so you could programme the work.” 

“Nothing is a short-term fix.  We would want at least a 10 year term to put the 
investment in and would like to see a future beyond that.” 

“Should not be hurried – need funding to get the job right.” 

“I would prefer longer term agreements – say 20 years with 10 year break.” 

“How about rolling agreements?” 

Flexibility and avoidance of prescriptions to allow some room for manoeuvre for 

participants, and to enable approaches to adapt in response to experience gained from 

scheme delivery and to external factors: 

“A flexible ‘ladder’ approach, with the ability to move up the scale as objectives are 

met. This would mean less pressure to maximise the amount of money claimed, 
thus setting targets that aren’t realistic for the farm or the farmer.” 

“I don’t like to be tied up too much, e.g. [in the UELS/HLS scheme] you need to look 

up the manual to see what you can do with a field and it’s too complicated.” 

“You want to ensure that what’s on the plan is the right thing, and you can talk it 
through [with the project officer].” 

Fair and equitable allocation of funding, so that the funding goes to the person(s) who is 

doing the work and to remove opportunities for people to gain financial advantage that isn’t 

justified by the effort they are making.  A scheme where all farms can benefit, including the 

small ones, and one in which participants make a contribution if the farming activity benefits: 

“Designing a scheme is difficult – you want it to be reasonable but not for others to 

take advantage.” 

“More [focus] on features would cover the smaller farmer only with in-bye ground 
who isn’t getting any [agri-environment] money at the moment.” 

“It’s wrong to have something for nothing – good to have an incentive to do things 

correctly, e.g. keeping hedges.” 

“Openness and accountability are important.” 

“Farmers are best to deliver as they are there all the time.” 
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“Funding should come to the people on the ground, e.g. capital payments for work 

done.” 

“There should be rewards for doing the right things and for effort and results.” 

“Grants ought to be for a proportion (e.g. 80%) rather than the full costs because co-

operation is essential.” 

“Capital payments should relate to the extent to which they assist farm 

management, with environmental works paid for at a rate greater than cost price 
while farm management works should be supported at less than cost price because 

they have agricultural value. E.g. hedge management is environmental so cost+ but 

fence is there to protect the hedge but has farming value so pay at around 75% 

costs.” 

“I don’t like FHDS* grants as they are supporting the farmers who haven’t invested 

and, in effect, penalising people who have invested.” [* Farming & Horticulture 

Development Scheme grants for capital works introduced in the 1980 CAP reforms]   

“Area payments favour farmers with a lot of land, but loopholes will always be found 
if the area of land receiving support is capped.” 

Sufficiently resourced to encourage participation and enable the scheme to make a 

meaningful contribution to the farm business: 

“We need a reasonable living.” 

 “It needs to be sufficient to keep farms viable.” 

“I’m more concerned about the overall size of the pot than about how it’s split.” [i.e. 

Pillar 1 or Pillar 2] 

“It’s no good if the money is half what are getting now and with a shedload of work.” 

Appropriate to local circumstances for example, by enabling local design within a national 

framework: 

“Every area is unique so we want local people to put in place a programme from a 

national fund.” 

“Get a group of farmers to help design and manage the scheme.” 

“I would like a scheme that is tailor made to local circumstances.” 

8.4 A number of interviewees mentioned specific historic schemes when asked how they would like 

a future scheme to be designed:  

“You could transfer ELS rules into a new BPS, but that is not likely to be popular.” 

“I would go back to ESA or UELS – you needed to get points on the acreage but 

knew what you were putting into the tiers, including the better ground.” 

“ESA was best – much better than HLS [which is too prescriptive].” 

“An environment scheme very similar to UELS/HLS is preferred.” 

“The tiered payment of arable etc. worked well.” 

8.5 Some mentioned past schemes they wouldn’t want to see return: 

“I wouldn’t like headage back.  Keeping more sheep means lamb numbers 

[percentages] go down.” 

“There shouldn’t be a payment to be organic – there isn’t such a price benefit and 

there is an oversupply.” 

“Organic payments destroyed what was a good niche market for a few dedicated 

farmers who believed in what they were doing, and opened it up to anyone who 
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wanted to jump on the bandwagon, whether their heart was in it or not. This caused 

oversupply and pressure to reduced organic standards to a bare minimum, with lots 

of loopholes that have been exploited by unscrupulous farmers.”  

8888....3333    Scheme oScheme oScheme oScheme objectivesbjectivesbjectivesbjectives    

8.6 Most interviewees felt that the scheme objectives should be based on what the ‘public’ or 

government wants farmers to deliver.  One potential approach might be to ask visitors to 

Exmoor to indicate what they value about the area: 

 “What does the public want?  It all seems to be visual and what they see on TV.” 

“What are they [government] trying to achieve? Do they want to support the smaller 

farmers?” 

“Visitors want a nice pub all year, shops open, nice countryside, don’t want it to 
change too much, native wildlife (especially red deer) and iconic local breeds like 

Exmoor ponies and Exmoor horn sheep.” 

“Keep the fabric – help with hedging and capital works.” 

“We need to find parameters that are recognised by farmers and environmentalists 
and if possible the informed public as well to acquire public support. So hedgerows, 

organic content of soil and buildings are good but detailed prescriptive measures 

like HLS are generally bad.” 

“We are trying to preserve what we have now and forget it’s part of a changing 
spectrum.  It’s changed a lot since 4,000 years ago.  If we go back to semi-scrub – 

biologically is it better or aesthetically is it better? It’s down to personal choices.  

[The danger is] the person who makes the choice is not based on Exmoor and 

probably knows little of its culture or history and probably cares little for the people 
either.” 

8.7 The bi-annual Visitor Survey undertaken by Exmoor National Park Authority is a potential 

source for information on what the public values about Exmoor.  More specialist ecosystem 

services – such as carbon sequestration, water quality and flood management – are likely to 

have specific customers; for example, commercial organisations seeking to offset carbon 

emissions or provide drinking water, voluntary interests such as recreation and fishing groups, 

or downstream communities. 

8888.4.4.4.4    Scope Scope Scope Scope of any future schemeof any future schemeof any future schemeof any future scheme    

8.8 A key consideration for the scope of the scheme is whether it should be a ‘whole farm’ 

approach or a suite of potential measures, focused on specific benefits.  Most interviewees 

favoured a mix of both: an underpinning area-based scheme together with opportunities for 

specific payments, depending on what the farm has the potential to deliver and the preferences 

of the farmer.  The specific payments might be revenue where active management or 

maintenance activities are supported, or one-off capital grants for specific improvements such 

as hedge restoration or improved water management. 

8.9 Where more general suggestions were proposed, the majority favoured a scheme with an area-

based element plus specific funding for particular activities, such as habitat management, 

carbon sequestration etc.: 

“I would prefer an area payment for grass, with stewardship on top.” 

“I think there should be an area payment.” 
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“A new scheme should be area based to a certain point and area specific to a 

certain point, e.g. for other purposes such as butterflies.” 

“I would like a whole farm approach, as single field approaches are hard to work 
with.” 

 “A whole farm approach, with prescriptions derived from a panel from the area who 

know the area, e.g. farmers and conservationists working together.” 

8.10 There was some acknowledgement that areas with thin, degraded and compacted soils might 

receive lower levels of funding support with increasing rates for deeper, well drained soils with 

high organic matter, which are likely to have better carbon, water retention and biodiversity 

value etc.: 

“For grassland – measure organic content of soil (and possibly compaction). 
Organic content is now a part of standard soil tests so farmers will recognise and 

understand.” 

“Allow ploughing for reseeding, but this would result in removal of payments for the 

ploughed area for a period until sward and organic content recovers – encourage 
other approaches e.g. seed drill / one pass machine.” 

“Reward floral diversity.” 

“Should be a long-term lay option for 7-15 years rather than ‘arable’ and no 

ploughing.” 

“Organic – sow clover and include clover in seed mixes.” 

8.11 A single new scheme has the potential to avoid the current problems that can arise between 

the objectives of Pillar 1 funding, aimed at maintaining land in good agricultural condition, and 

Pillar 2 funding aimed at conservation and other benefits: 

“Funding (or at least no penalty) for ‘good PIF’s’ (i.e. those more beneficial for 

wildlife) but farmers can still decide to clear areas if they prefer – i.e. flexible.” 

8.12 Some interviewees mentioned the importance of an approach that enabled a coordinated 

approach across neighbouring farms where the circumstances mean that this would be 

beneficial, such as where there are wildlife corridors or linked areas of habitat:  

“The scheme should relate to the wider landscape, e.g. wildlife corridors. Two 

neighbours are currently on different prescriptions because they failed to get into an 

HLS scheme in time.” 

“Linking between sites, e.g. for butterflies if butterflies are agreed to be important.” 

8.13 A few respondents suggested that at least some of the funding for future public benefits might 

be more commercial in nature and funded by the private sector, potentially in a competitive 

fashion: 

“I would like to see future sources of income from a mix of environmental payments 
and commercial arrangements for delivery of carbon sequestration, reduced flooding 

etc.  Potential buyers would be insurance companies, SWW, Network rail. We need 

government to establish the markets.” 

“If no private buyer then public funding.” 

“I would be open to bidding.” 

8.14 As well as farmed land, several interviewees felt that the scope should be one that incorporated 

other key land uses, such as woodland: 

“Include the management of more diverse woodlands.” 
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“I would favour a unified approach to land management where farmland and 

woodland are in the same scheme.” 

8.15 One interviewee felt that other arrangements ought to be considered for longer-term changes in 

land use.  Examples might include woodland creation, peatland restoration, moorland 

restoration or the creation of new linking habitat where payments are for permanent changes in 

land use with significant impacts on farm productivity and commercial value. 

8.16 A number of specific measures were suggested for inclusion in a future scheme: 

“Perhaps an area payment can be attached to landscape, e.g. ESA support for 

hedging and pasture.” 

 “I like hedging grants as you are not getting something for nothing.” 

 “Help for reseeding and lime grants.” 

“Reward for public access.” 

“Biodiversity rich.” 

“Sequestering carbon, e.g. rewetting and grants for woodland planting.” 

“Slowing the flow – mire.” 

“Breeding bird payments – currently only available in the lowlands.” 

“Native breed supplements –as there were before but NE has run out of money.” 

“Hedge creation and wildlife corridors.” 

“Rich mosaic with rotational grazing.” 

“Payments to maintain footpaths.” 

“Open access – no current reward.” 

“Corners for wildlife, e.g. focus areas with premium payments where they are 

providing habitat and places for key species.” 

“Coppicing to recreate industry and jobs.” 

“Exmoor horn sheep were never on the native breeds list [for HLS grazing 

supplement].  Should have native breeds in their own locality.” 

“Capital works to lay a hedge properly and for stone walling – it takes too long for 

me to do but I would do it if the capital works was still there.” 

“I would like some more windbreaks on top to help shelter the sheep – the cold wind 

strips the condition off ewes - it would change the shape of Exmoor a bit but work for 

the sheep.” 

“I’m not great fan of rewilding – maybe in some areas, e.g. against the cliffs?” 

“Support to employ people on the farm.” 

8888.5.5.5.5    EligibilityEligibilityEligibilityEligibility    

8.17 The majority of interviewees felt that the funding should be targeted at the person undertaking 

the active management work, i.e. the farmer/owner or tenant. 

“We are tenants and money coming in on the hill should be available to the farmer to 

manage the hill.  The landowners can do what they like with the rent but if the 

money went to them it wouldn’t be used on the hill.” 

“Money should go to the person doing the job – employing people to maintain 

features.  It’s winter work and then can get summer work shearing sheep etc.” 

“The tenant should benefit from payments for practical delivery, e.g. grazing 

management on moorland, or cutting rushes (difficult in peaty areas because very 
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wet) and maintaining herb rich pasture. Hay-making is difficult because of the 

weather. Carbon capture is of more benefit to the landowner.” 

“Currently if you have land you get paid.  Money goes to landowners rather than 
practitioners, and landowners are increasingly remote.” 

“Don’t pay the really big farmers so much money.” 

“Landlords are going for shorter tenancies so they can keep more of the payments, 

e.g. just let common to achieve the minimum stocking densities.” 

“We need people to deliver the outcomes rather than a lot of money going into a few 

pockets.” 

8.18 As a principle, it would seem appropriate to provide the funding to the person responsible for 

carrying out practical work where that is required, with payments to owners where the impact of 

the scheme is primarily on the long-term use and value of the land involved, e.g. restoration of 

peat or moorland.  In these instances where there is a permanent land use change, it would be 

expected that part of the impact would be to reduce rent levels for the land area concerned. 

8.19 One particularly pertinent comment was made about the potential downsides of competitive 

schemes: 

“Competitive schemes like HLS, the FIT payments and RHI have all started with 

unsustainably high payments to get people to join, but as soon as a certain number 

of people have joined, payments have been reduced so that people signing up at 
the beginning have got much more money than later entrants. This is unfair and 

makes no sense if the objectives of the scheme are scientifically sound and are 

unaltered (e.g. to combat global warming or to conserve butterflies).” 

8.20 The comment reflects a concern about the change in terms as much as the principle of 

competition itself. Some element of competition might be unavoidable where resources are 

limited but should be based on the value of the benefits being delivered rather than the timing 

of the bid. 

8.21 In circumstances where a scheme extends beyond farmed land it was proposed that eligibility 

need not be restricted solely to farmers: 

“The scheme could encompass the wider landscape and not necessarily only 

farmers but there should be a minimum land area with holding number or similar.” 

8888.6.6.6.6    Prescriptions or outcomesPrescriptions or outcomesPrescriptions or outcomesPrescriptions or outcomes????    

8.22 Many interviewees did not like an approach based on prescriptions.  This was not an objection 

in principle but a general concern that, while the prescriptions, such as preventing applications 

of lime, did impact on agriculture, there were no clear benefits to biodiversity from the 

restrictions.:  

“We don’t want a rule book” 

“[Avoid] a tick box scheme, or one where there is no interest in the farm or animals. 

Animal welfare is not taken into account by environmentalists.” 

8.23 Having stated that, prescriptions were regarded as a ‘safer’ approach as the farmer did not 

need to show any achievement, just that the prescriptions had been adhered too!: 

“Working towards things where the farmer decides how to do it is fine, but things 

don’t always work out.” 

“Clear outcomes by agreement need to be realistic and achievable.” 



Beyond 2020 – Views of Exmoor farmers on farm funding after UK exit from the EU 

60 
 

8.24 The responses to a proposed approach based on outcomes was generally more positive so 

long as the proposed outcomes were felt to be realistic and achievable.  An approach based on 

that operating within the Burren in Ireland, where payments are based on the actual condition 

of the habitat rather than being contingent on progress towards change, would seem to 

combine an approach that uses farmer initiative while being reasonably straightforward to 

monitor: 

“A good example [of an outcomes approach] is increasing heather cover on the 
moor.” 

“More open ended – I like the approach where it’s down to us to manage it and get a 

reward for achieving results.” 

“[For moorland] a good approach would be to map the vegetation and set clear 
goals with a free hand to do it.  20 years would be a sensible time frame.” 

“[For landscape outcome] it should not be based on “mustn’t change” but might 

include management of hedgerows and diversification of woodland species and age 

structure.” 

“Things are now more positive as we’re engaged in setting the outcomes.  For 

example, [managing for] Dartford warbler means we have changed how we are 

doing things.” 

8.25 An alternative might be to agree a funded action plan, with payments linked to undertaking the 

actions whether or not the action plan delivered the outcomes being sought.  This is not quite 

the same as a ‘prescription’, as the action plan would be specific to a site and a negotiated 

approach would enable the plan to be reviewed with the farmer, depending on the results that 

were being achieved: 

“Investment in specific actions with funding attached is a contract with the farmer not 

the landlord.” 

8.26 A clear public statement of the outcomes being sought was also welcomed by some farmers, 

as it can build public support for the funding and help overcome perceptions that farmers are 

being funded for doing nothing. 

8.27 The question was raised about who makes the decision about the outcomes being sought, 

particularly where there might be multiple outcomes in some areas, such as on moorland: 

“I would welcome publicly stated outcomes – but limit the involvement in setting 

them!” 

2 case studies: 

8.28 One notable example is a project on Molland Moor to the south of the National Park, where 

winter grazing by cattle is being reintroduced and its impacts closely monitored.  As well as 

impacts on the vegetation, the project is also monitoring the farming economics of winter 

grazing with hardy stock.  Initial comments from the grazier involved are positive: 

 “The condition score [for Galloway cattle] outside is better than in a shed.” 

8.29 In another example, one farmer has received funding support to actively diversify the 

vegetation cover in a moorland area dominated by Molinia grass using techniques developed 

by a farmer in the Peak District.  The process has involved considerable action on the part of 

the farmer involved and is showing good results: 

“I collected heather seed on Winsford Hill and Dunkery.  Treated this to encourage 

germination and spread with a machine built especially for the purpose and mounted 
on a quad bike. Areas of Molinia were prepared with a glyphosate spray and then 

cut and baled. Then the heather seed was spread. 
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Some regeneration of Molinia took place from the seedbank and from regrowth 

where the glyphosate had not been 100% effective 

The moor was then grazed by cattle, as this is better for moorland diversity. 

Have noticed a lot more birds than 25 years ago and this is reflected in the Moorland 

Breeding Bird Survey. 

Heather, brambles, whortleberry etc. have increased and provide a good source of 

food for birds.   

Stock density has been reduced.” 

8888.7.7.7.7    MonitoringMonitoringMonitoringMonitoring    

8.30 Interviewees generally welcomed monitoring, particularly where it was constructive in approach 

rather than ‘trying to find fault’.  As was mentioned above, the concern of many farmers was 

that monitoring in the most recent farm funding schemes has moved towards a heavy-handed 

audit and there is now very little useful feedback on what is being achieved: 

 “We don’t want to live in fear of the system. We welcome inspections but there is 

currently little by way of inspection, and when inspectors do come we get the 
impression they’re trying to catch us out so they can dock some money from our 

payments.” 

“It should be a partnership with farmers – not auditing.” 

“[Current schemes] are easily audited but not delivering real benefits.”  

“Remote monitoring tools might be useful for monitoring some aspects?”  

“A ‘log’ of management actions and monitoring would be good evidence of the 

efforts made and approaches trialled, particularly in a situation where outcomes 

haven’t (yet) been achieved due to reasons outside local management control.” 

8888.8.8.8.8    Advice and guidanceAdvice and guidanceAdvice and guidanceAdvice and guidance    

8.31 Access to advice and guidance was welcomed by interviewees, potentially alongside 

monitoring as well as at the initiation of an agreement.  The approach to Environmental 

Stewardship that required a Farm Environment Plan (FEP) as part of the application process, 

was felt to be a good one so long as the FEP became the basis for monitoring etc.: 

“Currently [the scheme] is not presented very clearly.” 

“We need a scheme that is easier to understand, e.g. a quick look up guide and 

jargon free.” 

“It’s good to have an advisor to walk the farm and discuss the options – e.g. Exmoor 

National Park Authority hedgerow scheme.” 

8888.9.9.9.9        Scheme administration andScheme administration andScheme administration andScheme administration and    govgovgovgovernanceernanceernanceernance    

8.32 A lot of interviewees expressed views on the optimum administration and governance 

arrangements for any future scheme. The initial standpoint was often that administration costs 

were an item to be kept as low as possible as these costs were taking money away from 

farmers.  However, a lot depends on what is described as ‘administration’, as many farmers 

preferred the suggestion of more effective up-front planning, progress monitoring, constructive 

feedback and guidance, rather than cheaper tick-box auditing. 
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8.33 Few farmers had much positive to say about the Rural Payments Agency (RPA) that 

administers the Basic Payment Scheme and, more recently, the payment of agri-environment 

schemes: 

“RPA is so bad now.” 

“The RPA is too remote; has a one-size fits all approach, and focuses on numbers 

not names.” 

8.34 A large majority of interviewees would prefer a scheme where the day-to-day interactions are 

locally managed. 

 “A locally based scheme run by Exmoor National Park Authority is a good idea but 

the relationship is good compared to other National Parks.” [So this approach might 

not work elsewhere.] 

“[A locally run scheme where] Exmoor National Park Authority appoints a panel. 

Farms would then be visited by the panel, which would have a range of 

perspectives.” 

“Local knowledge and farming knowledge tying in with environmental knowledge.” 

“Best to manage it from the National Park, so you can go and see and talk to the 

scheme managers who know how Exmoor works.” 

“Conservationists managing the scheme, but farmer input similar to the Exmoor Hill 

Farm project.” 

 “Local management is difficult on a countrywide basis but alright in a National Park 

where you have an established civil-servant type organisation that knows the area 

well.” 

“[Management] by the National Park provides local accountability, for example, with 
a local project officer like the ESA.” 

“Natural England involvement has been okay.” 

 “Exmoor National Park Authority being the lead would be fine – more likely to be 

checked and get feedback.” 

 “I think Exmoor National Park ought to be the distributor of the funds as they are 
local and easier to contact.” 

“The ESA included an Exmoor Farming Forum which was an opportunity to meet 

and discuss issues with the scheme.  It provided for better integration between 

agencies and people on the ground.” 

“The National Park Authority is more local.  You know who you are dealing with, and 

it provided the farm scheme where it all started.” 

8888.9.1.9.1.9.1.9.1    Operational area for a devolved scheme?Operational area for a devolved scheme?Operational area for a devolved scheme?Operational area for a devolved scheme?    

8.35 Several interviewees considered that a locally managed system would need to sit within a wider 

national framework, potentially with local devolution of agreement setting and monitoring.  The 

boundaries of any locally managed scheme would need careful consideration: 

“Our overall farm business has ground inside and outside Exmoor so we would like 

the area to be bigger than the National Park.” 

“The National Park would do a good job with wider area coverage.” 

“Don’t want areas that are too small or too big, e.g. Blackdown Hills, Culm deposits, 

Bodmin, West Penwith.” 
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8888.9.2.9.2.9.2.9.2    Farmer involvementFarmer involvementFarmer involvementFarmer involvement    in scheme managementin scheme managementin scheme managementin scheme management????    

8.36 While farmer involvement in scheme delivery was generally supported, there was recognition of 

potential difficulties. Most interviewees preferred an approach that involved farmers, but mainly 

in an advisory capacity: 

 “I’m not wildly enthusiastic [about farmer involvement] but could see a role for a 

farmer panel working in collaboration with the professionals to help ensure 

consistent application of the scheme, enable appeal process etc.” 
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9999    Summary of research findingsSummary of research findingsSummary of research findingsSummary of research findings    

9999.1.1.1.1    Farm profitabilityFarm profitabilityFarm profitabilityFarm profitability    and innovationand innovationand innovationand innovation    

9.1 Although cattle and sheep predominate on all of the interviewee farms, the individual farms 

vary considerably in terms of farm area, livestock numbers, tenure arrangements and farming 

strategies.  The majority of interviewees have strong family links to the farm and have been 

farming for all or most of their lives.  While strong traditions were evident, interviewees gave no 

impression that adherence to past practices was stifling experimentation and innovation in their 

approach to farming.  

9.2 Most farmers had experimented and modified their approach over the years, including with 

breeds of stock, soil and pasture management, rearing systems and sales strategy.  Costs are 

also tightly controlled, with emphasis on making the farm as self-contained as possible in terms 

of expenditures on inputs used, including labour costs. There is a marked trend away from 

employing labour on the farm, and towards the occasional use of specialist contractors.  Key 

approaches adopted by Exmoor farmers to increase profitability and adapt to external 

challenges include: 

• Reducing costs  

• Keeping farming strategy constantly under review 

• Capital investment  

• Improving livestock  

• Adopting new technologies such as electronic identification systems 

• Enhancing value and better marketing of produce  

9.3 However, the limits to productivity resulting from their upland location and market prices 

received for their products mean that few, if any, of the study farms could survive solely on 

returns from livestock production.  This picture is consistent with all previous studies on 

Exmoor, and in the English uplands more generally. 

9999.2.2.2.2    Scope to increase farm income through diversificationScope to increase farm income through diversificationScope to increase farm income through diversificationScope to increase farm income through diversification    

9.4 Income from activities other than farming, so-called diversification, makes a contribution to all 

but four farms in the study, averaging around 9.5% of total farm output. The most frequently 

mentioned diversification activities are: 

• Tourism accommodation – 10 farms provide some form of tourism accommodation ranging 

from bed & breakfast to self catering, hostels and camping sites. 

• Renewable energy – 9 farms have invested in renewable energy projects.. 

• Property rental – 5 farms have additional property rented out. 

• On-farm businesses – 5 farms have set up non-farming businesses based on the farm. 

• Tourism activities – 4 farms offer a venue for recreational activities, but these are all small 

scale with no commercial income. 

• Gamebird shoots – 4 farms have some form of shoot although only one is a substantial 

commercial enterprise.  

• Wayleaves – 3 farms provide sites for telecommunications masts. 

• Employment away from the farm, and pensions 

9999.3.3.3.3    The importance of public funding to farm viabilityThe importance of public funding to farm viabilityThe importance of public funding to farm viabilityThe importance of public funding to farm viability    

9.5 Although diversification makes a useful contribution to most farms, the most significant 

additional income on all farms is from public payments.  All study farms currently receive area-
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based payments via the Basic Payment Scheme (BPS) and the majority of them also receive 

agri-environment scheme payments under Environmental Stewardship (ES).  

9.6 In 2016, BPS equated to approximately £213 per hectare (£148 per hectare plus £65 greening 

payment) for land below the moorland line and £56 (£39 plus £17 greening) per hectare above 

the moorland line.  

9.7 The payments received from agri-environment schemes, principally Uplands Entry Level 

Stewardship (UELS) and Higher Level Stewardship (HLS), are highly variable because they 

depend on the particular environmental assets on each farm and the elements of the available 

schemes adopted.  However, the average income from agri-environment schemes on the study 

farms is a little less than the area payment.   

9.8 Figure 4.1 shows the average contributions from farm income streams for 22 of the study 

farms. The importance of public funding is even more stark compared to the average Farm 

Business Income (FBI) illustrated in Figure 4.2.  FBI is the financial return to all unpaid labour 

(e.g. farmers and spouses) and on all capital invested in the farm business including land and 

buildings.  On average, public funding is approximately two thirds of Total Farm Output and 3.2 

times Farm Business Income. 

9.9 Currently, public funding to farming is paid by the EU from the Common Agricultural Policy 

(CAP).  But when the UK leaves the EU in 2020 this element will be lost, as all decisions over 

farm funding in England will revert to the UK government.   

9.10 UK exit also has profound implications for international trade. New trade agreements with 

countries outside the EU will have to be negotiated, potentially with major implications both for 

agricultural input costs and the competitiveness of UK agricultural products at home and 

abroad. Sterling payments to UK farmers will no longer derive from EU prices denominated in 

euros, to the advantage or disadvantage of farmers depending on the foreign exchange rate. 

The context for agricultural policy will fundamentally change.  

9.11 While the situation overall is highly complex and the outcome for farm product sales impossible 

to predict with any certainty, one thing will be more straightforward: rather than having to seek 

to influence an EU-wide agricultural policy shaped alongside 27 other member states, in future 

UK farmers and farm-organisations will be able to focus on influencing policy determined by the 

UK government in response to domestic political pressures and its own priorities.   

9.12 However, choice of policy instruments to achieve UK domestic objectives will still be 

constrained by World Trade Organisation rules and the share of the EU’s Aggregate 

Measurement of Support that the UK negotiates under the terms of its exit (Howe, 2017). 

Moreover, the purpose and specification of environmental payments under WTO rules is 

currently a matter of debate (Hasund and Johansson, 2016). In particular, there appears to be 

little, if any, justification for limiting payments to profit forgone from agricultural production and 

extra costs incurred now that structural surpluses of agricultural products are no longer a 

problem.  Environmental goods and services should be priced and paid for according to their 

value to society in their own right. 

9999.4.4.4.4    The case for future public funding after UK exit from the EUThe case for future public funding after UK exit from the EUThe case for future public funding after UK exit from the EUThe case for future public funding after UK exit from the EU    

9.13 This study, among others into the economics of uplands livestock farming, strongly suggests 

there is need for continued public funding if the current pattern of upland farming is to be 

sustained.  Hence the focus on the case Exmoor farmers might make in discussions with the 

UK government about the level of public funding necessary to sustain the local farming 

economy. 
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9.14 Arguments advanced by the Exmoor farmers interviewed to justify continued public funding 

focused on the following themes: 

• Future food supply, cheaper food and national resilience 

• Sustaining the farm business  

• Benefits to the wider rural economy 

• Looking after the environment 

9.15 The majority of interviewees felt that arguments for funding to enable the continued and 

enhanced delivery of public benefits – such as Exmoor’s landscape, biodiversity and cultural 

heritage – make for a stronger case than arguments based on food supply, sustaining farm 

businesses, or reducing the cost of food to consumers.  

9.16 The particular public benefits cited by interviewees as being delivered or highly influenced by 

their own farming activities were as follows, listed in the frequency with which they were 

mentioned: 

• Landscape 

• Biodiversity / wildlife 

• Carbon capture and storage 

• Water quality 

• Water supply and flood management 

• Archaeology and cultural heritage 

• Access 

9.17 Farmers varied considerably in the degree to which delivery of these benefits was a factor 

affecting their current farming strategy and practices. For most, the provision of public benefits 

other than food was not a significant consideration in the day-to-day operation of their farms.   

9.18 However, nearly all interviewees had participated in, or were currently participating in, agri-

environment schemes. Several cited examples where they had been actively engaged in 

environmental management, including managing habitats for butterflies, plant diversity, 

breeding birds and moorland management. 

9.19 Conserving archaeological sites, providing permissive access and engagement with water 

management programmes such as Catchment Sensitive Farming and the Headwaters of the 

Exe programme were also mentioned. 

9999.5.5.5.5    Lessons gained from experience of pLessons gained from experience of pLessons gained from experience of pLessons gained from experience of past public funding schemesast public funding schemesast public funding schemesast public funding schemes    

9.20 Exmoor National Park has a history of agri-environment schemes dating from 1990 with the 

launch of a scheme developed and funded by Exmoor National Park Authority.  Most 

significant, however, was acceptance of Exmoor in 1993 into the Environmentally Sensitive 

Area (ESA) scheme operated by the Ministry of Agriculture Fisheries and Food (MAFF) to 

conserve landscape and features, and to help improve and extend wildlife habitats. 

9.21 This whole-farm scheme made area payments in two tiers subdivided into 8 detailed 

prescriptions depending on the main land type.  For many farmers, one of the more attractive 

elements of the ESA scheme was inclusion of a number of supplementary payments. These 

included provision for hedge restoration by capital payments in return for bringing hedgerows 

and banks under active management.   

9.22 In 2005, Environmental Stewardship (ES), a national agri-environment scheme, replaced the 

ESA.  The majority of Exmoor farms have subsequently migrated to this scheme and have 

agreements under Uplands Entry Level Stewardship (UELS) and/or Organic Entry Level 
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Stewardship (OELS), with a smaller number also with land in Higher Entry Level Stewardship 

(HLS).  

9.23 In 2015, the agri-environment schemes changed again to become Countryside Stewardship 

(CS), but no interviewees had direct experience of this change as their current ES schemes still 

have time to run. 

9.24 In summary, discussions with the farmers interviewed identified a number of key concerns 

arising from their experience of agri-environment schemes. These provide an important pointer 

for improved design of future schemes and include: 

• No clear goal or means of seeing achievements – There is a widespread concern amongst 

farmers that they have little understanding of what the schemes are designed to achieve. 

• Inconsistent scheme aims – This is closely linked to the first concern and is based on the 

perception that the goals are changing as schemes come and go and even as project 

officers change. 

• Over-prescription and inflexibility – A concern that scheme design is now being led more for 

its ease of compliance monitoring and inspection than the achievement of positive results. 

• Little or no feedback – as the schemes have developed they have moved from being 

managed by local project officers, who visited farms fairly regularly and gave constructive 

advice, to being nationally run with fewer visits to monitor progress. This is made worse by 

a concern that the objective of an inspection is now to ‘catch the farmer out’. 

• Inappropriate targeting – The largest funds available to Exmoor farmers through ES are for 

the management of moorland and heathland. A substantial number of non-recipients are 

concerned that the levels of funding for these areas cannot be justified by the amount of 

management work required. 

• Winners and losers – The switch from ESA to UELS/HLS has been staggered due to farms 

entering into ESA agreements at different times and some leaving early to get into 

UELS/HLS. Early uptake meant better payments and easier admission, and has resulted in 

many farmers feeling that they have ‘lost out’ because they were too late and / or their farm 

does not incorporate the features that attract the majority of funding.  

9.25 Compared to the ESA scheme, the reviews of agri-environment schemes have tended to lead 

to a reduction in funding available for farms that were not able to enter into the HLS scheme. 

9999.6 .6 .6 .6     Preferences for the design and Preferences for the design and Preferences for the design and Preferences for the design and delivery of future public fundingdelivery of future public fundingdelivery of future public fundingdelivery of future public funding    

9.26 The overwhelming majority of farmers interviewed would like to see some ongoing funding for 

farming in Exmoor and, indeed, most felt this would be essential to sustain most farms for the 

long term.  This section of the interviews considered the potential design and management of a 

future scheme, taking into account aspects of previous schemes that farmers felt had worked 

well and suggestions for an approach that could avoid some problems encountered in the past.  

Key considerations include: 

• Design principles 

• Scheme objectives 

• Scope of a future scheme 

• Eligibility 

• Prescriptions or outcomes? 

• Monitoring 

• Guidance / advice 

• Administration / governance 

A.  Design principles 
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9.27 A number of principles were identified in the interviews for incorporation into any new farm 

funding scheme: 

• Clarity of objectives for participants and the wider public so that the public and farmers 

can see what is being achieved through the funding, and so that people administering the 

scheme do so consistently. 

• Sufficiently long-term so that participants can plan ahead and incorporate the scheme 

objectives in their own business choices and the achievements that are made are 

sustained. One interviewee raised the potential for ‘rolling agreements’, which would seem 

an excellent way to ensure continuity, security and avoid the stop-start nature of historic 

schemes with frequent scheme revisions. 

• Flexibility and avoidance of prescriptions to allow some room for manoeuvre for 

participants, and to enable approaches to adapt in response to experience gained from 

scheme delivery and to external factors. 

• Fair and equitable allocation of funding, so that the funding goes to the person(s) who is 

doing the work.  This would remove opportunities for people to gain financial advantage that 

isn’t justified by the effort they are making.  A scheme where all farms can benefit, including 

the small ones, and one in which participants make a contribution if the farming activity 

benefits. 

• Sufficiently resourced to encourage participation and enable the scheme to make a 

meaningful contribution to the farm business. 

• Appropriate to local circumstances for example, by enabling local design within a 

national framework. 

B.  Scheme objectives 

9.28 Most interviewees felt that scheme objectives should be based on what the public or 

government wants farmers to deliver.  The bi-annual Visitor Survey undertaken by Exmoor 

National Park Authority is a potential source for information on what the public values about 

Exmoor.  More specialist ecosystem services – such as carbon sequestration, water quality and 

flood management – are likely to have specific customers; for example, commercial 

organisations seeking to offset carbon emissions or provide drinking water, voluntary interests 

such as recreation and fishing groups, or downstream communities. 

C.  Scope of a future scheme 

9.29 Based on the interviews, there is likely to be support from within the farming community of 

Exmoor for a future approach to farms funding with the following elements: 

• A single new scheme that avoids the current problems that can arise between the 

objectives of Pillar 1 funding, aimed at maintaining land in good agricultural condition, and 

Pillar 2 funding aimed at conservation and other benefits. 

• A ‘whole farm’ approach with underpinning area-based revenue payments.  

• Additional revenue payments where active management is required to deliver public 

benefits such as landscape, wildlife, cultural heritage and ecosystem services outcomes 

• Access to one-off capital grants for specific improvements such as hedge restoration and 

improved water management. 

• Encouragement of a coordinated approach across neighbouring farms where the 

circumstances mean that this would be beneficial, such as where there are wildlife corridors 

or linked areas of habitat. 

• An inclusive scheme that incorporates other key land uses, such as woodland as well as 

farmed land. 
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• Consideration of specific measures to compensate for permanent changes in land use with 

significant impacts on farm productivity and commercial value, such as woodland creation, 

peatland restoration, moorland restoration or the creation of new linking habitat. 

D.  Eligibility to receive funding 

9.37 The majority of interviewees felt that eligibility for funding should be targeted at the person 

undertaking the active management work, i.e. the farmer/owner or tenant. 

9.38 As a principle, it would seem appropriate to provide funds to the person responsible for carrying 

out practical work where that is required, with payments made to owners where the impact of 

the scheme is primarily on the long-term use and value of the land involved, e.g. restoration of 

peat or moorland.  In these instances of permanent change in land use, it would be expected 

that part of the impact would be reduction in rent levels for any tenants of the land concerned. 

9.39 In circumstances where a scheme extends beyond farmed land it was proposed that eligibility 

need not be restricted solely to farmers. 

E.  Prescriptions or outcomes? 

9.40 Many of the famers interviewed did not like an approach based on prescriptions.  This was not 

an objection in principle but a general concern that while prescriptions such as preventing 

applications of lime had an impact on agriculture, most farmers were not aware of the benefits 

to biodiversity. That said, a prescriptive approach was regarded as a ‘safer’ because the farmer 

did not need to show any achievement, only that the prescriptions had been adhered to! 

9.41 The response of farmers to a proposed outcomes approach was generally positive so long as 

the outcomes were felt to be realistic and achievable.  An approach based on that operating 

within the Burren in Ireland (www.burrenprogramme.com), where payments are based on 

actual condition of the habitat rather than contingent on progress made towards effecting 

change, seems to combine an approach that uses farmer initiative while being relatively 

straightforward to monitor.  

9.42 An alternative might be to agree a funded action plan with payments linked to undertaking the 

actions whether or not the plan delivered outcomes sought.  This is not quite the same as a 

‘prescription’ because the action plan would be site-specific, and a negotiated approach would 

enable the plan to be reviewed and modified in conjunction with the farmer depending on the 

results being achieved. 

9.43 A clear public statement of the outcomes being sought was also welcomed by some farmers, 

because it can build public support for funding and help overcome perceptions that farmers are 

getting money for doing nothing. 

9.44 The question was raised about who makes the decision about outcomes being sought, 

particularly where there might be multiple outcomes and a number of interested parties in some 

areas, such as on moorland. 

F.  Monitoring 

9.45 The farmers interviewed generally welcomed monitoring, particularly where it was constructive 

rather than conducted with the aim of finding fault.  A concern expressed by many farmers, is 

that the focus for monitoring of scheme implementation has moved away from one of support 

and advice towards a heavy-handed audit with very little useful feedback on what is being 

achieved.  

G.  Advice and guidance 
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9.46 Access to advice and guidance was welcomed by interviewees, at the initiation of an 

agreement as well as alongside subsequent monitoring.  The approach to Environmental 

Stewardship that required a Farm Environment Plan (FEP) as part of the application process 

was felt to be a good one so long as the FEP became the basis for monitoring etc. 

H.  Scheme administration and governance 

9.47 A lot of interviewees expressed views on the optimum administration and governance 

arrangements for any future scheme. The initial standpoint was often that administration costs 

were an item to be kept as low as possible as these costs were taking money away from 

farmers.  However, a lot depends on what is described as ‘administration’, as many farmers 

preferred the suggestion of more effective up-front planning, progress monitoring, constructive 

feedback and guidance, rather than cheaper tick-box auditing. 

9.48 A large majority of interviewees would prefer a scheme where day-to-day interactions are 

locally managed, potentially sitting within a wider national framework.  The boundaries of any 

locally managed scheme will need careful consideration. 

9.51 While farmer involvement in scheme delivery was generally supported, there was recognition of 

potential difficulties and most preferred an approach that involved farmers, but mostly in an 

advisory capacity. 
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10101010    Recommendation for a future farm funding scheme for Exmoor National Recommendation for a future farm funding scheme for Exmoor National Recommendation for a future farm funding scheme for Exmoor National Recommendation for a future farm funding scheme for Exmoor National 

ParkParkParkPark    

10.1 Based on the responses from the farmers in the survey, it is recommended that a scheme 

outline be developed for Exmoor based on the following elements: 

1. Area-based revenue payments to sustain the current farming structure with 

incentives to maintain and enhance Exmoor’s landscape, biodiversity and cultural 

heritage 

2. Outcome focused revenue payments for enhancement projects 

3. Capital payments to undertake specific works to maintain landscape and cultural 

heritage features and other benefits such as improved water quality and flood 

management 

4. Specific payments for other public benefits such as Payments for Ecosystem 

Services (PES) schemes 

5. Locally-based advice and management  

10101010.1.1.1.1    Proposed design for a farm payment scheme for Exmoor National ParkProposed design for a farm payment scheme for Exmoor National ParkProposed design for a farm payment scheme for Exmoor National ParkProposed design for a farm payment scheme for Exmoor National Park    

10.2 The following sections provide some more details of the proposed farm funding scheme after 

the UK exits from the EU in 2020. The proposal needs further development, and to be costed 

and tested prior to seeking support from the Exmoor farming community, wider public and 

Government.  The aim is for a voluntary scheme open to all farms in the National Park with the 

following objectives: 

A. To support farm viability across the National Park by providing an overall level of funding 

similar to that currently received by Exmoor farms and distributed in a way that maintains 

the existing pattern of farm sizes, tenures and distribution, and  

B. To provide enhanced support for the maintenance and enhancement of landscape 

features, biodiversity and cultural heritage and other public benefits. 

10.3 The proposed scheme design includes the following elements: 

Part 1 – Area-based revenue payments to sustain the current farming structure with 

incentives to maintain and enhance Exmoor’s landscape, biodiversity and cultural 

heritage: 

• An annual area payment for farmed land as for the current Basic Payment Scheme (BPS) 

with similar funding levels and cross-compliance requirements – the basis for payments 

would be calculated through an approach similar to that of the current Basic Payment 

Scheme (BPS) but including all land under management including habitats such as scrub, 

woodland and open water, that would currently be excluded as Permanently Ineligible 

Features (PIF) within the BPS.  Buildings and hard surfaces such as yards and surfaced 

access roads would remain ineligible. 

• Annual top-up payments for areas such as unimproved grassland, light scrub, wood pasture 

and other habitats in recognition of the biodiversity and other benefits that they provide 

• Annual payments per linear meter for all vegetated boundary features (e.g. hedges and 

banks) whatever their condition [additional capital payments for hedgebank maintenance 

would also be available – see Part 3] 

• Annual payments per linear meter for buffer zones alongside watercourses, e.g. rivers and 

streams [additional capital payments for specific actions aimed at protecting or enhancing 

water quality would also to be available – see Part 3] 
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• Annual payment for areas where the presence of vulnerable cultural heritage restricts 

normal farming activities [additional payments would be available where specific action is 

required to maintain and manage significant cultural heritage features – see part 2] 

• Enhanced area payments where an Exmoor priority species is supported [list of qualifying 

species to be prepared] 

• Enhanced payment for increased species diversity on grassland 

• Enhanced payment for later cutting of grass forage (e.g. hay or haylage rather than silage) 

 

Part 2 –  Outcome focused revenue payments for enhancement projects such as: 

• Landscape restoration 

• Habitat creation 

• Habitat restoration – enhancement 

• Linking habitat and wildlife corridors 

• Management and maintenance of cultural heritage features 

The level of funding should be based on costed Management Action Plans setting out the work 

to be undertaken.  The action plans would replace the ‘prescriptions’ that have been a central 

part of agri-environment schemes through CAP.  However, prescriptions limit the flexibility in 

local management actions with the consequence that the environmental benefits achieved 

through public funding are unlikely to be maximised.  

Management Action Plans aimed at environmental outcomes would enable greater flexibility in 

work undertaken from year to year in response to varying circumstances such as changeable 

weather patterns, and to enable the trial of management approaches where this is necessary to 

achieve the outcomes. 

A number of demonstration schemes across Europe are assessing the efficacy of a results-

based approach to farm payments. For instance, the Burren Programme in Ireland provides 

payments to farmers for actions undertaken and for outputs achieved in a way that has led to 

positive environmental outcomes (www.burrenprogramme.com). 

Section 4.2 considers the compatibility of such schemes with the rules surrounding international 

trade in agricultural produce. 

Part 3 – Capital payments to undertake specific works to maintain landscape and 

cultural heritage features and other benefits such as improved water quality and flood 

management including: 

• Management and restoration work to landscape features such as hedgerows, banks and 

walls 

• Management and restoration of archaeological sites and historic farm buildings 

• Improving the water environment along similar lines to programmes such as Headwaters of 

the Exe / Catchment Sensitive Farming type grants to improve water quality 

• Catchment flood management projects 

The proposals for one-off ‘capital’ payments for specific works undertaken by the farmer have 

precedents within a number of past agri-environment schemes including Environmentally 

Sensitive Area (ESA) and Catchment Sensitive Farming (CSF) programmes.  Works would be 

co-funded by the farmer – the level of co-funding is based on the environmental benefit 

generated – and carried out by the farmer and/or contractors before payment is made. 

Certain works might also be attractive to private or voluntary sector funding.  For example, 

South West Water currently provides payments for works to improve the water environment 
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through the ‘Headwaters of the Exe’ project within Exmoor National Park with co-funding from 

Exmoor National Park Authority. 

Part 4 – Specific payments for public benefits, e.g.: 

• Carbon sequestration 

• Access agreements – linear and area 

• Educational access 

• Payments for Ecosystem Services (PES) markets 

There is potential for the development of a suite of funding opportunities resulting from the 

creation of new PES markets (Lawton, 2013). While PES schemes are well established in other 

countries (Ingram et al, 2014), they are still at an early stage of development in the UK (Reed et 

al, 2014). 

On Exmoor, a PES scheme established by South West Water provides payments for the water 

quality and biodiversity benefits arising from peatland restoration.  The development of a PES 

scheme for Exmoor can benefit from this experience and that of other pilot schemes such as 

the Glastir Scheme in Wales (Wynne-Jones, 2013).  

The key to establishing a PES scheme is the identification of a purchaser of the services being 

provided.  Potential purchasers might include public, private or voluntary sector purchasers, or 

a mix of these. On Exmoor, South West Water has already emerged as such a purchaser 

although the scheme is restricted to a small number of farms with peat deposits suitable for 

restoration. Other local purchasers of services are more difficult to identify, although Exmoor 

National Park Authority might be approached to consider payments for access improvements 

where they make a strategic contribution to the Public Rights of Way network or access land.  

Ideally, a one-off grant should provide access into perpetuity. Payments might also be made to 

farmers for providing educational access and hosting education groups. 

As with outcome-focused or results-based payment schemes, there are questions over the 

compatibility of publicly funded PES schemes with WTO rules and this is considered in section 

4.2. 

Part 5 – Locally-based advice and management  

The majority of farmers interviewed favoured a locally managed scheme focused on the 

National Park or the Exmoor National Character Area (NCA) (Natural England, 2012).   Aspects 

to consider in more detail include: 

• Accountability for funding 

• Means of delivering advice and support – project officer(s), role of volunteer input 

• Governance arrangements: 

o Farmer involvement 

o Considering any appeals / enforcement 

o Process for setting outcomes for outcome-based schemes – who should be involved 

and how? 

• Communications + publicity – it is important to show the public and scheme participants 

what is being achieved by the scheme. 

Importantly, Exmoor National Park Authority was supported as the most appropriate 

accountable body for a future funding scheme, with a supporting role provided by the Exmoor 

Hill Farming Network charged with encouraging farmer engagement and participation. 
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10.210.210.210.2    Compatibility of the proposed scheme with World Compatibility of the proposed scheme with World Compatibility of the proposed scheme with World Compatibility of the proposed scheme with World Trade Organisation rules on Trade Organisation rules on Trade Organisation rules on Trade Organisation rules on 

international trade in agricultural goodsinternational trade in agricultural goodsinternational trade in agricultural goodsinternational trade in agricultural goods    

10.4 As well as assessing the degree to which the approach to farm funding set out above is 

supported locally and nationally, it will be important to ascertain whether the proposed scheme 

is compatible with World Trade Organisation (WTO) rules.   

10.5 The agri-environment payments to farmers through the CAP are currently calculated on the 

basis of profit foregone plus costs so that they can be classified as non-trade distorting (Potter 

et al, 2017).  The majority of the elements set out within the proposed scheme have precedent 

in previous CAP farm payment schemes so would be expected to be compliant.  However, 

questions have been raised over the eligibility of publicly funded results-based and PES 

schemes under WTO rules. 

10.6 Hasund & Johansson (2016) argue that the EU CAP rules are more constrained than WTO 

rules as they only allow environmental payments to farmers that fall within the WTO ‘green 

box’. Thus they must not exceed the extra cost or profit forgone by the farmer.  However, the 

WTO rules do allow for value-based payments under the so-called ‘amber box’ so long as 

these do not exceed the ceiling for such payments.  The EU currently has a large margin below 

its amber box ceiling which would enable CAP to incorporate value-based payments alongside 

green box payments in a future review of the CAP.  This provision within the WTO rules would 

provide the basis for agri-environment payments based on the value of benefits being delivered 

to society so long as the UK is able to secure an allocation within the WTO amber box 

(Swinbank, 2017). 

 

 

Farm funding limits set by the WTO Agreement on Agriculture (based on Swinbank, 2017) 

The WTO Agreement on Agriculture disciplines divide member states’ expenditure on support to 

farming into three categories: 

–  Green box for policies with no (or at most minimal) trade distorting effect on production. There are 

no limits on these expenditures  

–  Blue box for direct payments under production limiting programmes, e.g. livestock payments on a 

fixed number of head. There are currently no limits on these expenditures  

–  Amber box for all other support which is subject to limits above the de minimis thresholds of 5% 

of total output value for any product-specific support and 5% of a country’s total agricultural 

production for any on-product-specific support.   The limit above the de minimis level is currently 

€72.4bn for the EU28 and the UK will require some share on EU exit if it wishes to exceed the de 

minimis levels. 
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12121212    AppendicesAppendicesAppendicesAppendices    

Appendix AAppendix AAppendix AAppendix A    ––––    Summary of the terms of the Exmoor National Park Authority Farm Summary of the terms of the Exmoor National Park Authority Farm Summary of the terms of the Exmoor National Park Authority Farm Summary of the terms of the Exmoor National Park Authority Farm 
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