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Introduction 

This is the final project report for the ‘Exmoor’s Ambition ELM Test and Trial’ which took place between 

October 2019 and March 2021.  The project was one of the first phase of ‘Tests and Trials’ commissioned by 

the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) to contribute to the design of its new flagship 

Environmental Land Management (ELM) programme.  It built on an earlier ‘Exmoor’s Ambition’ report (ENPA & 

EHFN, 2018) which was presented to the Secretary of State, Michael Gove, in June 2018.   

Overview of project objectives 

The project had three main objectives, each of which formed a separate thread of activity, as follows: 

A.  Quantifying Natural Capital as the basis of Land Management Plans 

A test on how to make spatial data on natural capital assets and public goods available to farmers, 

advisers and scheme managers in a consistent and easily-used format so that it can form the basis for 

land managers’ ‘offers’ for ELM support.  

B.  Defining ELM objectives at a landscape scale  

A test to agree the strategic approach at a landscape/catchment scale for what the ELM will deliver. 

C.  Setting payment levels and modelling scheme impacts 

A trial to establish the payment mechanisms and levels that will be needed to achieve the ELM’s 

objective. 

 

Themes and research questions addressed  

Defra theme Primary research questions 

Land  

Management  

Plans (LMP) 

What are the important components to include in a LMP? 
How are stated local and national priorities decided for inclusion in LMPs? 
What tools and mechanisms are used to produce LMPs (e.g. data format, stakeholders 
involved)? 

Spatial 
prioritisation 

How have T&Ts defined local priorities and with whom?  
What activities have been carried out to help identify local priorities at different scales? 

Payments How could the methodology for calculating ELM payment rates be refined to better 
reflect the true opportunity costs (for each individual land manager)? 

Innovative 
delivery 

To what extent have T&Ts identified and used innovative tools and mechanisms (e.g. 
apps) to contribute to the development of LMPs and delivery of anticipated outcomes? 

Advice & 
guidance 

In what ways has advice, facilitation and/or guidance supported T&Ts to achieve their 
objectives? In what contexts, for whom and in what circumstances? 

Executive Summary 

The project worked with 26 
farmers and land managers, 
selected to represent the range of 
land holdings on Exmoor. 

The farmers tested out different 
parts of the project on their land 
and gave their views at meetings 
and in writing. 

Their participation is gratefully 
acknowledged. 
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Innovative outputs from the project 

         

         

Our key conclusions 

1. The concept of natural capital, describing the 

range of assets held by farmers that provide public 

goods valued by society, provides a good basis for 

drawing up Land Management Plans for ELM.  

Most farmers support the concept, but the 

terminology of natural capital is unfamiliar and 

may be initially off-putting, so the language that is 

used to explain it will be important.   

2. The role of maps and other information. We 

found that using maps to show the location of 

natural capital assets helps identify priorities and 

opportunities on the farm.  Combining this with 

information about the business helps root the Land 

Management Plan ensures it is practically and 

commercially relevant.   

3. Support from an adviser will be needed to help 

draw up the Land Management Plan (3-6 days on 

an 80 ha mixed farm is realistic).  A mix of support 

from scheme officers, generalist independent 

advisers and specialists will be most effective. 

4. We found that national and local priorities for land 

management can be readily identified from policy 

and show considerable overlap. They do however 

differ in emphasis with local policy having a 

stronger focus on the cultural aspects including the 

local economy, both agriculture and tourism, and 

engagement through access, appreciation and 

celebration of the historic landscape.  

5. Translating policy from the page into legible spatial 

data at a landscape scale is a lengthy process and 

involves considerable work with natural capital 

data. The results suggest potential options for 

prioritising public goods, such as nature recovery 

to deliver multiple benefits.  Mapping has 

stimulated positive discussions with stakeholders 

but not yet produced a consensus on prioritising 

land management activity. Further mapping work 

and testing with land managers is needed. 

6. Although farmers like the idea that payments for 

environmental outcomes will be based both on 

their own costs and also the value of public 

benefits provided (natural capital values), we 

discovered that there are a number of 

methodological barriers to providing reliable 

natural capital values, particularly for cultural 

benefits such as wildlife, landscape character and 

the historic environment.  Natural capital values on 

their own also have the disadvantage of not taking 

account of the costs incurred by farmers which will 

obviously be a critical factor in whether they 

choose to deliver them.  

7. The income-foregone approach to calculating 

payments for environmental measures needs to be 

updated as a result of the withdrawal of the Basic 

Payment Scheme which, in upland areas like 

Exmoor has underpinned farm profitability.  ELM 

payments will need to include a share of the 

whole-enterprise fixed costs (such as land, 

machinery and core labour costs) and thus will 

need to be significantly higher than those offered 

under previous agri-environment schemes that 

existed within the context of BPS and its 

predecessors. 

8. The risks of under-funding ELM investment.  If the 

overall level of public payments received by 

farmers and land managers in upland areas like 

Exmoor were to fall, there is a high likelihood of 

major restructuring and withdrawal from 

management of economically marginal, but 

environmentally valuable, sites such as heather 

moorland, wetlands and semi-natural woodland. 

Use of the UKHab classification 

to map natural capital assets 

Landscape scale maps to show 

environmental opportunities 

An interactive calculator to 

develop the business case 

An online portal for  sharing 

spatial data with participants 

Incentive payments that 

reflect the full cost of delivery 

Field survey forms to monitor 

condition and outcomes 

Executive Summary 
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1  Introduction 

1.1  Origins and Objectives 

This project was developed from a report prepared by Exmoor National Park Authority (ENPA), working 

with the Exmoor Hill Farming Network (EHFN) in 2018.  Following the Brexit referendum, the ‘Exmoor’s 

Ambition’ report1 investigated the opportunities for a new approach to supporting farming and the 

environment in the National Park.  It advocated a simpler, more 

integrated and locally accountable scheme which: 

• Has the concept of natural capital at its heart 

• Is driven by results and evidence of what works 

• Uses trust and co-operation to replace regulation  

• Encourages new thinking, especially from the next generation 

• Is co-designed and delivered by farmers and land managers 

After presenting ‘Exmoor’s Ambition to the Secretary of State, 

Michael Gove in June 2018, ENPA responded to an invitation from 

Defra, expressing interest in running a ‘Test and Trial’ for the 

proposed new Environmental Land Management (ELM) scheme.  A 

detailed proposal was prepared and the funding contract for this 

project was issued in September 2019.   

Objectives 

This project sought to test how a natural capital approach can be used to help farmers and land managers 

identify opportunities to maintain and enhance public goods from their land.  It is based on the principle 

that natural capital data can be used to by demonstrate the public goods set out in the 25 Year 

Environment Plan that farmers and land managers can deliver through Environmental Land Management 

(ELM) and that farmers and land managers should be central to decision-making on how to produce those 

goods alongside their commercial activities. The project comprised of three components that were 

delivered in sequence: 

A. Quantifying Natural Capital to inform Land Management Planning.  Existing spatial data on natural 

capital assets and public goods were made available to participating farmers and land managers in a 

consistent and easily-used GIS based format so that it can be tested as the basis for their ELM Land 

Management Plans. 

B. Defining the outcomes that can be delivered at a landscape/catchment scale.  A strategic approach was 

developed and tested with partners, combining national and local policy objectives to create a spatial 

framework for ELM delivery in Exmoor National Park. 

C. Setting payment levels and modelling impacts.  Trial payment mechanisms and levels to achieve the 

required objectives were developed and tested, comparing two potential approaches and assessing 

potential impacts at both farm and landscape scale, projected over a 20-year period. 

Working alongside the Exmoor Hill Farming Network (an independent farmer-led social enterprise 

providing information, training and other support to farmers in the Greater Exmoor area), we recruited 26 

farms and small holdings to participate in the project, using their holdings as case studies for the three 

components and providing feedback through meetings and surveys. 

 
1 http://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/1112869/ExmoorsAmbition_Web.pdf  

 

 

 

Exmoor’s Ambition 
Our transformative proposal for sustaining and enhancing 
Exmoor’s farmed landscapes and communities after Brexit 

http://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/1112869/ExmoorsAmbition_Web.pdf
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1.2  Themes and research questions 

The following research questions have guided our activities and are addressed in this report.  The 

numbering of questions follows that in the guidance document issued by Defra to Test and Trial project 

‘200218 Research Questions and Suggested Indicators – Final (003).pdf’.  

Defra theme Research questions 
Project objective 

A B C 

Land 
Management
Plans 

1. What are the important components to include in a LMP?    

2. How are stated local and national priorities decided for inclusion in 
LMPs? 

   

3. In what way, if at all, have land manager attitudes, behaviours or 
practices changed as a result of preparing LMPs? 

   

5. What tools and mechanisms are used to produce LMPs (e.g. data 
format, stakeholders involved)? 

   

Spatial 
prioritisation 

21. How have T&Ts defined local priorities and with whom?     

22. How does the prioritisation process balance priorities at different 
spatial scales?   

   

23. What activities have been carried out to help identify local priorities 
at different scales?  

   

24. In what ways have T&Ts addressed synergies, competing priorities 
and conflicts in needs at a local scale?   

   

Payments 11. What methods (including farmer self-assessment) appear effective at 
validating the public goods participants deliver?  

   

12. How feasible are Natural Capital based payment rates for 
incentivising farmers to deliver public goods compared to other payment 
rates? 

   

15. How could the methodology for calculating ELM payment rates be 
refined to better reflect the true opportunity costs (for each individual 
land manager)? 

   

Innovative 
delivery 

16. To what extent have T&Ts identified and used innovative tools and 
mechanisms (e.g. apps) to contribute to the development of LMPs and 
delivery of anticipated outcomes? 

   

Advice & 
guidance 

29. In what ways has advice, facilitation and/or guidance supported T&Ts 
to achieve their objectives? In what contexts, for whom and in what 
circumstances? 

   

Collab-
oration 

7.  In what ways, if at all, have collaborative activities fostered change in 
attitudes, behaviours and practices? 
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2  Methodology 

We split each of the three objectives into a series of tasks as shown below.  A more detailed outline of the 

methodology is contained in Appendix 27. 

Figure 1.  Project tasks and timeline 
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3  Results 

This chapter describes the evidence collected during the project on key topics under the following 

headings: 

3.1  Testing of Land Management Plans formats and content 

3.2  The classification of natural capital and use in maps for LMPs 

3.3  Assessing the condition of natural capital 

3.4 Analysis of spatial data to inform local priorities 

3.5  Natural capital values and ELM payments 

3.6 Investigations on advice and guidance 

3.7  Counterfactual trends for farming and environment land management on Exmoor 

3.1  Testing of Land Management Plan formats and content 

A key part of the first objective of the project involved testing with the participating farmers a template for 

recording existing baseline information about their holding in what we referred to as ‘Land Management 

Plan Part A’.  Based on a review of Environmental Stewardship Farm Environment Plans (FEPs), initial 

discussions with the project team and a meeting with specialist staff at ENPA, we designed a form and a set 

of maps that we took to each of the participating farmers.  With them, we completed the form and 

discussed its strengths and weaknesses.  The aim was to provide a process that the farmer felt was 

worthwhile and that they were happy to complete, with professional support where necessary.  In contrast, 

we noted that most farmers applying Environmental Stewardship had contracted out completion of the FEP 

to a specialist consultant, meaning that they had relatively little input to the form.  The Land Management 

Plan Part A form went through two iterations during the project and the final version is shown at Appendix 

18.  It was also backed up by a bespoke and innovative remote portal allowing land managers to view the 

data on their holding in a map-based format online. 

During the visits, we asked the participating farmers to fill in a feedback form describing what they thought 

of the Land Management Plan Part A.  A copy of the feedback form is shown at Appendix 2. 

Results from the feedback forms and other discussion with the participating farmers are as follows: 

• Overall feedback: The overall response to the form and the process of completing it was positive, with 

each of the sections found to be of value in describing different aspects of the holding. 

• Time to complete: The average time taken by participants to complete the form and check the maps 

was 1 hour and 20 minutes with a range from 2 hours to 20 minutes. 

• Advice required: Most participants said they couldn’t have completed the form without assistance 

from an adviser.  All participants stated that it was the section on landscape character that required 

most assistance. 

• Characteristics of the business: Most of the participants felt that the section describing the 

characteristics of the business was worthwhile, capturing the essence of their objectives and 

enterprises and was easy to complete.  The online survey undertaken in November 2020 included a 

question on the value of this section and 64% of the 25 respondents to the survey said this section 

would help them put together their ELM agreement.  Three participants felt this section did not give 

adequate space for them to describe their environmental work and objectives.  Another participant, 

representing a Commons Council, pointed out that a different set of questions were required for 

commons. 
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• Landscape character: Although the section of the form covering the landscape characteristics of the 

holding was the one that required most advice, all but one of the participants felt it provided useful 

information and most felt it was flexible enough to add additional information that was not covered in 

the checklists.   

Several of the participants felt that the initial version of the form did not address the experiential and 

aesthetic qualities of the landscape (what was referred to as the ‘Spirit of Place’) and this was 

supported by the Exmoor Society.  These qualities were considered to be critical to the character of 

the National Park, and one of the main reasons why people visit Exmoor.  As a result, a special meeting 

was convened on one of the participating holdings with specialist staff from ENPA and new sections 

were added to the form to allow information to be recorded on viewpoints and vistas, sensory 

experiences, perceptions and understandings, traditional practices and customs and associations with 

arts and culture. 

The online survey of participating farmers in November 2020 asked for suggestions of a simple way of 

describing the landscape and natural beauty assets of the farm.  Suggestions included: 

• A numbered table of valued public goods with an inter-active map of your farm to ether number a 

feature or draw around a area and number.  

• Define what features make up the landscape, eg hedgebanks, traditional farm buildings, native 

breed livestock etc and list the amount of these feature the farm has in the plan. 

• Each unit/field/woodland could have an inventory of the assets that contribute to natural beauty 

and wildlife enhancement e.g. far-reaching view, traditional farm buildings, diverse grassland 

• Landscape character assessment descriptions and maps. Identifying key views. 

• Multiple choice answered questions about our current land management in regards to how our 

farm contributes and proposals for future farm practice that delivers the ELM public goods. That 

will in turn enhance the characteristic landscapes and beauty of Exmoor and then perhaps a 

scoring system that tallys up our current practice and proposed practice and awards points 

• Historic environment: All of the participants felt that the section on the historic environment provided 

useful information and just over half said they learned new things about the farm’s historic 

environment such as the name of an old barn and the presence of a boundary stone.  Those that didn’t 

learn anything new said they had received all the information before as part of their Higher Level 

Scheme Farm Environment Plan.  Several farmers felt that a map overlay showing historic field 

boundaries and land use (for instance from the 1st edition of the Ordnance Survey County Series maps 

– dating from around the 1880s) would be helpful.  Historic field boundaries were often a good 

indication of changes in soil type or drainage that could inform current management decisions. 

• Natural capital assets: All of the participants felt that the table of natural capital assets and public 

goods provided a useful summary of their natural capital, with most understanding the categorisation.  

However, all but one said they needed advice to make sense of the table. 

• The mapping: All the participants said that maps of the farm must be included in the LMP, providing 

an easy visual assessment of what is currently there, as the basis for maintenance or enhancement 

activity.  However, most participants had comments on the maps provided, with several finding them 

difficult to read (particularly a respondent who is colour-blind).  The maps were designed to be printed 

at A3 size and all but the largest farms were readable at this scale, although we noted that most 

farmers have A4 printers, not A3.  Providing the maps electronically as PDF’s meant they could be 

enlarged on screen.  Some participants had issues with the clarity of the OS base mapping and others 

felt the scale of the maps was too large.  One participant commented that aligning all the 
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environmental mapping with the RPA field parcels would make the map easier to read and this was 

done in the second versions of the maps distributed towards the end of the project.   Another 

participant suggested it would be helpful to map the distribution of public goods as well as the natural 

capital assets, but recognised this might be complex to do. 

• Grassland: When it came to the accuracy of the mapping of natural capital (which was based on 

available national or local datasets), it was the classification of grassland that was most problematic.  

Most of the participants were able to identify the areas of grassland that they had agriculturally 

improved by reseeding and/or regularly applications of chemical fertiliser, but they were less confident 

in distinguishing between different types of less improved grassland (for instance acid, neutral and 

semi-improved grassland).  Bodies such as ENPA and Natural England acknowledge the lack of accurate 

spatial data on grassland types and condition.  On several of the farms, participants stated that areas 

of grassland that had environmental value (unimproved or semi-improved) were under-recorded and 

on one farm the opposite was true. This suggests that a) existing spatial data on grassland cannot be 

relied on and b) farmers / land managers are likely to need more guidance and/or specialist help in 

mapping grassland of different environmental types and value. 

• Field boundaries: The location of hedges was added based on aerial photography analysis but this did 

not allow any distinction between different types of hedges (for instance the characteristic beech 

hedge banks of Exmoor or mixed species hedges).  The aerial photography method proved reliable and 

accurate but relatively time consuming.  Work is being undertaken by one of the local Environmental 

Record Centres (Somerset) on the use of LIDAR data to map hedges.  See also the comment above 

under ‘historic environment’ for the suggestion that a map overlay of historic field boundaries should 

be provided. 

• Release of Land Management Plan information to the public.  One of the workshops with 

participating farmers included a discussion over whether suitably redacted versions of their Land 

Management Plans should be in the public domain (for instance available through an online database 

or mapping portal).   There was a strong view that sensitive commercial, personal or environmental 

information should remain confidential.  However, the farmers recognised the importance of 

demonstrating the value being provided from public payments on their land, as well as wider 

engagement with the public on the importance of farming more generally.  It was noted that the 

‘Exmoor’s Ambition’ document in 2018 had included a proposal for all farms to proudly advertise the 

public benefits they were provided through a sign at the entrance to the farm2.  An online summary of 

the Land Management Plan objectives for each farm would do a similar thing. 

  

 
2 See page 15 at https://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0027/248436/ExmoorsAmbition_Web.pdf  

https://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0027/248436/ExmoorsAmbition_Web.pdf
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3.2  The classification of natural capital and use in maps for LMPs 

The project set out to explore how the concept of natural capital (which was much emphasised in the 25 

Year Environment Plan) could be used to underpin the Land Management Plans.  There is currently no 

standard structure for categorising and describing different types of natural capital in the UK and a first 

decision by the project was to define natural capital in a way that encompasses all the assets on farms that 

are involved in delivering public goods.  We based our initial categorisation of natural capital on an earlier 

study (Exmoor Society, 2018) and the categories evolved during the project as a result of discussion with 

participating farmers and others.  The final nine high level categories are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1.  The high level categories used to describe natural capital assets 

• Unenclosed land 

• Enclosed farmland 

• Woodland & trees 

• Boundaries 

• Water, soils & landform 

• Flora & fauna 

• Cultural heritage 

• Aesthetic character 

• Access 

We took another early decision to adopt the UK Habitat Classification3 (UK Hab) as the framework for the 

next tier of classification of natural capital assets.  UKHab was published in 2018 as a “new, free-to-use, 

unified and comprehensive approach to classifying habitats, designed to provide a simple and robust 

approach to survey and monitoring for the 21st century” 4.  It is primarily an ecological classification giving 

find detail to areas of high nature value.  Following some adaptation to encompass the full scope of natural 

capital assets, we used UKHab as the basis for 42 lower level categories of natural capital assets that are 

appropriate to Exmoor.  Figure 2 shows how each of these categories of natural capital is linked to the 

provision of the six public goods (here increased to eight, splitting beauty, heritage and engagement). 

We found that UKHab has many strengths.  It has a hierarchy of levels that can take account of data of 

different levels of detail.  For instance an area can be categorised simply as woodland (code w) where little 

information is known, or as dry oak-dominated woodland (code w1f5) where surveys have taken place.  It 

includes correspondence relationships with earlier classification systems such as Phase 1 Habitat mapping, 

allowing information from these systems to be transferred into UKHab.   

However, we also found limitations with UKHab for classifying natural capital on Exmoor.  Firstly, UKHab is 

based around habitats and therefore does not encompass ways of recording landscape features that are 

not habitats, and recording historic environment sites or public access.  Secondly, certain habitats which 

are widespread and of environmental importance on Exmoor are either absent or inadequately included in 

UKHab.  These include: 

• Grass moorland (heathland dominated by purple moorgrass Molinia caerulea is a distinct and 

widespread habitat on Exmoor) which best fits into UKHab as “Other upland acid grassland” (code 

g1b6)  

• Beech hedgebanks (“other hedgerows” h2b) 

• Improved permanent pasture (part of “modified grassland” g4) 

• Other habitats considered important on Exmoor which are listed as ‘secondary code’ habitats in 

UKHab, including traditional orchards (code 21), hedgebanks (71) and scattered scrub and bracken 

mosaics (10) 

These limitations are resolvable.  Some may be addressed by changes to the UKHab, where they are 

justified by wider considerations, and others may require accepted additions to UKHab for us in LMPs. 

 
3 https://ukhab.org 
4 https://ecountability.co.uk/ukhabworkinggroup-ukhab/ 
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Figure 2.  The classification of natural capital assets and public goods used in this project 

 

U
K

H
ab

C
o

d
e

Heather moorland (Dwarf shrub heath) h1 n n n v o o o

Grass moorland (Upland acid grassland) g1b6 o n n v o o o o

Blanket bog (mire) f1a n n n v n n n o

Dense scrub h3 n o v o o o o

Scattered scrub and bracken (mosaic) 10.0 n o v o o o o

Sparsely vegetated land S v n v v

Improved permanent pasture g4a* o v v o o

Semi-improved permanent pasture g4b* o n v v o n o

Temporary grass and clover leys c1b v v o

Unimproved acid grassland g1 n n n v n n o

Unimproved neutral grassland g3 n n n v n n o

Fen, marsh and swamp f2 n n v v n n n

Purple moor grass and rush pastures f2b n n n v n n o

Arable and horticulture c1 o o v v

Broadleaved woodland w1 n n n v n n n n

Coniferous woodland w2 o o n v o n n n

Wood pasture and parkland 20 n n n v o o o o

Traditional orchards 21 n n n v o o o o

Lines of trees w1g6 n n v o o o n

Individual tree 1170 n n v o o o o

Hedgerows (with or without bank) h2 n n n o o o o

Earthbanks only 71 o n n o o o

Drystone walls 67 o n n o o

Standing open water and canals r1 n n v n n

Rivers and streams r2 n n v n n

Soils n v v n n n

Geology and landform n v v n n v

Rare & atypically abundant wildlife n v v v

Iconic wildlife species n n n n

Farmed livestock (incl. traditional breeds) n n n n

Buildings of historic interest 42 o o n v

Historic / archaeological features 42a* o o n v

Rich historic landscapes / assemblages 42c* n n n v

Traditional practices and customs v v n n v v v v

Arts and culture v n n

Viewpoints and vistas n v n

Sensory elements (e.g. remoteness, scents) n v n

Perceptions and understanding n v n

Open access land incl commons OA* n n n n o o o

Public Right of Way PROW* o o n n

Permissive access track or path PA o o o n

Educational access EA o o o n

n Asset has high potential to provide significant flows of the public good
o Asset has moderate potential to provide significant flows of the public good
v Asset may provide flows of the public good, depending on the co-location of other features
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Having agreed this structure, we used it to gather data on the extent and condition of the natural capital 

assets on each holding.  A review of existing spatial data identified the sources for each of the 42 

categories.  The GIS data from these sources was sifted and a hierarchy of datasets was used to create 

different mappable layers (Table 2).  Where there were multiple potential sources for a single category, we 

used the most recent data available for each field parcel.  Using these data, we created maps and tables for 

each of the 26 participating holdings, which we presented with the Land Management Plan Part A. 

Table 2.  The ways in which spatial data have been presented and used in Land Management Plans 

Natural capital assets Data layers Maps created 

Unenclosed land A single ‘land cover’ GIS layer was created with each land parcel 

assigned to the appropriate category. 

Map 1:  Natural 

capital assets – land 

cover and linear 

features 

Enclosed farmland 

Woodland & trees 

Boundaries A single boundary layer was created. 

Water, soils & 

landform 

Separate layers were created for water bodies and  watercourses/ 

rivers.  Cost of acquiring soils data was considered too expensive.   

Flora & fauna ENPA’s data licence did not allow sharing of the data with project 

participants so the data were not used. 

Not mapped 

Cultural heritage Separate layers for Scheduled Monuments, Historic Environment 

Record sites, Principal Archaeological Landscapes and Listed 

Buildings. 

Map 4: The Historic 

Environment 

Aesthetic character A data layer for Landscape Character Types. Map 3: Landscape 

character and public 

access 

Access Separate layers for open access land and public rights of way. 

Land designations Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Ancient Semi-natural woodland, 

Registered Common Land and County Wildlife Sites 

Map 2: Land 

designations 

Using the natural capital data gathered, we also explored the extent to which this could be analysed for the 

whole of Exmoor and compared with other data on holdings.   This work is described in more detail in 

Appendix 19.   

The results of the analysis of natural capital across the whole National Park show that: 

• Extra small holdings (less than 5 ha in size) account for 12% of holding numbers but only 0.3% of 
area while extra large holdings (200 ha and over) account for 11% of holding numbers but 56% of 
area. 

• Productive agricultural land forms a higher proportion of holding area on medium sized holdings 
(20 < 50 ha) compared to other holdings.  It is noticeably less important on extra small holdings, but 
still nearly 40% of their area. 

• Unenclosed land is found predominantly (93%) on extra large holdings. Extra small and small 
holdings (< 20 ha) have virtually no unenclosed land, although some will have common rights to 
graze it. 

• Woodland makes up a higher proportion of holding area on extra small and small holdings 
compared to other holdings.  However, these holdings account for only 7% of the total woodland 
area. 

• High Nature Value farmland makes up roughly the same proportion of holding area across all 
holding sizes, being 12% of large and extra large holdings, 7% of small, medium small and medium 
large holdings, and 4% of extra small holdings.  
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3.3  Assessing the condition of natural capital 

The aim of this part of the project was to provide an objective method for classifying the condition of 

natural capital assets on Exmoor.  We hoped that farmers and land managers (with advisory support as 

needed) would be able to use the methodology to track progress against agreed environmental outcomes 

and payment triggers. 

The work involved a brief literature review and the development of a methodology for assessing the 

condition of different natural capital asset classes.  Following discussion with the project team and 

specialist staff at ENPA, we agreed that three levels of condition should be measured, as follows: 

1) Conditions indicating high provision of public goods;  

2) Conditions indicating moderate provision; and 

3) Conditions indicating low provision.  

Our intention was to keep the approach as simple as possible so that the assessment could be undertaken 

by non-specialists, including farmers and their advisers, based on sets of criteria that could be measured in 

the field and recorded on a single A4 sheet (for each site) or electronically on a tablet (the latter was not 

attempted in this project). 

We developed a condition assessment survey form for different classes of natural capital asset, starting 

with three ‘proof of concept’ trials for permanent grassland, broadleaf woodland and mixed hedgerows on 

banks, each of which were field tested in various locations.  Lessons from the initial testing were discussed 

with the project team in March 2020 and changes were made before assessment sheets for a total of seven 

assets classes were developed (Table 3). 

Table 3.  Classes of natural capital for which condition assessment forms were created  

A.  Permanent grassland 

B.  Broadleaf woodland 

C.  Mixed species hedgerow on bank 

D.  Upland heathland (dwarf shrub heath) 

E.  Building of historic interest  

F.  Archaeological feature  

G.  Historic landscape/assemblage 

Each survey form included up to nine criteria from which the overall condition was assessed using a simple 

scoring system.  The forms for habitat-based natural capital assets were divided into two sections: one 

containing broad-scale questions that apply across the entire survey area (e.g. a whole grassland field or a 

whole woodland) and one containing fine-scale questions that relate to smaller survey areas (1m x 1m 

quadrats in grasslands or 10m-radius circular plots in woodlands). 

The condition assessment criteria for mixed species hedgerows is shown as an example at Figure 3 on the 

following page.  For surveying in the field, this is accompanied by a survey form.  Further details of the 

approach that was developed, including all the survey forms and instructions for their use, are provided in 

Appendix 1. 
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Figure 3.  Example of Condition Assessment Criteria for Mixed Species Hedgerow on Bank 

Condition Assessment Criteria 
Mixed Species Hedgerow on Bank 

H
IG

H
 

1. Historic importance: The hedgerow is shown on the 1st Edition Ordnance Survey map 

2. 
Location: The hedgerow is adjacent to areas of semi-natural habitat on both sides OR has semi-
natural habitat on one side and a parallel hedgerow within 15m of the opposite side. For newly 
planted hedges, the location will manage for run-off of soil and water 

3. Connectivity: The hedgerow connects to more than 4 other hedges, including at least 2 at both ends 
AND/OR the hedgerow connects to at least 2 areas of woodland 

4. Bank structure: Along at least 90% of its length the bank is intact AND higher than 0.5m 

5. Hedgerow integrity: Gaps in woody vegetation form less than 10% of the total hedgerow length, 
with no single gap being larger than 3m 

6. Hedge structure: The hedgerow meets all of the following criteria: taller than 2m; wider than 1.5m; 
densely vegetated to the base 

7. Invasive non-native species: No invasive non-native species are present in the hedgerow, bank or 
margin 

8. Woody species: More than 5 woody species are present, plus at least 1 hedgerow tree for every 
100m of hedge. For newly planted hedges, woody plants show signs of good establishment 

9. Plant community: More than 10 non-woody plant species are present on the bank/margin AND 
species from List A are less than 10% of ground cover 

M
O

D
ER

A
TE

 

1. Historic importance: The hedgerow is not shown on 1st Edition OS map but is older than 30 years 

2. Location: The hedgerow is located adjacent to areas of semi-natural habitat on one side only, with 
no parallel hedgerow 

3. Connectivity: The hedgerow connects to 2, 3 or 4 other hedges AND/OR the hedgerow connects to 
at least 1 other hedgerow and an area of woodland 

4. Bank structure: Along 70% - 90% of its length the bank is intact AND higher than 0.5m 

5. Hedgerow integrity: Gaps in woody vegetation form up to 30% of the hedgerow length, with no 
single gap being larger than 5m 

6. Hedge structure: The hedgerow meets two of the following criteria: taller than 2m; wider than 
1.5m; densely vegetated to the base  

7. Invasive non-native species: Invasive non-native species have been recorded across <5% of the area 
AND appropriate control measures are in place and being monitored to ensure effectiveness 

8. Woody species: 3 or more woody species are present. Newly planted hedges show some signs of 
losses (up to 20%) in need of replacement 

9. Plant community: More than 5 non-woody plant species are present on the bank/margin AND 
species from List A are up to 20% of ground cover 

LO
W

 

1. Historic importance: The hedgerow is not shown on 1st Edition OS map and is less than 30 years 
old  

2. Location: The hedgerow is adjacent to no areas  of semi-natural habitat  

3. Connectivity: The hedgerow connects to 1 or no other hedgerows or areas of woodland 

4. Bank structure: For more than 30% of its length the bank is eroded AND/OR lower than 0.5m 

5. Hedgerow integrity: The hedgerow has gaps in woody vegetation forming over 30% of its length 
AND/OR at least one single gap exceeds 5m 

6. Hedge structure: The hedgerow meets one or none of the following criteria: taller than 2m; wider 
than 1.5m; densely vegetated to the base 

7. Invasive non-native species: Invasive non-native species have been recorded across >5% of the area 
AND/OR no appropriate control measures and monitoring are in place 

8. Woody species: Fewer than 3 woody species are present. Newly planted hedgerows show more 
than 20% losses 

9. Plant community: Fewer than 5 non-woody plant species are present on the bank/margin OR 
species from List A are more than 20% of ground cover 
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Key lessons from our work on assessing the condition of natural capital are as follows. 

Application to Exmoor and elsewhere 
Although our approach has focussed on natural capital assets found most commonly on Exmoor, it should 

be replicable in other areas of England.  Expanding the condition assessment criteria beyond the National 

Park would require careful testing and it is likely that some of the thresholds would need to be adjusted. 

Encouraging multiple public goods 
The forms aim to combine assessments for almost all the ELM public goods to provide a single overall 

judgement on condition or outcome (the exceptions being for cultural heritage, where separate forms have 

been created for different types of cultural assets).  We have concluded that trying to make separate 

condition assessments for each public good would be overly complex and could give conflicting messages 

to farmers and landowners about which objectives they should pursue.  In most cases, a single assessment 

is considered beneficial.  However, there is a danger that conflicting goals (for instance between 

biodiversity and public access) could be hidden and harm could be inadvertently encouraged. 

The pros and cons of a simple three-way assessment on one page of A4 
Similarly there is a trade-off between, on the one hand, a quick and relatively non-technical approach that 

can be done quickly on a one-page form and should be accessible to non-specialists and, on the other hand, 

a more nuanced and fully evidenced approach that would take longer and would require more specialist 

inputs.  We have aimed for the former, and the specialist staff who have contributed to the work have 

been broadly satisfied with the results.  We asked two of the participating farmers to use the assessment 

form for ‘mixed hedgerow on a bank’ on their farms.  The first person to test the forms was surprised at 

how complex they were and how long it took to do all the hedges on a block of his holding.  While he was 

prepared to put in the time (it took him four hours to assess 18 hedges), he thought it was unlikely most 

other farmers would do so.  He commented: “My parents looked at the documents and were shocked at the 

level of detail that was being asked”.  We took account of these comments and simplified the process 

somewhat before asking a second participating farmer to test both the original and revised forms.  She 

found that the revised process reduced the time to less than 15 minutes on average for each hedge. 

Assessing condition across land parcels where there is natural variation 
We recognised that parcels of land (e.g. fields or woodland couples) will often not fall neatly within one 

condition category.  A simple and replicable sampling approach has been used to average out differences, 

but it may be that parcels will sometimes need to be sub-divided to recognise different condition levels.  

The use of the ‘What3Words’ app to record sampling locations to an accuracy of around 3m is included in 

the methodology. 

Recognising landscape-scale links 
The methodology aims to reward a landscape-scale approach, in line with the Lawton principles, for 

instance by looking at the value of adjacent habitats.  However, this may inadvertently penalise farmers 

and land managers who do not have control over neighbouring areas. There is also a risk of small areas of 

high quality land being harmed or lost (for example patches of unimproved grassland to large scale 

woodland regeneration) if careful assessment is not undertaken in each area. 
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3.4  Analysis of spatial data to inform local priorities 

This part of the project sought to identify the strategic environmental priorities that should be addressed 

by ELM on Exmoor through a combination of consultation with relevant organisations, review of national 

and local policy and research documents and analysis of available spatial data.  The key output was a series 

of maps at both a landscape and farm scale suggesting the environmental opportunities that farmers can 

address through ELM.  Details of the methodology used are set out in Appendix 7.   

The desk review, which was undertaken by ENPA staff, compared national policy alongside local policy to 

see how these two approaches to land management matched and whether there were any clear 

discrepancies.  It was split up into reviews of documents covering high level or broad spectrum 

environmental policy (Appendix 8) and then of the following public goods: Landscape and access 

(Appendix 9), thriving plants and wildlife (Appendix 10), the historic environment (Appendix 11), 

mitigation of climate change (Appendix 12), and clean water and flood prevention (Appendix 13).  Clean air 

was not assessed as it was felt this was less relevant to Exmoor although this assumption was later 

challenged by the Sounding Board.  Key points arising from this work were as follows: 

High level policy documents 
Guidance contained in the 25 Year Environment Plan (25YEP), the Exmoor National Park Partnership Plan 

and the 8 Point Plan for National Parks very much complement and echo each other with, understandably, 

the Exmoor Partnership Plan (PP) having much more focus on specific local detail. In relation to National 

Parks, the PP, 8-Point Plan and Landscape Review5 (LR) are broader in scope than the 25YEP, with more 

emphasis on the local economy, visitors and tourism. This supports the requirement for NPs to be inspiring 

and rewarding places to visit, much of which is due to their rich sense of place arising from landscape 

quality and cultural heritage. Figure 4 below summarises this comparison. The LR, whilst not official policy, 

places a firm emphasis on nature recovery and echoes the increasing weight given to climate regulation in 

both public opinion and the political world. In conclusion neither national nor local policy explicitly 

prioritises one aspect over another and it is therefore a case of balancing different priorities appropriately, 

which the heat mapping stage of this task is to assist with. 

Thriving plants and wildlife 

Rather than identify significant species and habitats this looks at principles for change. Due to the well 

documented decline in nature, this public good is represented by nature recovery achieved through 

‘Lawton’ principles as a guide; more habitat, better habitat, bigger areas of habitat, connected habitat – to 

reverse this decline and prevent extinctions.  This is needed to deliver landscape scale improvement for 

nature to enable viable populations and functioning ecosystems. Resilience to the pressures from a 

changing climate is at the heart of these aims as the right type of habitat in the right place is more likely to 

thrive.  

Mitigation of climate change 

Quite simply this is taken to mean the storage of carbon in biomass and soil, including peat. Both the 

existing stocks of organic matter and the potential to store more are viewed as goods. The metrics 

reviewed indicated that mature woodland and deep peat collectively play the most significant role in this 

with relatively marginal gains from other types on habitat and soil management. There are national targets 

for tree planting for Exmoor to play its part. The England Tree strategy is proposing a 2% increase in tree 

cover form the current 13.5% which would mean at least 1,390ha additional woodland for Exmoor. An 

additional factor to solve is the loss of carbon from degrading, drying peatlands. 

 
5 Landscapes Review: National Parks and AONBs, Defra 2018 
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Figure 4. comparison of National and Exmoor National Park local policy 

 

Protection from environmental hazards 

This is principally taken as meaning reducing risk of flooding by ‘slowing the flow’ of run off from 

precipitation into water courses. As with carbon capture, functioning bog and woodland vegetation are 

considered to make the most contribution to this. Sensitively managed grasslands with a longer winter 

sward and a healthy soil structure can also play a significant role in reducing run off as well as protecting 

soils from erosion. Wildfire risk is another potential environmental hazard but has not specifically been 

looked at in this exercise although clearly on moorland wetter soil and habitat would help reduce the risk of 

hotter damaging fires. 

Clean water supply 
Whilst water is supplied naturally by rainfall, its retention in groundwater is important in ensuring a 

sustained supply that is healthy for both the river environment and water abstraction. The same ‘slowing 

the flow’ vegetation and healthy soil contribute to this. Catchments that supply reservoirs and rivers that 

are abstracted have additional importance. There is an additional factor from degrading peatlands where 

dissolved organic carbon can taint the water adding to cost of supply. It also acidifies the river environment 

reducing the health of the aquatic environment. 

Other types of pollution such as nitrogen compounds and pesticides are also important however this is 

viewed less in terms of public goods and more in terms of regulation so not a focus for this study.  

Beauty, heritage and engagement 
This category is an amalgamation of several cultural services whereby people enjoy and engage with the 

landscape and represents much of the reasons for the designation and role of a national park – 
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conservation and enjoyment of its special qualities. These services are also enshrined in the statutory park 

purposes. As with the other categories there is much complexity to this but also some general principles. 

The National Park is valued as a living, functioning cultural landscape due its combination of landform, 

natural environment, sense of antiquity and thriving traditional rural community. It has access 

opportunities to enable public enjoyment of these attributes. It is also a rich store of unique and valuable 

heritage assets of Exmoor’s 8,000 years of human occupation, which endure partly because the upland less 

modified than other parts of the country. Once destroyed, heritage assets can never be recovered. 

In addition to the above principles, some further observations were drawn to help guide prioritising public 

goods. 

Observations on synergies between public goods 
Whilst there are six distinct named categories of public good they are clearly interrelated with multiple 

benefits or ‘win-wins’ that are delivered by a healthy environment. This is particularly evident of the public 

goods delivered by ‘natural processes’, eg vegetation and soils that retain rainfall, store carbon, allow space 

for nature and perhaps also can contribute to public enjoyment of the landscape. The combination of 

benefits illustrates how overall resilience of the landscape (eg to extremes in weather) can be enhanced. 

There are also synergies across cultural services, the historic traditional landscapes offer access, views and 

a feeling of escape as well as preserving historic fabric.  

As shown above, Exmoor’s designation as a National Park highlights the significance of cultural services, 

beauty, heritage and engagement. Again there are synergies and overlap between cultural services and 

between the ‘natural services’, but without them being one and the same. For example the natural beauty 

of the landscape is drawn partly from natural aspects such as habitats and landform and also sense of 

historical place and land use. Appreciation for the landscape is also influenced by but not the same as 

opportunities to enjoy it (access opportunities). The historic environment is a component of the landscape 

but is also more than that and can’t be regarded in quite the same way, particularly as much of what is of 

value may be underground and not observable.  

A further example of a synergy that is not a complete overlap is tree establishment for carbon gain. This 

can enhance biodiversity but can also impact on sensitive habitats, depending on location. Planting trees 

for carbon is a gain anywhere (with the exception of peat soils) so its ideal location, from a public good 

viewpoint, should be guided by where additional gains can be made for biodiversity, catchment 

management and landscape enhancement.  

Observations on public good priorities 
It is clear to all our environment is in crisis, both in terms of climate and biodiversity. This has become 

increasingly and starkly evident both within the scientific community and in wider public awareness than at 

the time of the publication of the 25YEP. With formal declarations of the Climate Emergency in 2019 and 

the parallel Ecological Crisis these issues should be considered of overriding importance. It is essential for 

Exmoor to ‘do its bit’ and deliver the goals set out by national policy as well as look for opportunities to 

deliver above and beyond. It is also important to adapt as far as possible to the likely impacts of a changing 

climate and this is to the benefit of all functions of the landscape, whether cultural, ecological or economic. 

A more resilient landscape will reduce the chance of harm from extreme weather such as helping soils stay 

on the land for future productivity. 

During the current pandemic we have been reminded of Exmoor’s role as a beathing space for the nation, 

highlighting the reason National Park designations were created. The special qualities that warrant the 
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designation are clearly still of importance. Land is also a vital economic resource for those who own and 

work it, so any change needs to be an acceptable choice for landowners, farmers and foresters.  

Taking all this together, a pragmatic approach to guiding change might be to seek a balance of benefits. 

Simply speaking where the impact of beneficial change on other benefits is minor, change could be 

encouraged, where it is major it should be considered with caution. Working out where the fulcrum lies in 

every circumstance is likely to be complex and it is hoped mapping of natural capital and / or public good 

provision can help find this balance - as the Forestry Commission6 have succinctly put it, what is the right 

tree in the right place for the right reason.  

Findings from mapping and Sounding Board discussion 
The map sets produced, although often very approximate, give some perspective for different areas of 

interest across the landscape. These are geared around the ELM public goods and broadly represent the 

main ecosystem services or benefits that this landscape offers; wildlife, carbon storage, flood attenuation, 

clean water provision, a historic record, and access to and enjoyment of the outdoors. These have mostly 

been generated using existing data sets. Where data sets weren’t available a ‘best estimate’ approach has 

been used.  

Six sets of landscape scale maps were produced: 

• Habitats – relevant to Thriving plants and Wildlife and Beauty, Heritage and Engagement (App. 20)  

• Nature recovery (indicative) – most relevant to Thriving plants and Wildlife (Appendix 21) 

• Landscape and access (2 versions) – relevant to Beauty, Heritage and Engagement (Appendix 22) 

• Historic environment – relevant to Beauty, Heritage and Engagement (Appendix 23) 

• Carbon storage – most relevant to Climate mitigation (Appendix 24) 

• Catchment management – relevant to Clean Water and Mitigation of Environmental Hazards (Figure 5 

and Appendix. 25) 

A notable omission is the type referred to as private goods, principally agriculture and timber production. A 

map of these provisioning services has not been included although a proxy this could broadly speaking be 

represented by soil type, elevation and aspect to give an indication of the productivity of the land. This is 

however beyond the scope of this work which is to try and guide the ‘optimum’ reward for public good 

provision, not to weigh it alongside or against provision of private goods which is the decision of each land 

manager and owner, as per ELM guidance. It might however be useful to reflect on this to get perspective 

on the real world application of ELM. 

Habitat mapping (ecological baseline) shows current habitat and landcover according to available data. 

There are many known holes and limits in the data, such as the large areas of grass dominated moorland is 

an oversimplification of this vast and complex ‘matrix’ habitat.  Local Environmental Record Centre data 

was particularly valuable for identifying habitat outside of SSSIs and ancient woodland.  Broadly however 

this mapping helps with understanding of the types of habitat as a basis to build nature recovery from on a 

landscape scale.  The map shows clear distribution of moorland and heath covering much of the higher 

ground, woods in many of the valleys and hedged farmland with scattered areas of unimproved grassland 

in between.  As with most semi natural habitat there is much fragmentation, ie the habitat types exist in 

many different parcels, but there are also sufficiently large areas to build a more connected habitat 

network from. 

 
6 Right Tree in The Right Place for a Resilient Future, Forestry Commission 2019 
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Figure 5. Landscape scale public goods - Catchment Management Opportunities Map 
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Nature recovery opportunities – indicative is a literal approach to the Lawton principles to explore what 

‘more, bigger, better and joined’ could look like.  It is developed from the habitat map where existing 

landcover is shown in grey and potential habitat enhancements are in colour. It is also based on broad 

habitat types, ancient broadleaf woodland, unimproved grassland and moorland, rather than specific 

priority habitat such as acid grassland, or specific species that Exmoor is important for. Little account is 

taken of limiting factors such as topography and landowner interest. The map should not be taken at face 

value but does indicate the scale of change likely to be needed for nature recovery to be successful. 

Additional woodland establishment areas shown mainly reflect reservoir catchments which may underplay 

the benefit that woodland can bring elsewhere in the landscape. To develop into a more meaningful NRN it 

needs more work particularly informed by opportunity mapping including more detailed approach to take 

account of both pragmatic opportunity such as interest of landowners and scientific rigour such as habitat 

suitability and an analysis if barriers to species movement. More detail in particular is needed on 

opportunities to enhance the moorland areas, many currently classified as unfavourable. 

The Landscape and access maps are perhaps too subjective to add much to the discussion, although 

moorland and coastal heath can be picked out as being higher sensitivity which is also recognised in the 

Local Plan7. This lends weight to the cultural significance of the moorland and coastal areas. From earlier 

discussion with stakeholders it was thought a more thorough study of public opinion on enjoyment of the 

landscape would be helpful.  

The Catchment and Carbon mapping (the former is shown at Figure 5) are broadly the same map as they 

are both based on habitat and could be morphed into one ‘healthy, resilient environment’ map. They 

highlight the utility value of natural services, as opposed to the intrinsic and experiential value of nature. 

The main difference between them is catchment management has specific zones of interest represented by 

flood risk, nitrate sensitivity and drinking water. In comparison between carbon and water public goods, 

carbon can be gained almost anywhere on the landscape (through biomass and soil carbon) whereas water 

benefits are more be targeted to specific catchments, e.g. some of the coastal stream catchments present 

little risk to flooding communities and are not used for water abstraction. The Exe catchment by contrast is 

important for both, so there is a case to prioritise carbon capture in these catchments. Habitats are also 

place specific as noted above and it would also make sense to encourage carbon benefit habitat (eg trees) 

where this encourages connectivity. These maps were prepared using existing habitat data and the same 

approach could be projected to show the additional benefits of the nature recovery network. 

The Historic environment map clearly shows heritage significance across the whole landscape. The 

designated areas and features give some measure of significance however the non-designated features do 

not have this type of qualification. The data that we have only shows known features where recording has 

taken place and there might be far more on areas that haven’t been surveyed. Even so, it is tempting to 

draw a more pronounced significance to the moorland areas where there is a concentration of recorded 

features.  

Taking the maps at face value a pattern is suggested across then main landscape components, moorland, 

woodland and farmed land. The moorland areas have high scenic and historic environment value and are 

also core habitats. The win-win-win here is to incentivises functional peatlands which deliver a wide range 

of public good, impinging only on the accessibility. A similar approach to heathland management can be 

taken to the coastal areas. 

The wooded valleys deliver much in terms of biodiversity, slowing the flow, and carbon storage and can be 

enhanced by buffering and appropriate management. 

 
7 Exmoor National Park Local Plan 2001-2031  

https://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/local-plan


Exmoor’s Ambition Test and Trial – Final Project Report 

 20 

The farmland is predominantly permanent grassland which can be enhanced for multi benefits through 

measures for nature friendly farming such as reduction in inputs, longer sward in winter, enhanced hedge 

management and a more extensive approach. This would keep the land in productivity and maintain 

landscape character.  

The nature recovery map in effect shows all these potential adaptations and, if tightened, could be 

considered the basis for a spatial prioritisation land use framework. 

The sounding board, made up of organisations and stakeholders representing a range of interests and 

expertise, were asked to comment on each of the maps and also on how they could help with spatial 

prioritisation. The main consensus was the heat map approach could have merit if they were layered to 

identify where there are win-wins from the landscape. This would be even more instructive if the potential 

could be mapped in addition to the existing public good provision (as it has for NRN). This same approach 

could also identify cooler areas where fewer public goods are being delivered which could be targeted for 

investment.  

There was some division in the group over how useful the maps were. Views from the historic environment 

profession considered that HE data needed to be finer grained and more detailed to have any meaning and 

could not currently be used in this landscape scale way. There were also views from the farming community 

that agricultural productivity should be taken into account and that priorities should be guided by asking 

farmers what they wanted to do. Their view was that a heat map approach was not beneficial as it rates 

one area of land against another rather than viewing it as a whole. There was also a concern that farmers 

may view prioritisation maps as ‘being told what to do’ and react negatively. Whilst there was a consensus 

that the study was a positive step this didn’t extend to agreeing any firm principles and further work was 

needed. 

Testing on farm was a less in depth process but generated positive responses as it showed the farm in the 

context of the ‘bigger picture’. It was suggested an area scale, between landscape and holding scales, 

would be more helpful in assisting farm clusters in being able to work together. The opportunities map 

based on nature recovery and access opportunities was considered helpful as a prompt, allowing farmers 

to shape further as may fit with their own farm system. One farmer commented “Its all about the water. 

Look after that and everything follows” which was as inciteful a comment as any in prioritising public 

goods.  
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3.5  Natural capital values and ELM payments 

A small component of the project was a scoping review of the potential for natural capital valuation for 

establishing appropriate ELM payments on Exmoor.  A full description is provided in Appendix 26.   

Compared to traditional profit-foregone or cost-plus approaches, natural capital valuation offers the 

potential to provide a completely different approach to establishing payments for agri-environmental 

measures8.  In this case it is more appropriate to use the term ‘Payment for Ecosystem Services’ (PES) since 

these value the flow of non-market benefits that are provided from nature, rather than ‘natural capital 

values’ which quantify the stock of natural capital.  In terms of the matrix of natural capital assets and 

public goods shown in Figure 2 (page 9), this would involve assigning a monetary value to each of the cells 

in the table, or to groups of cells where the values were the same.  A range of economic methodologies can 

be used to establish suitable monetary values such as the public’s willingness to pay, the abatement cost of 

reducing pollution or avoided damage value of other unwanted effects.  Willingness to pay methodologies 

are often the only way of valuing cultural services such as natural beauty or cultural heritage, whereas 

other methodologies may be available for regulating services such as flood risk mitigation, climate 

regulation or air quality.  A technique called ‘benefit transfer’ can be used to apply values established from 

a study in one area to other similar areas.   

The advantages of the PES approach to ELM are that it would provide a clear justification in terms of ‘public 

payments for public goods’ for the incentives offered to farmers.  Some of the disadvantages of the 

approach are summarised below. 

The project reviewed research by the South West Partnership for Environmental and Economic Prosperity 

(SWEEP)9 on Exmoor and Dartmoor10 which examined “standard practice” approaches to producing local 

natural capital accounts and applied them to the two National Parks.  Despite encountering a number of 

methodological difficulties, including missing data, competing assumptions, issues over ecosystem 

condition, temporal dynamics and missing economic values, the project produced valuations for Exmoor 

National Park as a whole for the following services: recreation, climate regulation, volunteering, air quality 

and pollination and for timber, livestock and crop production.  For most of these services and goods, the 

report breaks down these values by the different classes of natural capital that contribute to them.  Natural 

capital values were established for three of the ELM public goods (Recreation, climate regulation and air 

quality) for a range of different natural capital asset types. 

Table 4 shows the values per hectare of natural capital for the three public goods that were used in the 

SWEEP study.  These values are for the stock of total long term benefits that are ‘embedded’ in the natural 

capital assets; they are not values of the flows of services that would arise from achieving outcomes over a 

given period.  Given that ELM will involve annual payments for achieving outcomes, rather than one-off 

payments for the ‘purchase’ of natural capital stocks, the figures shown in Table 4 are not directly relevant 

to the purposes of this project.  What is needed for ELM payments will be the value of environmental 

goods and services (e.g. carbon, biodiversity, cultural heritage) that is maintained and/or added each year 

above a de minimus level that would represent the regulatory baseline of good land management.   

 
8 Although it should be noted that profit-foregone is sometimes used to establish ‘production function’ values in 
natural capital accounting. (See Natural Capital Committee (2019). Economic valuation and its applications in natural 
capital management and the Government’s 25 Year Environment Plan).   
9 SWEEP is a collaboration of three research institutions: the University of Exeter, Plymouth Marine Laboratory and 
the University of Plymouth – working together with a large group of highly engaged business, policy and community 
partners. 
10 Faccioli M, Zonneveld S, Tyler C and Day B (2019). Local Natural Capital Accounting: does it deliver useful 
management information?  A case study of Dartmoor and Exmoor National Parks.  SWEEP. December 2019 
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Notwithstanding this important caveat, Table 4 is helpful in comparing the total values for the three public 

goods between the different types of natural capital.  At one extreme, conifer woodland is given a value of 

£1,351/ha (the total values in the bottom row of Table 4), while at the other, unimproved neutral grassland 

is given a value a tenth of this at £134/ha.  It is worth noting that if the alternative, and more usual for agri-

environment schemes, method of profit-foregone is used to assign values, these differences would be 

reversed, with unimproved neutral grassland receiving a significantly higher payment than conifer 

woodland.   

Table 4.  Examples of the value of natural capital stock per hectare on Exmoor (from SWEEP study) 

Natural capital asset Recreation Climate regulation Air Quality 

Heather moorland £98 £215 £7 
Unimproved neutral grassland £30 £97 £7 
Unimproved acid grassland £100 £100 £7 
Broadleaved woodland £65 £668 £193 
Conifer woodland £65 £1,093 £193 

  See the explanation of this table in the previous paragraph.  The values should not be taken out of context. 

It should be emphasised that the examples in Table 4 are priced from different periods and are based on a 

range of different valuation methodologies.  In most cases it would not be appropriate to assume that 

these values equate to an annual value for providing each service.  Not surprisingly, these values do not 

therefore provide a reliable basis to set ELM payment levels on Exmoor.  If ELM payments were to be based 

on a set of natural capital values, these would need to value the benefits that accrue from ELM measures 

on a given area of land over a given period of time (i.e. a marginal and time-limited value).  In addition, 

these values would need to be attributable to metrics of condition of the natural capital that could be 

measured as an outcome of ELM. 

The workshops with participating farmers in November 2020 included discussion of potential 

methodologies for calculating ELM payments, comparing natural capital values with income foregone 

values. This highlighted the potential for distorting effects in situations where natural capital values were 

significantly different from income foregone values.  These can be explained with two examples.  It is likely 

that the maintenance of broadleaved woodland would receive high natural capital values because of the 

wide range of public goods provided but would receive relatively low income foregone values because of 

the low intensity of management required over the full management cycle.  Payments based on the former 

would be highly attractive to woodland managers, while payments based on the latter would not be likely 

to produce the high levels of uptake justified by the public goods offered from woodland.  The opposite 

situation can be envisaged for land management interventions with a high income foregone but relatively 

low natural capital valuation (for instance resource intensive species-recovery work).  The online survey 

which followed the workshops asked which method the participants thought should be used.  The large 

majority of respondents to the survey (72%) suggested a mixture of natural capital valuation and income-

foregone, with the remainder being split between preferring the former or latter approaches alone. 

Our overall conclusion is that natural capital valuation should have a role in measuring the public benefits 

delivered by ELM.  This should assess the cost-effectiveness of ELM objectives of ‘public payments for 

public goods’ and would be done as part of ELM monitoring and evaluation.  Ideally it would differentiate 

the value of benefits delivered by ELM at a regional level since many of these values are likely to vary 

between socio-economic regions and landscape types (i.e. upland, lowland pastoral and lowland arable 

landscapes).   

We also conclude that new research will be needed to calculate ELM-specific natural capital values (for 

instance public willingness to pay for biodiversity and natural beauty outcomes, damage abatement values 

of improved water quality, cleaner air and flood risk reduction, etc). 
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3.6  Modelling of payment levels and impacts at a holding level 

Two separate issues were tested with the participating farmers during the round of visits and online 

meetings as part of Component C of the project.  These were the use of a modelling tool as part of the 

Land Management Plan process and the effects of selected payment levels at a holding level.  The 

findings on these two separate issues are described below (pages 24 and 25 respectively). 

Before this work could be done, two pieces of preparatory work were required.  Firstly we needed draw up 

a set of realistic ELM measures to which payments could be applied and secondly we needed to develop a 

methodology for calculating suitable payments for these measures.   

Preparing a realistic set of ELM measure for testing 
Since there was no information available to the project during the summer and autumn of 2020 on the 

standards or actions that Defra was considering for ELM, we came up with our own structure of measures.  

Based on the work done in the Exmoor’s Ambition report (2018), this structure was split between ‘Good 

Farming and Forestry Measures’ and ‘Enhanced Benefit Measures’ (Table 5). 

Table 5.  Characteristics of the two different levels of measures developed in the project 

Good Farming & Forestry Measures Enhanced Benefit Measures 

• Apply to all farming and land managing 

businesses  

• Potentially equivalent to Defra’s proposed 

ELM Sustainable Farming Incentive 

• More environmentally ambitious and may 

apply to fewer holdings and cover less land  

• Potentially equivalent to ELM Local Nature 

Recovery component (Tier 2) 

The project did not have the time or resources to create a completely new set of individual land 

management measures and so we drew on the existing options in Mid and Higher Tier Countryside, only 

adding new options where none already existed.  It should be emphasised that the measures we selected 

for testing did not aim to be a comprehensive set of all those that might be needed in future, but a 

selection of the most significant ones.  The full list of measures tested are described in Appendix 16. 

Developing a methodology for calculating payments for the measures 

The existing payment levels available under Countryside Stewardship (CS) were not considered suitable for 

carrying across into ELM and testing in the project.  This is because CS payments were created in the 

context of the much higher payments provided by the Basic Payment Scheme (BPS).  As noted later in this 

report (Section 3.8) the withdrawal of BPS which is now underway fundamentally changes calculations of 

farm viability and thus the costs of delivering environmental measures.   The conclusions from the review 

of natural capital values (Section 3.5 above) meant that they did not provide a suitable basis for calculating 

a set of ELM payments for testing.  So we undertook to calculate payments for each Land Management 

Measure on the basis of “loss of income, plus”, reflecting the full costs of delivering borne by farmers.  This 

approach assesses the cost to the farmer/land manager of undertaking each of the Measures.  Four 

separate economic calculations have been used to produce the payments, as shown in Figure 6.  Further 

information on this is provided in Appendix 16. 

Figure 6.  Components used in the calculation of payment rates in this project 
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Use of a modelling tool to help prepare the Land Management Plan 

The first issue tested was the utility, in terms of ease of use and benefits gained, of a spreadsheet-based 

tool that enabled farmers to examine different combinations of the land management measures and the 

overall impacts of these on the holding and business.  The spreadsheet was designed so that it was pre-

populated with the field parcels (RPA numbers and areas), current natural capital land cover and a default 

‘good farming’ land management measure based on the current land cover.  The length of linear features 

on the holding was also provided.  The user (e.g. the farmer with or without an adviser) was free to select 

an alternate ‘good farming’ measure or an ‘enhanced benefit’ measure from a dropdown list appropriate to 

the current land cover.  Other tabs in the spreadsheet covered measures for linear features and 

environmental multipliers (See Appendix 16 for further explanation).   

The payments developed by the project (described above) were applied automatically to the selected 

measures and the overall payment generated was compared with the businesses’ receipts in 2019 from the 

Basic Payment Scheme (BPS) and agri-environment scheme (AES) agreements.  Comments from 

participating farmers were as follows: 

• The premise behind the spreadsheet is a good one.  Enabling the farmer to consider different land 

management measures and patterns of land use across the farm, as well as showing the financial 

impact of different choices puts them in a good position, helping them test and refine their 

proposals and giving them more confidence in the overall LMP they are putting forward.   As an 

example of this, one of the holdings used the spreadsheet to examine the effect of moving large 

areas of the holding to wood pasture which had been a long term environmental aspiration. 

• Having the spreadsheet pre-populated with default Good Farming measures which were based on 

the current land cover of each parcel greatly sped up the process of completing the spreadsheet 

and provided a good baseline of ‘status quo’ management from which to consider enhancement 

opportunities. 

• In most cases, the time allowed for the meetings with the project team to explain and complete the 

spreadsheet was not sufficient to cover all aspects or areas of the holding.  Two hours in person or 

on Zoom was the maximum that could be reasonably accommodated in one session.  For some 

holdings, the farmer spent further time amending the spreadsheet in their own time, for some a 

second session was held with a member of the project team and for some, the spreadsheet was not 

fully completed. 

• Most participants wished to see the spreadsheet and the mapping linked and fully interactive so 

that a change to one would be reflected in the other in real time.  Many participants would wish to 

work from the map first, then review the overall results on a spreadsheet.  Ideally, both would be 

available as an integrated online package.  Although it would require significant software 

development, farmers felt the upfront investment would be worthwhile. 

• The amalgamation of all hedges to an individual line in the spreadsheet did not allow for different 

treatment of hedges based on their size, location and stage in the management cycle (e.g laying on 

a 10-20 year rotation).  However, this would have required separate coding of each length of hedge 

on the maps which would have been time-consuming and was considered beyond the scope of this 

project. 
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The effects of payment levels at a holding level 

The second aspect of the modelling spreadsheet that was tested was the level of payments, including the 

overall total compared to the 2019 receipts from BPS and agri-environment (HLS or CS) payments and also 

the balance between different measures.  Participating farmers were provided with a briefing paper 

explaining how the payments had been calculated (Appendix 16) and each tab of the spreadsheet made it 

clear that the payments had been generated by this project for research purposes only and should not be 

relied upon for business planning. 

Figures 7 and 8 summarise the results of the modelling of the payment levels that were calculated for this 

project for participating holdings.  Figure 7 shows how the payments for the different scheme elements 

compare across the different sizes of holdings (calculated as the payment per hectare across the entire 

holding) and Figure 8 shows the extent to which the payments would replace 2019 BPS and AES  payments 

on the holding.  Farms that chose to rely mostly on the Good Farming base measures alone received an 

average payment of around £200 per ha and this enabled them to replace all of their BPS and AES income.  

Farms that made additional commitments to adopt Good Farming linear, Enhanced Benefit measures, 

Supplements and Multipliers added significantly to their payments, some receiving over three and a half 

times their BPS and AES payments. 

Figure 7. Summary of modelling results – payments per ha for different scheme elements 

 

Figure 8. Summary of modelling results – proportion of BPS and AES payments replaced 

 

Missing columns relate to 
holdings where BPS and AES 
data were not available  
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It is interesting that the ‘full cost of delivery’ approach that was used to calculated payment levels, which 

was completed before the spreadsheets for participating holdings were created or completed, resulted in 

payment levels that were somewhat higher than those received currently under BPS and AES.  This shows 

that if payments under ELM are to be maintained at a level that does not force significant financial 

upheaval and potential structural change, they will need to be at a level somewhat less, but similar, to 

those used in this project (at least for an upland area such as Exmoor). 

Several of the participating farmers suggested that the payments needed to be adjusted in favour of the 

enhanced options (i.e. reducing the Good Farming payments and increasing the Enhanced Benefits 

payments).  This acknowledges the higher natural capital benefits (public goods) provided by the Enhanced 

measures.  A particular case in point was the difference between improved permanent pasture, low input 

and very low input pasture, where participants wanted to see greater differentiation in payments. 

Following the meetings with participating farmers to test the modelling spreadsheet, alternative ways of 

calculating the payment levels were investigated.  This included reducing the allocation of fixed costs to 

each payment level by around half and, increasing the incentive element within the payments to favour 

Enhanced measures.  When these alternative payments were run through the spreadsheets for a selection 

of holdings, there were significant changes, with some farms losing and others gaining as might be 

expected.  The project was not able to take these alternative payment rates back to the participating 

farmers to test how this would change their selection of measures.  However, the alteration of payment 

levels showed that relatively small changes calculation methodology can have significant repercussions at a 

holding level.  Adjusting payment levels to better achieve scheme objectives is something that should be 

further explored.   

Feedback on other aspects of the payment level modelling included the following: 

• Not surprisingly, by far the most important issue for the participating farmers was the overall level of 

the payments forecast by the spreadsheet.  Most commented that the income they have been 

receiving from BPS underpins the viability of their business (See Section 3.8 following) and they need 

payments from ELM schemes to replace this in order to say solvent.  Faced with a potential reduction 

in payments, all of the participants sought to maximise their income by selecting better paid options 

and more supplements but not at the expense of ‘giving up’ the most productive areas of the farm to 

environmental enhancements.   

• Several participants commented that greater environmental (public good) benefits would result if the 

payment levels were linked to the Opportunity Map – i.e. parcels identified on this map should attract 

an uplift in the payment rate because of the greater benefits provided.  

• All participants wanted to see capital items included.  These were excluded from the model because of 

the additional complexity for testing in this project. 

Other feedback from the testing of measures and payments 

• In many instances, the mapping of existing land cover, and/or the boundary of the holding was not 

shown correctly despite errors being noted and corrected from the first round of visits.  This 

demonstrates that an iterative process of revision may be needed before mapping is correct. 

• For some participants, the range of measures offered as part of this project and contained in the 

spreadsheet was too limited.  This particularly applied to the management of woodland and of 

moorland. 

• Landlord-tenant issues in relation to the adoption of measures, such as woodland creation and 

permissive access, were discussed on some holdings. 
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3.7  Investigations on advice and guidance 

The original project proposal focussed on the structure of a team of ‘farm liaison officers’ who would be 

the ‘on-the-ground’ face of scheme administration.  However, during the project, it became clear that an 

equally important requirement for ELM would be the advice that farmers would seek to help them prepare 

and implement their Land Management Plans.  As a result the scope of the task was enlarged to cover both 

local administration and access by farmers to their own advisors. 

Roles and responsibilities – Experience from Exmoor’s past schemes 
There is over 40 years of experience of agri-environment scheme delivery in the National Park, starting with 

Moorland Management Agreements (1979 – 1980s), followed by the National Park Farm Conservation 

Scheme (1991-2012), Exmoor Environmentally Sensitive Area scheme (1993-2004)11 and Environmental 

Stewardship (2005-) to today’s Countryside Stewardship (2014-).  Discussion with local stakeholders shows 

that all of these schemes have required a spectrum of different stages and roles as shown in Figure 9, 

starting with agreeing the overall objectives of the scheme, administering the schemes processes, 

preparing individual agreements, making payments, monitoring compliance and evaluating the overall 

outcomes of the scheme, leading to a review of its objectives.   

Figure 9.  Stages in the ‘policy cycle’ of running successful agri-environment schemes 
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Exmoor’s experience shows that these roles can be delivered in different ways and at different scales.  

When the Moorland Management Agreements started on Exmoor almost all of these roles were 

undertaken in-house and locally by the National Park Authority.  Over the last 40 years, there has been a 

trend towards greater involvement of contractors and more work being done at a national rather than local 

level.  Many of the farmers involved in this project have regretted the move away from locally-based 

expertise, although many have welcome external contractor involvement (for instance use of farm advisers 

and land agents). 

Discussion in this project with advisers and scheme staff contrasted the pros and cons of using external 

contractors with employed project officers (See Table 6), coming to the conclusion that schemes work best 

on a ‘mixed diet’ of both types of provision.  With reference to Figure 9, contractors may be best suited to 

supporting agreement applications, compliance monitoring and outcome evaluation, whereas project 

officers are needed to lead on objective setting, scheme administration and financial control.  The last 

bullet in the left hand column of Table 6 highlights the role of contractors in supporting co-design.  

Participants in this project consider this an important requirement for successful implementation of ELM, 

requiring ongoing knowledge sharing at a local level between agreement holders, their advisers and project 

staff. 

 
11 Lobley et al. (2005).  
http://socialsciences.exeter.ac.uk/media/universityofexeter/research/microsites/centreforruralpolicyresearch/pdfs/r
esearchreports/BornOutofCrisis.pdf  

http://socialsciences.exeter.ac.uk/media/universityofexeter/research/microsites/centreforruralpolicyresearch/pdfs/researchreports/BornOutofCrisis.pdf
http://socialsciences.exeter.ac.uk/media/universityofexeter/research/microsites/centreforruralpolicyresearch/pdfs/researchreports/BornOutofCrisis.pdf
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Table 6.  Comparison of characteristics of different types of provision 

Open market contractors (Private/third sector) Employed project officers (Public sector) 

• Competition and choice tends to raise standards 
and encourages innovation 

• Flexibility to expand the resource at peak times 
(e.g. application windows) and reduce costs at 
other periods 

• Offers potential for co-design and involvement 
of participants in scheme implementation 

• Training and accreditation easily provided 
ensuring consistent standards 

• Continuity of staffing helps build-up trust with 
participants and experience of the area 

• Management of a team ensures efficient 
networking and referrals can take place.  

Views of farmers and land managers 
Views were gathered through discussion with the participating farmers during the online workshops and 

from two online surveys. 

Points on which there was agreement are as follows: 

• Farmers’ advisory needs.  In terms of scheme administration, farmers need a single point of 

contact for their agreement who they can develop a rapport with and who has sufficient 

knowledge and experience of the area and its environmental objectives to be able to resolve issues 

that may arise.  Farmers’ experience of recent schemes is that this has been lacking and has 

reduced the effectiveness of agreements. 

• Demand for advice.  Most farmers expect to use the services of an adviser to help them complete 

their ELM Land Management Plan.  As shown in Table 7, only 12% of the participating farmers in 

the project expected to complete the process themselves.  Table 8 shows that only 3% of farmers 

(from a larger survey of EHFN members) stated they did not need advice on environmental 

management, with nearly half knowing who they would get this advice from and the remainder not 

knowing where to get it from. 

• Farmers own input to their agreements.  Notwithstanding the need for advice, farmers expect the 

scheme requirements to be sufficiently clear and non-technical so that they can fully understand 

what is needed and can handle some or all of the application process themselves.  This will increase 

their own involvement and commitment to delivering the environmental outcomes.  Many farmers 

felt that the prescriptive and complex nature of current scheme processes meant that they were 

forced to rely too much on external advisers, reducing their own engagement with the scheme’s 

objectives. 

• Choice of advisers.  Farmers want the flexibility of deciding who they choose to give them advice.  

They rate practical experience and local knowledge highly and say that it takes several years to 

develop trust and confidence in their advisers.  They would be wary of being required to choose 

from a prescribed list of accredited advisers.  In general, farmers prefer to go through a single 

environmental/land management adviser, using them to acquire more specialist advice if needed. 

• Payments for advice.  If ELM is to include payments to cover the cost of professional advice (and 

there is support for this from farmers), most suggest this should be included as part of the core 

payment that they receive not as a separate payment specifically for advice.  This is because it 

would provide an incentive for them to ‘have a go’ at completing the Land Management Plan 

themselves, only involving an external adviser where necessary. 
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Table 7.  Use of an adviser to complete the Land Management Plan – Responses from T&T participants 
Would you expect to use an adviser to help you complete the Land Management Plan? 

Yes, I would expect to use an adviser to lead the process of completing the Plan 11 44% 

Partly. I would expect to complete most of it myself and involve an adviser for technical aspects 8 32% 

No, I would expect to be able to complete it all myself 3 12% 

I don't know enough about what will be needed to answer this question 3 12% 

Table 8. Sources of advice on a range of topics – Responses from Exmoor Hill Farming Network members 

This question is about sources of advice and assistance you may need to help you plan ahead and take 
advantage of new opportunities.  Please tick the options that apply to you. 

Number of responses: 70 
I won't need 

advice on this 

I will take advice 
from a source I 
already trust 

I need advice but 
don't know 

where to go for it 
Not answered 

Advice on financial planning (e.g. 
costings, accounts, tax) 

11% 67% 13% 9% 

Advice on production (e.g. feed, 
genetics, stock selection, animal health) 

26% 44% 20% 10% 

Advice on environmental management 
(helping wildlife, building up carbon, 
water management etc) 

3% 49% 41% 7% 

Advice on marketing and sales (e.g. 
selling groups, branding, promotion, etc) 

31% 24% 30% 14% 

Other advice 4% 3% 3% 90% 

Views of farm advisers and specialists  
Discussions were also held with a small group of land management advisers from FWAG South West, the 

National Park Authority and Exmoor Hill Farming Network, and soundings were taken from other 

stakeholders.  Key points of agreement from this group were as follows: 

• Skills required.  A wide range of different professional skills will be needed to assist farmers with 

ELM.  These include ecology, the historic environment, natural resource management (e.g. soils and 

water), forestry, agronomy (plant science), animal husbandry as well as legal (e.g. landlord-tenant 

issues) and financial advice. 

• Farmers gain most from having a single advisory point of contact with someone who gets to know 

the farm and the business’ objectives.  This main point of contact will necessarily be a ‘jack of all 

trades’, able to call in or recommend more specialist advice were needed. 

• Qualifications.  There is no single professional qualification that fits the role of this main advisory 

contact (those offered by CIWEM, IEMA, RICS, CAAV etc are all too specialist).  It is the experience 

that this person holds across a range of skills that is more important than the qualifications they 

hold.  This approach is already recognised in Defra’s Farm and Land Management Advice (FaLMA) 

Framework and the Technical Experience Profile (TEP) document provides a good model for 

recording this. 

• Supply of new advisers.  As ELM is rolled out, there is likely to be a significant increase in demand 

for good land management advisers.  If the low numbers of applications for new land management 

adviser posts recently advertised by FWAG South West are anything to go by, there is a shortage of 

suitably experienced people ready to fill these roles.  However, discussion with farmer participants 

in this project suggests that there are many people within the farming community (for instance 

sons and daughters) who would be interested in taking up these roles and who would already have 
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some of the skills needed.  Proactive engagement and familiarisation / CPD events run by existing 

advisory organisations on behalf of Defra will be needed to encourage people to come forward. 

• Time required for Land Management Plans.  The format and content of Land Management Plans is 

not yet known.  However, experience on Exmoor suggests that, taking a 80 ha (200 ac) mixed farm, 

the input needed from an advisor to prepare a Mid Tier Countryside Stewardship application is 

around three days (roughly half spent on the farm and half in the office) and the input needed for a 

Higher Level Stewardship application including a Farm Environment Plan, was around six days 

(roughly a third on farm and two thirds in the office).  

• Costs of advice.  The day rates of land management advisers on Exmoor vary considerably, starting 

at around £200/day for sole traders with basic ecology skills and rising to £600 or more per day for 

senior advisers from land agency firms.  An average cost of £400/day is a realistic basis for planning 

for future advisory needs, particularly where advice is given on a short term basis (i.e. a few days at 

a time, rather than over a longer contractual period when a lower day rate would apply). 

• The size of a locally-based project team.   Experience of past schemes and current advisory 

demands on Exmoor is helpful in gauging potential future needs.  The Exmoor Environmentally 

Sensitive Area scheme, which had around 500 agreements and 54% uptake by area in 1993, 

involved a MAFF/Rural Development Service project team of 3 full-time staff.  The Exmoor’s 

Ambition report (2018) estimated that administering 400 ELM agreements through a locally-based 

team would involve 6 project officers at a cost (average £45,000 salary and on-costs) of £270,000. 

3.8  Counterfactual trends for farming and environment land management on Exmoor 

As context to the analysis of likely environmental and financial impacts of different ELM payment levels 

(the following section), this project undertook a brief review of potential trajectories for land management 

on Exmoor, based on a counterfactual analysis of what might happen without ELM.  This is covered in two 

ways.  Firstly, analysis of data from the Defra-funded Farm Business Survey shows what might happen to 

farm business income when the Basic Payment Scheme is withdrawn (occurring 2021-2028).  Secondly, a 

review of horizon scanning reports examined key drivers of change on land management and the 

environment under the headings of climate, social and technological change. 

Exmoor without a replacement for the Basic Payment Scheme 

Table 9 shows summary data from the Farm Business Survey for 2018-19 (the latest year for which results 

are available) covering the three farm types that account for 85% of holdings on Exmoor. The Farm 

Business Survey is commissioned annually by Defra from Rural Business Research who monitor a 

representative sample of farms.  The data are from the farms monitored in the South West (numbers of 

farms in each type are shown as N=). 

The table shows that income from the Basic Payment Scheme (BPS) accounts for a very high proportion of 

average Farm Business Income12, especially for LFA13 Grazing Livestock farms that would make a loss 

without BPS.  It shows that LFA and lowland grazing livestock farms, on average, make a loss on their 

agricultural production activities.  The economics of farming in a physically challenging environment such as 

Exmoor is fragile and has relied heavily on public support through the EU Common Agricultural Policy. 

 
12 Farm Business Income is defined as “The financial return to unpaid labour (farmers and other unpaid partners in the business) 
and to their capital invested in the farm business, including land and buildings. For corporate businesses it represents the financial 
return on shareholders' capital”. 
13 LFA stands for ‘Less Favoured Area’ which relates to upland areas 
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Table 9. Summary Outputs and Input Costs, South West Farm Business Survey 2018-19  - Average per farm 

SW LFA Grazing Livestock  (N=37 farms) Income Costs Net income % of FBI 

Agricultural production  £     58,490   £   (71,931)  £   (13,441) -83% 

Agri-environment  £     10,862   £     (1,822)  £       9,040  56% 

Diversified enterprises  £       3,319   £     (1,711)  £       1,608  10% 

Basic Payment Scheme  £     21,536   £     (2,458)  £     19,078  117% 

Farm Business Income    £     16,285   
     

SW Lowland Grazing Livestock  (N=102 farms) Income Costs Net income % of FBI 

Agricultural production  £     62,702   £   (75,649)  £   (12,947) -83% 

Agri-environment  £       3,000   £        (488)  £       2,512  16% 

Diversified enterprises  £     17,162   £     (6,404)  £     10,758  69% 

Basic Payment Scheme  £     17,042   £     (1,794)  £     15,248  98% 

Farm Business Income    £     15,571   
     

SW General Cropping  (N=14 farms) Income Costs Net income % of FBI 

Agricultural production  £   153,703   £ (142,241)  £     11,462  24% 

Agri-environment  £       1,736   £        (232)  £       1,504  3% 

Diversified enterprises  £     20,779   £     (6,544)  £     14,235  29% 

Basic Payment Scheme  £     22,454   £     (1,326)  £     21,128  44% 

Farm Business Income    £     48,329   

Source: http://www.farmbusinesssurvey.co.uk/regional/Reports-on-Farming-in-the-Regions-of-England.asp. Table 10.   

The key conclusion from Table 9 is that if Exmoor farmers are not able to replace the Basic Payment 

Scheme with other sources of income most will no longer be economically viable.  This would lead to major 

economic and social restructuring of farms with significant impacts on the rural economy, and a loss of the 

cultural fabric of the National Park that is considered by the National Park Authority and many of its visitors 

to be a key quality of the area.  Given the low profitability on which many Exmoor farms already exist 

(working with levels of return that other commercial operators including conservation charities would not 

accept), it is clear that environmental objectives such as the grazing of moorland and flower-rich grassland 

and the management of woodland and hedges will only be achieved with levels of financial support similar 

to those available under BPS and current AES. 

Drivers of change affecting land management on Exmoor 
The second part of the examination of counterfactual trends in the absence of the ELM schemes involved 

looking at external drivers of change that are likely to affect land management on Exmoor over the next 20 

years.  This drew on three horizon scanning research papers14.  This review deliberately excluded public 

policy objectives for land management since it was considered that most of these would be delivered 

through the ELM schemes, and are therefore not part of a counterfactual analysis. 

The external drivers of change are listed under three headings as summarised in Figure 10.  Some of these 

forces will directly affect land use (for instance those listed under climate change) and others will affect the 

demands placed on land and the technologies available to manage it (such as agri-tech, increasing leisure 

time and changes in markets for food).  Other drivers of change will affect the wider social and economic 

context in which farming and land management take place such as an increasingly IT-reliant and 

geographically decentralised economy and the effects of an ageing population. 

 
14 The horizon scanning papers were: 1). Natural England (2017, unpublished). Natural England Futures Synthesis 2017 - 
Powerpoint Presentation prepared by Helen Doran. 2).  Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology (2015).  Towards 2020 and 
Beyond.  Post Note No 500.  June 2015. http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/POST-PN-0500 and 3) 
Creedy, J.B., Doran, H., Duffield, S.J., George, N.J., and Kass, G.S. 2009. England’s natural environment in 2060 - issues, implications 
and scenarios.  NE Research Report NERR031.  November 2009.  http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/31030  

http://www.farmbusinesssurvey.co.uk/regional/Reports-on-Farming-in-the-Regions-of-England.asp
http://researchbriefings.parliament.uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/POST-PN-0500%20and%203
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/31030
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Figure 10. Drivers of change affecting land management on Exmoor 

Climate change Technological change Social change 

• Habitat change at increasing 
pace, e.g. scrubbing-up of 
moorland, drying out of mires 

• New non-native (invasive) 
species, new pests & diseases 

• Extreme weather including flash 
flooding and drought 

• Clean (& cheaper?) energy 

• Agri-engineering and genomics 

• AI and robotics 

• IT – leading to a less centralised 
economy and potentially assisting 
peripheral regions 

• Ageing population – more leisure 
time and social care 

• Increasingly urban population 

• Change in diets – less meat.  
Support for grass fed? 

• Personalised healthcare and 
social prescribing 

The findings from this review are as follows: 

1. The accelerating changes to the climate will alter Exmoor’s most valued semi-natural habitats such 

as its heather moorland, mires, ancient semi-natural woodland and river SSSIs.  Habitat and 

landscape management, including livestock grazing and forestry practices, would provide nature 

with resilience and the chance to adapt to this change.  Without these inputs (or even despite them 

in the face of overwhelming pressure) many of the features and species that are currently valued 

would be likely to decline.  It is not currently clear whether what would replace these features and 

habitats would be environmentally preferable or not.  For members of the public who like 

continuity in the landscape, such change would probably not be welcomed. 

2. Technological and social change has the potential to reduce Exmoor’s remoteness and some of its 

economic disadvantages, while at the same time its environmental qualities become increasingly 

valued.  This may make it a more desirable place to live and visit, offering economic opportunities 

to existing businesses but further increasing the price of houses and land.  These opportunities are 

likely to accelerate structural change in farming businesses, such as diversification away from 

primary agricultural production, family succession, land sales/purchases and contracting 

arrangements. 

3. These two trajectories of change would appear to be independent of each other and, to a certain 

extent, running in opposite directions.  The first threatens a less certain and stable natural 

environment and the loss of what is now valued, while the second offers a strengthening of 

connections and opportunities to build up value.  However both involve significant change and a 

departure from current certainties.  

Counterfactual conclusions 

The work described above sought to understand the forces of change that will be acting on farming and 

environmental land management on Exmoor over the next 20 years and how these set the context for 

delivery of the ELM schemes.  Overall conclusions are as follows. 

• The removal of BPS payments threatens the economic viability of most Exmoor farming businesses.  

Similar levels of support through ELM schemes are likely to be needed to ensure Exmoor’s natural 

capital assets are maintained and the potential for public good are met. 

• The threats to Exmoor’s natural environment from climate change will grow and, for many of its 

valued habitats and features, active management will be needed to mitigate or adapt to these 

threats. 

• Technological and social changes will offer new opportunities that may accelerate structural 
changes in farming and land ownership/management, including farm diversification. 
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4  Discussion of results 

This chapter addresses the research questions that have been identified as most relevant to the work 

undertaken in this reporting period.  It does so under Defra’s six themes of the Tests and Trials programme.  

The numbering of the questions follows that provided by the guidance document provided by Defra (ICF, 

2020). 

4.1  Theme A: Land Management Plans 

Q 1. What are the important components to include in a LMP? 

This project has focused on the information and processes that are needed to enable farmers and land 

managers to identify the ELM measures for their land.  Much of this has been akin to the process of 

drawing up a Farm Environment Plan for High Level Stewardship / Countryside Stewardship agreements, 

although we have tried to streamline the process where possible.  Based on discussion with farmers and 

inputs from the Exmoor Hill Farming Network during the preparation of our ‘Exmoor’s Ambition’ document 

during 201915, our aims have been to design components which allow the farmer / land manager to take 

ownership of the LMP so that they see it as their document, rather than one that has been presented to 

them for their acceptance. 

The components of LMPs that we have developed and tested are: 

1. A templated document (i.e. set out under a standard form structure) which takes a natural capital 

approach to describing existing assets on the holding.  This is used to collect and share information 

from and with the farmer about their holding. 

2. A set of maps to accompany the templated document showing existing spatial data for the holding. 

3. Definitions of the conditions of natural capital assets that will underpin the outcomes that will be 

delivered by LMPs. 

4. A map-based approach to identifying strategic landscape-scale environmental opportunities that 

can be easily interpreted at a holding and parcel scale by each farmer . 

5. A spreadsheet-based tool to enable each farmer to develop their ELM proposals based on an 

understanding of the overall financial implications it will have for their business. 

1. Register of Natural Capital assets.  The participating farmers liked the way the form starts with a 

description of their business, rooting the Plan in the commercial realities of the farm, before moving on to 

cover natural capital.  The summary matrix showing the extent of natural capital assets and their potential 

delivery of ELM public goods helped to communicate the aims of ELM and illustrate the breadth of 

objectives.  There was strong support from key stakeholders to describe the sense of place, natural beauty 

and other aesthetic qualities of each holding (deemed essential to the National Park’s designation and its 

popularity with visitors).  We initially addressed this using ‘tick box’ statements of landscape character, 

taken from the published Landscape Character Assessment, but this proved inadequate and we added 

further ‘free text’ sections so that all aspects of landscape and ‘spirit of place’ to be described.  The farmers 

welcomed the description of historic environment records on their land, particularly those who have not 

previously seen this information in High Level Stewardship FEPs.  We were unable to populate the section 

on wildlife species due to data licensing issues with the Local Environmental Records Centre, but there was 

strong support from farmers to recording their own knowledge of the species they know live on their land.  

 
15 https://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/living-and-working/info-for-farmers-and-land-managers/exmoor-
ambition  

https://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/living-and-working/info-for-farmers-and-land-managers/exmoor-ambition
https://www.exmoor-nationalpark.gov.uk/living-and-working/info-for-farmers-and-land-managers/exmoor-ambition
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2. Maps of natural capital assets.  Using the UK Habitat Classification (UKHab) to map natural capital has 

broadly worked although additions were needed to encompass all elements of natural capital relevant to 

Exmoor.  The main gaps and inaccuracies in existing spatial data from national and local datasets are for 

grassland (particularly the extent of permanent pasture and different qualities of biodiverse / agriculturally 

unimproved grassland) and field boundaries, both of which are very significant types of natural capital on 

Exmoor.  A set of four different maps were deemed necessary to clearly show all the spatial data.  These 

were 1. Existing land cover, 2. Land designations, 3. Landscape character and public access and 4. Historic 

environment sites and areas  .  The maps were made available to participating farmers (variously) as paper 

maps at A3 scale, as PDF documents and through an online portal set up specifically for the project where 

the four maps were separate layers which could be viewed individually. 

3. Defining the condition of natural capital assets.  This is covered below under Question 11 (bottom of 

page 37): What methods (including farmer self-assessment) appear effective at validating the public goods 

participants deliver? 

Q 3. In what way, if at all, have land manager attitudes, behaviours or practices changed as 

a result of preparing LMPs? 

To a certain extent, the sample of participating farmers in our project were self-selecting (on the basis that 

they agreed to take part) and so they were probably more interested in the design of ELM schemes than 

many other farmers.  While the terms ‘natural capital’ and ‘public goods’ were unfamiliar to most of the 

participants, they strongly supported the concepts and grew more familiar and supportive of them during 

the project.  They welcomed the recognition in ELM that conserving and enhancing their farm’s 

environmental and cultural assets were activities that deserve public support, providing them with income 

that can complement their commercial farming and other land management work.  They also welcomed 

and actively contributed to the co-design approach which values their own knowledge and experience 

alongside those of project staff and specialists.   

The two issues they stressed most strongly throughout the project were  

a) that environmental objectives for their land should be practical (i.e. appropriate and achievable) 

and complement their own plans and  

b) that future payments (in the absence of BPS) must recognise the full costs and loss of income. 

Q 4. What types of information, knowledge or skills have been applied to develop a LMP?  

Our approach has brought together the following information and knowledge: 

c) Information from the farmer / land manager to describe their business and management system, 

so that they feel ownership of the LMP and that it is based on their own needs and aspirations. 

d) Collation of existing spatial data from national and local sources to map the existing natural capital 

present on holdings and relate this to its potential to deliver public goods. 

e) Information on key landscape characteristics, historic environment sites and records and 

designated areas, drawn from existing published sources 

f) Definitions, developed for Exmoor as a whole, of what constitutes high, moderate and low 

condition of different types of natural capital, set out in the way that is understandable by a non-

technical audience, including farmers / land managers. 

We suggest that the skills required to assemble and use this information are: 
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a) Specialist advice on the use of national and local spatial data within a typology of natural capital 

based on the UK Habitat Classification (UKHab).  This would involve inputs at a national level from 

Natural England, Historic England, Forestry England and the Environment Agency and, at a local 

level from local authority specialists (ecologists, landscape architects and archaeologists) and from 

Local Environmental Records Centres. 

b) GIS specialists to collate existing spatial data from national and local sources so that these can be 

presented in a standard and integrated format in holding level maps and statistical summaries of 

natural capital assets. 

c) Advisers who are familiar with ELM and the LMP process (and may benefit from formal training and 

possibly accreditation) and who can assist farmers / land managers to complete their LMP. 

d) Most importantly, the involvement of the farmers / land manager themselves who should 

determine and fully take on the objectives and measures set out in their LMP.  They will benefit 

from resources (online videos, local events etc) to ensure they are familiar with the requirements 

and can feedback back their experience.  However, it will be essential the LMP process is designed 

wherever possible to be understandable by them. 

Q 5.  What tools and mechanisms are used to produce LMPs? 

Best practice guidance on the natural capital approach16 states that in order to understand how natural 

capital assets deliver public goods, information is needed on both the extent and condition of these assets.  

This section deals with spatial data on the extent of natural capital.   

Following a review of existing spatial data held by ENPA and partners, we found a number of things about 

the extent and accuracy of these data, as follows: 

• On Exmoor as elsewhere in England, existing data about the extent of natural capital, while patchy, 

is generally much better than data about condition.   

• Some existing environmental data on the extent of natural capital is relatively up-to-date and 

reliable.  This includes the Forestry Commission’s National Forestry Inventory (although it does not 

show areas smaller than 0.5 hectares with a minimum width of 20 m) and data on public rights of 

way and open access land. 

• Natural England’s Priority Habitat Inventory (PHI) covers a wide range of habitats but many of the 

areas have not been resurveyed since the data were assembled in the 1980s and 1990s and the 

data may no longer be reliable.  The PHI data is unlikely to record small areas of valuable habitats 

such as riparian wetlands. 

• Data on the extent of historic environment assets ranges from nationally scheduled monuments 

(which are considered to have poor coverage on Exmoor, omitting many nationally important sites) 

to the large Historic Environment Record (HER) which includes many records of questionable value 

to this project.  A process has been underway by ENPA to ‘clean’ the HER so that it highlights all 

significant records and this will be made available on all the case study holdings used in this project. 

• The greatest gaps in existing data for mapping the extent of natural capital on Exmoor are for 

grassland (including unimproved and semi-improved pasture and rough grazing) and hedgerows.  

ENPA has provided a collated dataset of previous grassland surveys but this is still considered to be 

 
16   See for instance: 
https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/environmentalaccounts/methodologies/principlesofnaturalcapitalaccounting  

https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/environmentalaccounts/methodologies/principlesofnaturalcapitalaccounting
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potentially out-of-date and unreliable.  For hedges, it is understood that Ordnance Survey holds 

data which may be of use and we are seeking access to this via our contractor, FWAG SW. 

• Obtaining the necessary licences to use data controlled by third parties can be difficult.  We 

encountered an issue with data held by the Local Environmental Records Centres who kindly 

allowed their data to be used for this Test and Trial and were clear that ongoing use would need to 

be licenced.  Although ENPA pays an annual licence fee to access the data, it cannot be shared with 

other contractors.  Some of this data is likely to be of value to the project, including areas of locally 

designated wildlife sites and some species records (such as bat roosts).  

As noted earlier, the project has successfully adapted the UKHab classification as the basis for descriptions 

of natural capital assets on Exmoor farms.  We found that the published classification lacks granularity to 

describe land cover of lower ecological value, characteristic landscape features (such as different types of 

field boundary) and non-living assets such as buildings of historic interest and public right of way.  Examples 

of categories that we added to the published classification are upland heathland that is dominated by 

Molinia (‘grass moorland’), semi-improved permanent grassland, hedgerows on a bank consisting entirely 

of beech (‘beech hedgebanks’) and woods consisting of mixed conifer species.  While these may not be of 

high ecological value, they are important for delivering other public goods such as natural beauty, clean 

and plentiful water, mitigation of climate change, etc. 

We found that making the maps of current natural capital assets available to farmers through an online 

zoomable portal gave them an additional resource to check the maps, alongside paper copies and PDFs.  

This is covered further under Question 16 (page 39). 

4.2  Theme B: Spatial prioritisation 

Q 21. How have T&Ts defined local priorities and with whom?  

Local priorities for Exmoor are set out in the Partnership Plan for which significant consultation has 

undertaken over many years. The plan identifies special qualities of the national park and how these can be 

conserved and enhanced. Through the Partnership Plan several ‘Partnership Groups’ have been established 

for specific themes such as Wildlife, Landscape, Farming, Heritage and Woodland, which bring together a 

wide range of partners including local farmers and landowners, conservation charities (RSPB, National 

Trust, Exmoor Society, Butterfly Conservation, local Wildlife Trusts, CPRE, Farming and Wildlife Advisory 

Group SW) and statutory agencies (Natural England, Environment Agency, Forestry Commission, Historic 

England) and the National Park Authority. 

Q 22. How does the prioritisation process balance priorities at different spatial scales? 

This study was mainly undertaken at a landscape scale, which was taken as the whole of Exmoor. Nature 

recovery could be demonstrated at this scale and this could be shown to deliver additional environmental 

goods, particularly carbon storage. This was also shown to be workable at a holding scale and the same 

data could easily be used at a farm cluster area scale. The rationale taken was to use the place sensitive 

public goods to guide the delivery of where others could be delivered which were less place sensitive. An 

example of this is with tree establishment; nature recovery mapping and catchment management mapping 

could guide where the most benefit from achieving tree planting would be gained and where sensitive sites 

could be avoided. 

Mapping cultural services, ie beauty, heritage and engagement proved difficult at a landscape scale and 

consequently it was difficult to evidence multiple benefits across natural services and cultural services. 
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There was no consensus on the validity of the landscape mapping and some felt it was not viable to divide 

the landscape up in terms of sensitivity.  

Historic environment (HE) data was felt to only have significance at a site scale or local area scale. Across 

the national park potential HE significance is presumed and this is to be assessed in detail at a site scale. 

Q 23. What activities have been carried out to help identify local priorities at different 

scales? 

The natural capital mapping was carried out for all ELM public goods at both a landscape and a holding 

scale, using a wide range of data. At the landscape scale this was tested by the multi-partner Sounding 

Board. At the holding scale this was tested by participant land managers. 

Q 24. In what ways have T&Ts addressed synergies, competing priorities and conflicts in 

needs at a local scale?   

The landscape scale public good mapping suggested an approximate pattern to blend local and national 

priorities by enabling national targets to be delivered in a way that either enhances or minimises impact on 

National Park special qualities. Taking the maps at face value, a pattern is suggested across the main 

landscape components of moorland, woodland and farmed land.  

The moorland areas have high scenic and historic environment value and are also core habitats. The win-

win-win here is to restore functional peatlands which deliver a wide range of public goods, impinging only 

on the accessibility. A similar approach can be taken to the coastal areas, where the open coastal heath 

landscapes can be continued to be managed for multiple benefits. 

The wooded valleys deliver much in terms of biodiversity, slowing the flow, and carbon storage and can be 

enhanced by further habitat buffering, connectivity and appropriate management. 

The farmland is predominantly permanent pasture which can be enhanced for multi benefits through 

measures for nature friendly farming such as reduction in inputs, longer sward in winter, enhanced hedge 

management and a more extensive approach. This would keep the land in productivity and maintain 

landscape character. 

This approach is combined in the nature recovery mapping which, if refined further, could be a blueprint 

for spatial prioritisation and should be tested further with land managers. 

This perhaps simplistic finding was not unanimously supported by the Sounding Board who wanted to see 

further work layering the heatmaps to identify win-wins and areas for investment. They also recommended 

a caveat that a detailed holding level assessment should be undertaken before any decisions are taken. A 

further view from a land management perspective was that domestic agricultural productivity should be 

taken into account in any prioritisation exercise and that it should be considered as a public good.  

4.3  Theme C: Payments 

Q 11. What methods (including farmer self-assessment) appear effective at validating the 

public goods participants deliver?  

We examined whether an objective approach using non-technical criteria could be used to classify seven 

types of natural capital found on Exmoor into three condition classes (high, moderate and low), assessing 

their delivery of public goods.  Feedback from specialists demonstrated that what they considered a simple 

approach (using a form on a single sheet of A4 paper) gave meaningful and repeatable results.  Our initial 

objective had been to create a methodology that farmers would be willing and able to complete 
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themselves, ensuring they had first-hand experience of measuring the outcomes from their ELM 

interventions.  However, the testing we undertook suggested that whilst some farmers would be willing to 

get involved in this type of self-assessment, others would prefer to outsource the work.  It was suggested 

that it could be useful to incentivise the self-assessment process by including this work as part of the 

payment.  Those farmers who choose to conduct the assessment themselves could in effect take a wage for 

doing the work and others could use the funding to pay an agent or other advisor to do so.   

There is clearly a trade-off between developing a methodology that is detailed enough to provide robust 

and meaningful results and but is also quick and easy for farmers themselves to complete.  We were unable 

to find the sweet spot that achieves both these objectives, suggesting that specialist adviser support will be 

needed to help farmers measure the progress on their land.  However, feedback from farmer participants 

was that they expect to be able to understand and have confidence in the assessment process, even if they 

choose not to undertaken it themselves. 

Q 12. How feasible are Natural Capital based payment rates for incentivising farmers to 

deliver public goods compared to other payment rates? 

This project has reviewed the results of a natural capital accounting study for Exmoor undertaken by the 

SWEEP programme as well as other sources of natural capital valuation that could be applied to Exmoor.  

This work found that much existing valuation data calculates the total value of the benefits embedded in 

natural capital and not annual flows of marginal or additional value (above a baseline of that provided by 

adherence to regulation) that is maintained or added by land management activities.  It is the latter that is 

needed for ELM payments.   

Another significant issue limiting the use of natural capital values to ELM is the difficulty that economists 

face in providing reliable values for the cultural services, due mainly to wide variations in data from 

willingness to pay studies from which benefit transfer values could be applied. 

Further, we concluded that if ELM payments used natural capital values, even if they were based on annual 

flows of benefit not the total stock, they would set very different priorities for farmers and landowners.  

They would incentivise farmers to provide types of natural capital that have relatively high public good 

values and low costs of delivery (such as existing areas of woodland or woodland created on agriculturally 

marginal land) and, conversely, would discourage them from provide natural capital with relatively low 

public good values and high costs of deliver (such as high nature value grassland on agriculturally 

productive land).  Such a payment regime would be likely to produce significant change to land use at a 

landscape scale and could have significant economic impacts on existing business structures.  It’s reliance 

on broad economic assumptions used to calculate public good values might also produce unintended policy 

consequences (for instance the planting of conifer trees on unimproved grassland). 

However, our participating farmers liked the idea that payments should include a recognition of the 

benefits to society.  They were keen to see a mixed approach in which both costs of delivery and natural 

capital values were used to incentivise measures. 

Q 15. How could the methodology for calculating ELM payment rates be refined to better 

reflect the true opportunity costs (for each individual land manager)? 

Analysis of the results from the annual Farm Business Survey commissioned by Defra for upland farms in 

the South West showed us that the Basic Payment Scheme (BPS) has been a critical source of income to 

most Exmoor farm businesses, making up for the unprofitability of livestock farming in the National Park.  

Previous agri-environment scheme payments have been based on an income-foregone calculation that has 
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assumed that the farm’s core fixed costs (for instance land finance, machinery, buildings and labour) are 

covered by income from commercial agriculture and decoupled CAP subsidy such as BPS.  However, when 

BPS is withdrawn this will not be the case (unless there is a very significant increase in agricultural income 

or a drop in costs, neither of which seem likely).   We found that a new approach, that recognises the full 

costs of delivering environmental outcomes including a share of core fixed costs, will be needed if farm 

businesses are to remain viable on Exmoor.   

Furthermore, we noted that many farming families are willing to accept lower levels of return on their 

capital and labour, below the minimum wage in many cases, than is the case for more commercial 

landowners who use salaried staff and take a more hard-headed approach to return on invested capital.  

This suggests that a rigorous approach to calculating ELM payments, taking account of the full costs 

incurred, will be as relevant to institutional landowners (including conservation charities) as it is for family-

based farms. 

Using specialist inputs from Savills, we developed a method for calculating payments based on a ‘full cost 

recovery’ basis, including a share of enterprise fixed costs and we modelled these payments at a whole-

farm scale on our participating farms.  The results of this showed that these payments more than made up 

for the withdrawal of BPS, resulting in a higher level of income on almost all the farms.  Feedback from the 

farmers was that they would like to see greater differentiation in payments based on the level of 

environmental enhancement (i.e. widening the range of payments, with lower payments for interventions 

with lower public good benefits and higher payment for enhancements).   

4.4  Theme D: Innovative delivery 

Q 16. To what extent have T&Ts identified and used innovative tools and mechanisms (e.g. 

apps) to contribute to the development of LMPs and delivery of anticipated outcomes? 

Two of the outputs of our project might be considered to be innovative tools.  The first of these was an 

online mapping portal developed for us by GIS consultants Lutra and ENPA’s GIS specialist, using the data 

we developed.  This allowed participating farmers to log in to the portal using only their internet browser 

(not requiring software to be downloaded), with their own username and password providing access to the 

mapped data for their farm.  The portal provided access to the data developed for their Land Management 

Plans (see Question 1 above), with each of the four paper/PDF maps converted into a separate layer that 

could be turned on and off.  The feedback from participating farmers was that the online version of the 

maps allowed them to zoom in and see individual field or woodland parcels more clearly.  The same 

weaknesses about inaccuracies in mapping applied and there was no method for them to correct these 

online. 

The second innovative toolkit was the spreadsheet that was developed to allow farmers, with their advisers 

to select land management measures in each field parcel and see the overall impact, including the change 

to their income compared to BPS and current agri-environment agreements (see Appendix 17).  This was a 

popular output of the project which all participating farmers said helped them consider different options 

and gave them a good picture of what they were committing to and what they would receive in return.  

They wanted to see the spreadsheet combined with an interactive map and would have preferred to select 

the land management measures on the map, then look at the spreadsheet to see what the effect of their 

choices was.  Ideally, the linked map and spreadsheet would be available online and would form part of the 

Land Management Plan submitted to Defra. 
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4.5  Theme E: Advice & guidance 

Q 29. In what ways has advice, facilitation and/or guidance supported T&Ts to achieve their 

objectives? In what contexts, for whom and in what circumstances? 

The results achieved by the project would not have been possible without the close involvement of 

specialists at Exmoor National Park Authority, encompassing ecology, the historic environment, forestry, 

land management, GIS and landscape character.  In addition, advice and guidance on the spatial 

prioritisation work has been provided by national agencies and local stakeholders.  We consider that in 

order to deliver the Local Nature Recovery and Landscape Recovery Schemes in ELM this level of 

involvement in the ELM prioritisation from specialist advisers and stakeholders will be essential in order to 

ensure that scheme is tailored to local circumstances and can delivery good value for money in the 

outcomes achieved. 

Our experience also suggests that co-design with representatives of farmers and other land managers of 

the tools and forms that will be used to deliver ELM, will be essential to ensure they are as committed and 

practically involved as possible in achieving the outcomes.   

Discussion with advisers and scheme staff on the ways that advice and guidance could be conveyed to 

farmers contrasted the pros and cons of using external contractors with employed project officers.  We 

came to the conclusion that past schemes have worked best on a ‘mixed diet’ of both types of provision.  

Contractors may be best suited to supporting agreement applications, compliance monitoring and outcome 

evaluation, whereas project officers are needed to lead on objective setting, scheme administration and 

financial control.  

Farmers told us they need a single point of contact with the scheme staff overseeing their agreement.  This 

allows them to develop a rapport with the individual, developing sufficient knowledge and experience of 

the area and its environmental objectives to be able to resolve issues that may arise.  Farmers’ experience 

of recent schemes is that this has been lacking and has reduced the effectiveness of agreements. 

Most farmers (88% in our survey) expect to use the services of an adviser to help them complete their ELM 

Land Management Plan, with nearly half know who they would get this advice from. Farmers want the 

flexibility of deciding who they choose to give them advice.  They rate practical experience and local 

knowledge highly and say that it takes several years to develop trust and confidence in their advisers.  They 

would be wary of being required to choose from a prescribed list of accredited advisers.  In general, 

farmers prefer to go through a single environmental/land management adviser, using them to acquire 

more specialist advice if needed. If ELM is to include payments to cover the cost of professional advice (and 

there is support for this from farmers), most suggest this should be included as part of the core payment 

that they receive not as a separate payment specifically for advice.  This is because it would provide an 

incentive for them to ‘have a go’ at completing the Land Management Plan themselves, only involving an 

external adviser where necessary. 

Discussions during the project with local land management advisers suggest that there is no single 

professional qualification that fits the role of the farmer’s primary advisory contact (those offered by 

CIWEM, IEMA, RICS, CAAV etc are all too specialist).  Rather it is their experience that is more important – 

an approach that is recognised in Defra’s Farm and Land Management Advice (FaLMA) Framework.  As ELM 

is rolled out, there is likely to be a significant increase in demand for good land management advisers.  

Experience from recently advertised advisor posts in the South West shows there is already a shortage of 

suitably experienced people.  However, discussion with farmer participants suggested that people within 

the farming community (for instance sons and daughters) would be interested in taking up roles and 
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already have some of the skills needed.  Proactive engagement and familiarisation / CPD events run by 

existing advisory organisations on behalf of Defra will be needed to encourage people to come forward. 

Finally, the project considered the scale of resources that might be needed to provide advice for Land 

Management Plan development and implementation.  Experience from Countryside Stewardship on a 80 

ha mixed farm suggests around three days input is needed from an adviser to prepare a basic plan (roughly 

half spent on the farm and half in the office) rising to around six days for a more complex ‘enhancement’ 

plan (roughly a third on farm and two thirds in the office).  The day rates of land management advisers on 

Exmoor vary considerably, starting at around £200/day for sole traders with basic ecology skills and rising 

to £600 or more per day for senior advisers from land agency firms.  We considered an average cost of 

£400/day is a realistic basis for planning for future advisory needs, particularly where advice is given on a 

short term basis (i.e. a few days at a time, rather than over a longer contractual period when a lower day 

rate would apply). 

4.6  Theme F: Collaboration 

Q 7.  In what ways, if at all, have collaborative activities fostered change in attitudes, 

behaviours and practices? 

Planned activities to gather neighbouring farmers together to examine landscape-scale collaboration on 

environmental management were curtailed by Covid-19 restrictions.   However, discussion held individually 

and over collective Zoom meetings suggest that farmers appreciate an understanding of the wider 

landscape-scale context of their farm and the actions they can take.  They like to see the natural capital 

mapping data on neighbouring land, for instance showing wildlife corridors and most were quite happy for 

their neighbours to see their mapping data.  Furthermore, most farmers did not consider it necessary that 

they personally convened with neighbours and agreed formal collaborative activities, instead being happy 

that coordination could just as well take place through a project officer or adviser helping to ensure that 

individual Land Management Plans linked together to provide a great sum. 
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5  Conclusions 

In this final chapter of the report, we describe the overall key findings of the project and suggest a number 

of recommendations for further work. 

5.1  Key findings 

Land Management Plans 

1. The concept of natural capital, describing the range of assets held by farmers that provide public goods 

valued by society, provides a good basis for drawing up Land Management Plans, even though the 

terminology is unfamiliar and may be initially off-putting to many.  We found that using maps to show 

the location of these assets across the farm helps identify priorities and opportunities.  Combining this 

with information about the farm business and its different enterprises and activities helps root the 

Land Management Plan to the specifics of the farm.  Although an adviser may be needed to help draw 

up the Land Management Plan (we calculated between three and six days input for a good plan on an 

80 ha mixed farm is realistic), farmers expect the plan to be understandable (not requiring specialist 

environmental knowledge) and easy to read. 

Spatial prioritisation 

2. We found that national and local priorities for land management can be readily identified from policy 

and show considerable overlap. They do however differ in emphasis with local policy having a stronger 

focus on the cultural aspects including the local economy, both agriculture and tourism, and 

engagement through access, appreciation and celebration of the historic landscape.  

3. Translating policy from the page into legible spatial data at a landscape scale is a lengthy process and 

involves considerable work with natural capital data. The results suggest potential options for 

prioritising public goods, such as following Nature Recovery Network mapping to deliver multiple 

benefits, and have stimulated positive discussions with stakeholders. This has yet to progress to a 

consensus on prioritising land management activity and further, more complex mapping and testing 

with land managers was proposed.  

Payments 

4. Although farmers like the idea that payments for environmental outcomes will be based both on their 

own costs and also the value of public benefits provided (natural capital values), we discovered that 

there are a number of methodological barriers to providing reliable natural capital values, particularly 

for cultural benefits such as wildlife, landscape character and the historic environment.  Natural capital 

values on their own also have the disadvantage of not taking account of the costs of deliver which will 

be a critical influence on whether farmers choose to adopt them.  

5. Experience in this project shows that the income-foregone approach to calculating payments for 

environmental measures will need to be updated as a result of the withdrawal of the Basic Payment 

Scheme which, in upland areas like Exmoor has underpinned farm profitability.  In order to make it 

possible for farmers and other land managers, including conservation charities, to adopt ELM 

measures, payments will need to include a share of the whole-enterprise fixed costs (such as land, 

machinery and core labour costs).  If the overall level of public payments received by farmers and land 

managers in upland areas like Exmoor falls, there is a high likelihood of major restructuring and 

withdrawal from management of economically marginal, but environmentally valuable, sites such as 

heather moorland, wetlands and semi-natural woodland. 
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5.2  Recommendations for further follow up work 

There are three areas where work started in this project could be further developed to assist ELM scheme 

design.  These are: 

Assessment of natural capital condition and outcomes 

Although we were unable to reach our goal of producing a robust methodology for measuring progress 

towards environmental outcomes that most farmers would be happy completing themselves, we believe 

this goal remains valid, even if in practice farmers are likely to use advisers to undertake most of the 

assessment work.  We are aware of other Tests and Trials that have also looked at this and suggest that 

there is merit in Defra commissioning further work to come up with smart approaches that are accessible 

to farmers and that provide objective and reliable results. 

Producing farm scale maps of environmental opportunities  

Our work has shown that gaining agreement from across the environmental sector on a simple set of 

priorities at a landscape scale is a lengthy process.  We expect that the development of Local Nature 

Recovery Strategies (LNRS) will provide a methodology and commitment from stakeholders to carry on with 

the work already undertaken by the National Park Authority on Exmoor.  Turning these priorities into maps 

that can guide farmers’ choices on their own land has also proved challenging.  However, feedback from 

our participating farmers shows that they appreciate these maps as a starting point for discussions about 

their Land Management Plan proposals.  As LNRS start to be drawn up across England, we suggest that 

Defra should use Tests and Trials to continue to explore how large scale statements of environmental 

priority can be translated effectively, through maps, to assist land management decisions on individual 

farms and to help support potential farm clusters. 

Modelling of payments to provide the right level of incentives 

We have tested a methodology for calculating payment levels but have recognised that further work is 

needed.  Farmers welcome an approach that balances the two elements of their own costs of delivery with 

the value of public benefits provided.  Furthermore, our farmers were keen to see payments that provide a 

rising ladder of environmental enhancement and economic incentive.  Having set-up a spreadsheet-based 

tool in this project that allows alternative payment methodologies to be modelled on different types of 

holdings, there is an opportunity to extend this to provide further evidence of what works in different parts 

of England.
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