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Preface

The Royal Agricultural College Annual Fellowship Awards Programme has very clear remits:-

1 Generate added value
1 Recognise the commercial importance of discovery, and the

T Exploring, i nventing and creating of O0possib
to play a major role in forward development.

The evolution of understanding the minute comj
complex and ever changing through the multiplicity of public and private information.

This unigue RAC/RICS Annual Report highlights and discusses modern trends and is
supplemented by the authords i mpressive photog

ii
The structure of the Report is as required by the RAC Library Services
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It is an honour to have been invited by the Royal Agricultural College/Royal Institution of
Chartered Surveyors Annual Fellowship to share my experiences and thoughts in this
stimulating series of Reports.

The views expressed are those of the author and are not necessarily those of the RAC
or RICS.

FOREWORD

I may have bitten off more than | can chew but, for me, the countryside is too important a
place to let vested interest, polarised, single issue positions distort our inability to have a
balanced rational debate on something close to many of our hearts. Having said that, |
unashamedly declare my own vested interest in attempting to stimulate and provoke this
debate by placing all the matters on the table at the same time.

| thank all those that contributed to this debate paper i especially those that | interviewed
and who are listed in the section on methodology 1 and to all those that partook in the focus
group feedback in addition to the random souls from whom | canvassed opinions on the
matter.

Thanks must go to Peel Holroyd for his early encouragement, Fiona Mannix for her unerring
support, Charlotte Evans for sorting reams of focus feedback, Beverley Allen and Philippa
Limbrick for their diligent formatting and Ben Jolliffe for his exceptionally focussed editing.

The biggest thanks must go to my wife, Alexandra, for her patience and support over the
year that it took to research and write this paper.

Rob Yorke
October 2011
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New Demands; old countryside
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1. Executive summary

If the Foresight report on The Future of Food and Farming has faded from your memory, and the
Lawton and Read reports on biodiversity and climate change are just a vague recollection, you are
probably in tune with the majority ofthepopul at i on. I n recent years, the)

But the reports do have one thing in common. Whether in food production, in biodiversity
management or forestry, they demand a 6step change

The UK countryside, of which 75% is farmland, is much loved by our urbanised nation.

It hel ps to feed our stomachs aHoleveruhe genayal pullic, i t 0
seeing it on a short weekend walk at best, or through the warped prism of food packaging at worst,

don't get the full picture. Insulated in our urban habitats, Brits are largely ignorant of nature red in

tooth and claw, not to mention the complex web of demands we make on our natural environment.

Reconnect our thinkingé.

The Natural Environment White Paper is pushing biodiversity high up the agenda, aiming to
reconnect us with the countryside via nature, rather than food. At the same time, European
bureaucrats now claim that on top of paying farmers for their produce from our own pockets, we
should pay them from the public purse for a range of benefits T such as clean air or the protection of
our fauna and flora. In addition, the EU sets tough targets to cut CO,, reduce pollution, increase
energy from renewables and protect our soil and water.

The vested interests set out their stalls in response. Farmers believe we should prioritise food
production and increase self-sufficiency; supermarkets busily provide cheap food; conservationists
talk of more money for wildlife and environmentalists call for greener energy. Very often, large
membership organisations have the ear of politicians whereas smaller expert groups are ignored. The
media, always hungry for emotive stories to feed our 24hour appetite for news, tend to give an
unbalanced view which, intentionally or not, can easily feed public prejudice, or worse, hysteria.

Organic confronts conventional farming, town is set against country and everyone seems against
biotechnology. Overloaded with these and many other issues, both land managers and the public turn
away.

It has led us into a state of confusion, disinterest and general apathy. Scaremongering and belt-
tightening have seen climate change slip down the agenda. On the positive side, there is a growing

interest in how our undervalued food is produced, but price tends to rule and as long as the
countryside | ooks pretty, we dondt enquire how it
area may be traded off against reverses in another.

7

éto drive new acti on

But we cannot afford to ignore these demands, as the countryside, not nature reserves or gardens, is

where our combined demands for food, biodiversity and climate change must be reconciled. Old
countryside hands have to grapple with new demands and, together with NGOs, the government and

even retailers, explain it to the rest of us. Ecosystem services and sustainable intensification may

mean little now but, carefully communicated, traditional farmers, foresters and the new breed of
conservationist l and managers can uliydteeropportumtiéds t h e i
these new demands bring. Only then will they be able to deliver what wider society is asking of them.

Nowbés the time for all of us to engage. Vested 1in
begin a genuineftgattinand obasedoametrusted, i nf or me
rural sector must get more involved in consultations and co-operation. We must scrutinise new
incentives, lobby for rural funding and initiate these step changes before the way we live stamps too

heavily on our natural heritage.



2. Research Methodology; interviews and focus group feedback

2.1 Interviews.

| undertook face to face and telephone interviews of key industry leaders within farming, conservation
NGOs, supermarket, politics, media, government departments and other rural interests to garner
opinion and comment on current and future topics within the rural sector.

No individual names are attributed to any of the content, statements or quotations; unless already in the
public domain or cleared with the individual. The opinions expressed within this paper are entirely my

own but may at times also reflect other general views canvassed from my interviews.

Farming Conservation NGOs Politicians
1 Peter Kendall - National | § David Riddle - National Trust: | 1 Richard Benyon - Minister for
Farmers Union (NFU): Land Use Director (now Environment
President retired) 1 Mary Creagh - Labour Rural
1 George Dunn - Tenant 1 Mark Avery - RSPB: Director Affairs MP
Farmers Association of Conservation (now retired) 1 Tim Farron - Lib Dem Rural
(TFA): Chief Executive 1 Alastair Leake - Game & Affairs MP
1 Helen Browning - Soll Wildlife Conservation Trust 7 Daniel Kawczynski -
Association (SA): Chief (GWCT): Head of Policy Conservative MP
Executive 1 Mark Lloyd - The Angling 1 Anne Mcintosh - MP EFRA
9 Christine Tacon - The Trust: Chief Executive Chairman
Co-Operative Farms: 1 Neil Sinden - Campaign to 1 Lord Cameron of Dillington
Managing Director Protect Rural England f Baroness Byford
1 Ed Bailey - NFU Cymru: (CPRE): Director of Policy &
President Campaigns
Civil servants Supermarkets Land managers/advisors
1 Sally Webber - Defra T Steve McLean - Marks & 1 Stuart Goodall - ConFor:
Specialist Advisor Food Spencer: Agriculture Manager Chief Executive
& Farming 1 Annie Graham - Sainsburys: 1 William Woolsey - Country
1 Roger Thomas - Agriculture Manager Land & Business Association
Countryside Council for i Pearce Hughes - Asda: (CLA): President
Wales (CCW): Chief Agriculture Manager 1 Caroline Drummond - Linking
Executive Environment And Farming
1 Huwel Manley - (LEAF): Chief Executive
Countryside Council for 1 Simon Thorp - Heather Trust:
Wales: Specialist Director
Support Team Manager 1 Sue Steer - RICS Countryside
1 Poul Christensen - Panel
Natural England: 1 Peter Fane - RICS
Chairman Countryside Panel
9 Patrick Isaac - Welsh 9 David Slack- RICS Rural
Government Chairman
1 Jeremy Blackburn - RICS
Policy
1 Jonathan Harrington - plant
biologist
Media
1 Jane King - Farmers Weekly:
Editor
T Andrew Thorman - BBC:
Head of Rural Affairs

Table 1: List of Interviewees
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2.2 Matters discussed

Aselectedlistofguesti ons, based on the organisationds inte
appendix) with my opening gambit:-
ARnThe gap is widening between the urban majority an
maj oritybés imagination while understanding
9 A countryside under pressure i prepare bio fuels, plant biomass, push biodiversity, produce
food, plan bio-security, promote carbon capture etc. How do we prioritise?
1 Would consumers pay more for their food if they knew that farmers were doing more for the
environment and would supermarkets pass increases onto farmers?
1 Science led farming 1 if evidence based - why not biotechnology?
9 Are traditional rural bodies engaging with shaping policy?
9 Should government facilitate but not regulate the countryside?
T Would stock headage payments to upland farmers support the inefficient ones?
T Do the public love the countryside butnotcarefor it b e c a uuderstand what goks n 6 t

on there?

9 Could the rural sector embrace media and be more proactive in getting messages across?

1 Was the forestry selloffamissedopportunity to divest O6uni mport

owners?

1 Are ecosystem services, high nature value farming targets realistic and how do farmers react to

such terminology?

1 Was the agric-enviro Glastir drafted by practical farmers or civil servants constrained by EU
targets?

1 Is organic farming having a tough time using copper sulphate to contain blight while relying on
methane producing manure?

T Why d o n 6 tforni ca-op@ratives to comment on policy or negotiate with supermarkets?

2.3 Focus groups:

I undertook online and email surveys of two different groups using separate sets of questions. A list of
the questions and some of the comments received are set out within the Appendix.

1 The Insider group were farmers and land managers familiar with technical rural terms.
1 The Outsider group were non farmers from urban and rural backgrounds.

(These terms are taken from Paul Sel mands
2.4 Caveats
Planning: | have sidestepped this huge influence in how the countryside functions, and more

importantly, remains economically viable. Both the Localism bill and National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) are in draft stages and with speculation running rife on the NPPF (Oct 2011),
planning deserves a debate paper in its own right.

6Pl
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Coverage: with 84% of the UK population in England [wikiPEDIA], the primary emphasis of my paper is
based on England but with some reference to Wales due to it having much in common with some of the

smaller, atypical EU countries.

Third person: the phrase O6them6é and O6usbd i s often hear
detrimental effect for a | | concerned. I have avoided this by ref

taxpayer, public and society as a whole and the land manager as covering farmers, foresters,
landowner, tenants et al.

Generalisations: due to the wide scope of the debate paper, | am probably guilty of some generalisations
and superficial coverage of some important matters. However, the purpose of a debate paper is to stimulate
discussion and that, no doubt, will include feedback on areasthatc a u s e 0 rieedduttiéer debate.

Future proofing: by the time of publication, some of this p
Environment White Paper, forestry policy, MacDonald reforms on reducing regulation, badger culling,

the proposed Groceries Code Adjudicator, planning issues and even a proposed food strategy plan,

could all have dramatic effects on the contents.




3. The First Demand: The General Public

fiChallenges for present landscapes facing new demands require a combination of
perspectives, methods and scales of application, to design innovative and
adapted solutions for the futureo
Pedroli et al.

3.1 A nation disconnected from nature?

The United Kingdom (UK) is a highly urbanised nation with 90% of the total UK population living in
cities or built up areas. In comparison, Germany is 74%, France 77%, and the USA, 82% [FAO 2011].
The gener al publ i c6s trysiderig ehpréforey oftenobsedt moe on persomnal
experience, but on second-hand information, learned from the media. Consequently, opinion is often
poorly informed even if well-meant and passionately held.

The modern UK passport shows scenes of idylicc ountrysi de, embl ematic of o
selection of indicators as to how urban we are-:

Mobile and broadband operators show coverage of population, not area.

Royal Mail have trouble supplying you a rural postcode without a street.

Delivery firms are stumped without a house number.

ltés tough to recycle unless you |live in a 30
Tesco have an outlet in every UK postcode bar Harrogate. [GUARDIAN SEPT 2011]

Higher quality food found in urban supermarkets rather than village stores.

=A =4 =4 =4 4 4 I

Defrabs dedi cated Myth Busting: is this any rel a

Extensive motorway networks distribute chilled, highly
processed foods directly to supermarkets while commerce,
culture, media, food, housing, health and infrastructure are all
largely geared to our majority urban population.

The statistics tell a similar story:

|

Even though agriculture utilises 75% of the countryside, many |
taxpayers are incredulous that we should waste so much time
and effort on matters that contribute a mere 0.9% to GDP,
employ a tiny fraction of the UK workforce (2%) and involve
17% of the farmers commercially farming 80% of the land?
Why do we need a Forestry Co mmi ssi on when d&frteeers6 ctame nésleolovkes and
the wood we want from Scandinavia?

42 million acres of agricultural holdings [WIKIPEDIA 2011]
3 million acres of common grazing land
7 million acres of forest

Total UK land area: 60 million acres
Total area of countryside: 56 million acres

Agriffood industry contributes £85 billion to the gross value added (GVA) of the UK economy [NFu 2011]
Of which, agriculture contributes £7.2 billion [NFu 2011] (same worth as the value of Nike brand)

Farm employees 535,000 Average age of farmer: 59 [WIKIPEDIA 2011]

Forestry incl. primary timber products worth £400 million employing 40,000 employees [FORESTRY
COMMISSION]

Table 2: Land use UK



Others are better informed. Ever since Professor Stern issued his climate change report in 2006 and

Sir John Beddington uttered his fAperfect stor mo

Some of them are very long. E v e nxecdtiee summariesdcan run to 80 pages. The juicy, more
interesting details are often lost within the main section of the report, buried between graphs of
declining birds, levelling wheat yields and increasing human populations. Some reports are so
6 e x t r vetmthedr demands for radical action from often uninterested or ignorant urban taxpayers,
that | suspect the majority of us turn off from the important messages they contain.

3.2 We all love the countryside

i Wh at are those blue remembered hill s, what

A Shropshire Lad i A. E. Housman

Ther ebs pl giafoythe &riglismoountryside; a diversity of landscape, accentuated by one of the
most erratic climates in the world providing us, through some eyes with fthe greatest heritage asset that
t hi s ¢ ou ifLbrd @amérean ofdillington)

Landscapes have a powerful hold over us and we tend to intuitively identify with particular territories. We
consume landscapes, romantic ones casting awe over us, and we even feel possessive towards them as if
we owned them [seELmAN 2006]. Green areas feed our inner health [(MARMOT 2009] and, according to a recent
survey, 93% of us value countryside for fresh air and relaxation [PRINCES COUNTRYSIDE FUND 2011]. Our
gardens, covering a larger area than all NNR and RSPB reserves put together, comprise the most
commonly viewed green space for many of us 1 even if we manicure them to within an inch of their lives.

Love of the countryside was reflected within the record 8000 responses to the Natural Environment White

Paper (The White Paper). Quotes ranged f r om fiwhen | was aterties wnd crickete r e

everywhdébee st o balnude bbea dvesgw the thost important part of the natural environment
mattering to them [DEFRA 2010]. Living Wales, a Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) consultation, received

its highest number of responses from conservation bodies [wAG
2010].

ifiSo Il ong as it | ook

I ns i dievro®vehether we cared about the countryside.
(more comments within Appendices)

We are deeply attached to trees and woodland, as illustrated by
the p u b | ieactios to the recent forestry sell-off proposals:
weobr e gl ad theydre t Departraent foa ¢
Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) survey, even if 90%
of us will never visit such natural places [DEFRA 2011].

Al would |l eave itdiofevenmngogwi amd | et

77% of the Outsider group would like to own a piece of countryside.

But, whether the public is informed or not, rural tourism remains big business.

2009 28 million walking trips in Wales Worth £632million in spending [BMC 2011]

2009 Rural festivals in the UK Worth £550 million [BBC 2011]

2010 2.8 billion countryside visits to the UK Worth £20 billion [NFU 2010]

2011 Value of Welsh tourism Worth £3billion [WAG 2011]

Table 3: UK Tourism

p I



The 2001 Foot & Mouth was estimated to cause A8 bi
related to agriculture and the food chain, with the remaining £4 billion from lost tourism [DEFRA 2004].

As society urbanises, organised events such as Open Farm Sunday, the Game Fair, the Royal Welsh

Show etc. are all becoming more popular as we become time poor and seek a quick-fix 6 br eat h of
airé. ofkddendtty even get out at all a nabuntoygide vid tleertelewsiov o y e
set: 6.3 million of us sat down to watch a rural program relaunched with new presenters.

AJulia Bradbury bouwwstCoumatriyhngsé edt sexed
Daily Mail

Ther eds a ndagssforinatibnal fparks. Nearly
60% of us visit them for the scenery [NAT PARK WEB], and
although this can obviously be enjoyed from the car, 35
million people hike off around the National Parks
annually [EcoLoGIsT JUNE 2011]. Butwe don &6t ventur
far from the path. Even though the Countryside and
Rights of Way Act 2000 enables free access to much of
the open countryside, we like to be told where to walk.
Walking trails are regularly covered by weekend
broadsheet papers and we have over 190,000 kms of
paths in England alone (contrasted with 60,000km of
long-distance footpaths in France and approximately
100,000km in the US [wiKIPEDIA 2011]).

The Outsider focus group i reflecting the views of the general public i gave a varied response as to
whether they thought farmers looked after the countryside:-

ifSome do, some dondt. |t depends what you want

AFar mer s do i todkiag tdtleedong tgrno-tlyenerations preserving the
countryside. A lot of these fancy organisations end up being run by people who may
recognise fauna, but not how the whole ji

It is how that o6éjigsawdé fits together that we <c¢ome

3.3 Do we understand our countryside?

Due to the urbanised state of the UK, we are many generations away from our agricultural roots.

This disconnected state is reflected in surveys where
children think food comes from the internet [STANDAGE 2011],
bacon grows on trees, cheese comes from macaroni
WAMIE OLIVER UsA]. Adults are often no better: surveys
reveal the beliefs that acorns come from beech trees and
honey from pollen, and that councils look after all the
hedges [LEAF 2011] and the whole countryside is only worth
about one billion pounds [PRINCES COUNTRYSIDE FUND 2011].

Other misconceptions about the countryside include the : .
belief that uplands and mountains are pristine, untouched by human hand [SELMAN 2006].

AWil dlife is being forcetdurteo slhiovuel d nb ep ol peufl ta taes
Respondee to White Paper consultation [DEFRA 2010]



Very often the general public want to know that the countryside works but, not surprisingly given their
hectic lifestyle and urban6 h a b i t a to & 0 t ab@wetlye eetails.

The media fills in the gaps. But its view of the countryside is not a balanced one. We cannot blame
them because most stories only sell on adversity or polarised views and rural stories often slip to the
bottom of the agenda.

The image of farmers has improved but perhaps on the whole, the public favours the old 6 &mer
Gilesbimage as opposed to the modern agribusiness farmer. Rural media celebrities such as Adam
Henson, Jimmy Doherty, plus various chefs, are under instruction to provide 6 i n f on tadhichme
ensures that the countryside is still viewed through rose-tinted glasses.

As we become more removed from our rural roots, we lose interest as to what goes on there; apathy
descends in both rural and urban quarters as we ignore White Papers, reports and the policies that
underpin changing rural regulation.

One of the biggest connections with our countryside should be food. But UK supermarket consumers

are the most disconnected in any of the EU countries with unrealistic perceptions of the countryside
andwi th interviewdesG@Gonisewmertidaoul dnét care | essbd
habitat. 33% gave no thought at all to biodiversity loss in a 2011 survey [DEFRA 2011].

NMRThere appears to be an i mgpropodisniofnsgcietdi sconnect
bet ween | ifestyle choices and environment
Respondee to White Paper consultation [DEFRA 2010]

And as food becomes more processed and cling-film wrapped, the more we lose that connection with

the source. Alocals cout mast er Ol os taéthdyfled thesrcom whese he was skimniag s
rabbits. That said, a 't | east 28% of consumer s wer e honest e
di sengageddé when asked about their attpeRRariddie t o f oo

Perhaps more worryingly, even those who appear to be closely connected with the countryside are

losing their first-hand knowledge. Some farmers are disconnected thanks to driving larger, better

6i nsul at ed d hawiagctdbe m ¢he offiaenddaling with paperwork complying with regulations.
Someland agent s hav datérdl Enkirerenend Wioift ¢ hRRaper as t heyor e
a c r. Angl & gcientist farmer | spoketohadndt hear d of tohkoodrandrFarmingg ht R
politicians havealWhiteRdmpert ianen & wl traeetaidons and most p
inclination to read anything after a hard dayés wo

Land managers are also disconnected from the public. When the first agric-environmental schemes
(AES) were brought in, landowners were advised not to enter the schemes in case public access over
their land followed. Strident rural voices call out to educate the urban masses.

During my research, | sometmeshear d the words, muwd, etdlue at er alhef c

One of my interviewees wanted a Obattle royal b to
B reverse the dismissive attitude to the

rural sector. Yet land managers, while

challenging issues, must be careful

not to bracket those who disagree

within a crude caricature. Dismissive

comments are made about

vegetarians and scorn poured upon

anyone writing for or reading certain

newspapers. Prejudice,

found, distracts from good analysis

and effective discussion. [MIKE CHILDS
AUG 2011]
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And ités important to remember that we all carry s

packets, fertiliser sacks or shotgun cartridges.

iowmreatest weakness (i s not enjoying

Al dondt mind but Dad dislikes
rsé views of dealing with the

ito
publ i

Even thought her e6s been a r ec emdvingtback fioth towrd to goonpyuiaadri 0 n

REVIEW 2008], post offices and libraries continue to close and a gap continues to widen between the
urban majority and rural minority. When people move to the countryside, they get involved with the
community council, sometimes usurping existing incumbents who disengage with local issues.

Anomalies arise such as rejection of lottery funding for a village hall because somef el t it woul
in keeping with their idea of a picturesque dural idyll§ planning permission for a football field is turned
down in case it attr acandresistéimee maunts to g firss time maine draindge o ut h (
system for a village in case it encourages new development.
firhe countryside has a pretty dysfunctional relationship with its wider beneficiaries.o
Professor Chris Pollock 2009
A great effort is being made by the government to connect the population - urban or rural - with the
natural environment [WHITE PAPER 2011] Via such schemes
as a national garden competition funded by DEFRA.
But such attempts can have unforeseen consequences.
Some suggest they could lead to the over exaggeration
of the role of urban green areas resulting in society
underestimating the real conservation problems leading
to a O6domesticdé view of nat ur

conservation targets [BALMFORD 1999].

The countryside is much loved but the taxpayer does not understand it and is certainly not always
happy to contribute funding. Perhaps because the majority of people in the UK d o n & t or meadno
understand the countryside, policy makers fill in the disconnected void by proposing vote winning
though unworkable policy ideas and targets.

firhe relationship between knowledge and attitudes toward a new idea

is that greater knowledge of an idea is associated with positive attitudes about that idea.o
after Teisal 2009

3.4 RECOMMENDATIONS

1 Further research is required on how to illuminate the general public on understanding the
relevant issues BEFORE surveying them.

1 Government consultation documents that affect the countryside should be better drafted to
enable a balanced response and ensuret h e rrowrd for expert feedback ALONGSIDE the
popular response.

1 Some of the grittier elements within the countryside may have to be explained in more detail:
6infotainmentd may be perfect for media rat

1 Rural and urban stakeholders must take care to avoid stereotyping or caricaturing each other to
prevent distraction from or dismissal of a good analysis. It is easier said than done, but an
understanding of the otherés point of view

T Conservation should not dsterardudrealiséccannectiantwihd 6 t
naturei.e.@ardend6 conser vati on thesexpansetof rgmote,laméer scdle a t
beneficial conservation.
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4. The Second Demand: The Conservationists

iWe are entering an age in wkioghimnatowmr ¢ hiag fiitna
Professor Ti m O @RUEATr d

4.1 Introduction

Whether you agree or not with the quote above, there is no doubt that, as one government minister
t weet ed, AVval ue of nature ®.owTlde p@rhes dwaats tbdedder rgmesn
greenest ever and is partly utilising nature as one pathway to achieve that result.

In 2009, Professor Lawton was commissioned to write a review of Engl andés wi |l dlif
ecological network. He concluded that the natural environment provides us with a range of benefits
scientists and bureaucrats call @cosystem services§ ranging from the provision of clean air and
water, or the protection of our soil and the fauna and flora (see 4.3 below). The vast majority of UK
citizens are hardly aware of them until they start to go wrong. Lawton went on to note that wildlife
networks were fragmented, in poor condition and that species declines were on a global scale, with

climate change potentially having a major negative impact. His final report in Sept 2010,
Space foradNaotcuarteedd a fAstep change i n arangeuof peacticabns er
actionsneededtoest abl i sh a ficoherent and resilient ecol oc

4.2 Protecting biodiversity

AA broad miwmdofhavpeaitesuatable for them all/l
Focus group

Biodiversity conservation, known in our more biblical past as the stewardship of nature, is now a
major policy driver in developed countries - countries which are home to a fifth of the global
population who cause 80% of the w o r | edvidasmental damage. People in developing countries, on
the other hand, tend to view environmental protection as a luxury, particularly if life is a struggle,
access to basic medical care restricted and other basics such as education or even food and water
are in short supply.

The European Environmental Agency (EEA) outlined the following threats to biodiversity in Europe in
2010:
1 habitat fragmentation via threats from agricultural production, land abandonment and
invasive alien species

pollution and nutrient overloads and over-exploitation of resources

climate change impacts
12



Remar kabl e as it may s d&eeareistiti hugeuareasofrthe chaturahvioridaalgoet, t

which we know little and we haveeven | ess i dea about what meamdfmust ai

them at a practical level. Targets and directives are often developed at the European level while our
government tries to embed conservation policy within the wider framework of CAP and other
environmental legislation.

The Birds Directive 1979 and Habitat Directive 1992, for example, became the Conservation of
Habitat and Species Regulation 2010 and many other directives underpin our legislation; including
laws on pollution, nitrates and organic products.

fi Y eitshas become too much of a buzzword which tends to devalue it.
A more specific word or phrase would ofter
Focus group response on overuse of the word biodiversity

In spite of much hard work i witness complexp aper s s u c hheEon@ricd @& Beosystems

and Biodiversity (TEEB)d international meetings like the 10" Convention on biodiversity in Nagoya

last year and initiatives such as the 2010 Year of Biodiversity T communication to the wider public is

ot en hampered by overly technical |l anguage and 6
hard to comprehend: it is reported that costs of inactioni a year 6 s nat uvweuldleaddop i t
losses of between US$2-4.5 trillion over a 50-year period [uN uNiv 2010]. These figures are so large that

they are impossible for us to imagine. Many of the reports grab headlines for a day and then sink
without trace.

e
a

In a recent survey, 33% in the UK gave no thought to biodiversity loss and 31% had never heard of
the phrase. Knowledge and awareness vary in the different socio-economic classes, with 30% of A
and Bs knowing a fair amount about biodiversity, whereas 10% of socioeconomic classes D and E
knew only a little about it [DEFRA 2011].

Government bodies abound with mission statements aiming to halt overall biodiversity loss, support
healthy well-functioning ecosystems, establish coherent ecological networks as well as create better
places for wildlife and people [ENGLANDS BIODIVERITY STRAT 2011].

Doing nothing is not an option.

4.3 The Natural Environment White Paper

The largest reserve of wildlife is not in wildlife reserves but in the wider countryside. Many
interviewees said that the White Paper could precipitate a sea change in land management as we
start to apply business management tools to often unmeasured assets such as bees, peat, water, and
land.

The consultation for the White Paper met with hostility from
some land managers who disagreed with the suggestion that
agriculture had resulted in degraded land and that we needed
to take more care of the environment. However, the central
idea seems sound: we can reduce further environmental
damage by assigning an econo
assets the countryside provides

Although these services have of course always been
dorovidedod for free and are therefore overlooked by many,
perhaps we can put their importance into perspective if we
imagine what would happen if we were to lose them.

13



The basic four Ecosystem services are:

Provisioning: food, timber, energy. i.e. products from ecosystems.

Cultural: sacred sites, tourism, science, peace. i.e. non material benefits to people from ecosystems.

1
1 Regulating: dispose of pollutants, carbon sequestrate. i.e. benefit from regulation of ecosystems.
1
1

Supporting: maintain soils, nutrients. i.e. ecosystems necessary for production of all other

ecosystems.

| t 0 sthat theuesm ecosystem service is an awkward one - 28% had never heard of it [DEFRA 2011]
and itoés r ef er rhénchcademic dswmipubkc teatss[RUsDURCE 2011]. We certainly need a
more easily comprehensible one T natural utilities perhaps? 1 if the idea is to gain broad public
acceptance.

But it is absolutely essential that we ensure these services continue to function by accounting for
them in the only way most of us understand i with a price tag. Our lives continue to depend heavily
on the environment, albeit without the knowledge of the majority of the population but, at the same
time, these services must be balanced with other demands (such as food, housing, energy and
emissions) at local, regional, national and international levels.

The National Ecosystem Assessment [2011] that preceded the White Paper, has started placing a
value on these natural assets, the results of which have been rapidly taken on board by the
government.

Headline results on the value Current spend scenario Proposed benefits beyond
of the UK Biodiversity Action (Em per annum) current spend
Plan re some ecosystem (Em per annum)
services.
Climate regulation 413.31 163.69
Water regulation 429.54 168.76
Sense of Place 131.34 167.40
Charismatic species 253.68 175.17
threatened (birds, butterflies)
Non-Charismatic species 83.27 41.74
threatened (insects, trees)
Total 1365.97 746.80
Table 4: NEA Values Defra August 2011 [Christie et al.]

Once a figure has been calculated for each service, providers of ecosystem services, such as farmers
or foresters, can be paid by their beneficiariesinthe f or m of O6bi odi versity
emitters can purchase carbon credits in schemes such as European Union Emission Trading
Scheme. The long-term aim is to stimulate a market for investors to start looking for opportunities to
make a financial return by investing in activities that improve natural services. Some progress has
been made, in the UK and internationally.

The Environment Bank has been set up to bring together funds to establish nature and landscape
gains by various methods, such as conservation credits, now being piloted. Australia has introduced
Green Offset initiatives and the United States has the Environmental Banc & Exchange (EBX) running
wetland mitigation and stream restoration schemes worth $37 million [lucN 2004]. However, much
more work is required on the ecosystem services initiative.

Other bold ideas suggested by the White Paper are the establishment of Local Nature Partnerships
(LNPs) and Nature Improvement Areas (NIAs) to engage local communities and undertake
conservation within large scale landscape projects. Such schemes are always fraught with cost
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issues, as they have to be sufficiently well-funded to attract land managers. However a number of
projects, such as the one below, have already been running for some years, and have started to flag
up some of the issues to be addressed.

Big Chalk - a bottom up idea.

In 2008, landowners and conservationists in southern England were aware their area was something
special. But they also knew that management of the area wa s rpfoperly integrated or on a scale
large enough for it to work properly. In 2009, Natural England started to push the idea of larger scale
landscape management and introduced Integrated Biodiversity Delivery Areas which this group
recognised as their own @ig Chalk§ an area of chalk downlands across southern England unique
within Europe and farmed by over 5000 farmers.

Lawtondés Report, Ma kdevelaped $he mrdscapé roodel fiNrdar undee E.cological
Restoration Areas. This in turn encouraged the Big Chalk group to draw up an agenda linking
landowners and NGOs together in order to produce a low cost,
high imagination working partnership based on each party voicing
what they wanted from the land.

Some conservation non-governmental organisations (NGOs) were
alarmed bytheLawt on Report, concerned
demanded would mean less funding and encroachment by the
private sector into what they viewed as their own area of expertise.
Not all the land managers were on board either, and with
increasing arable prices, they were finding it hard to concentrate
on 6l ower yieldingd matt er stime-cdwsansng foneffidientlp contrace a s
farmed land, especially as additional costs are borne unwillingly by the contractor.

ep

Nevertheless, Big Chalk hopes to be one of the first NIAs to attract funding and bring more land
managers on board to create a bio-diverse, profitable and connected landscape.

4.4 Influence of conservation NGOs

iModer n conser v ainginm the wdated shoesof farm labourers, shepherds and
woodsmen, who would not have been able to read conservation manuals but knew more about
conservation practice than most of us. The challenge today is to obtain similar results by different means.o
Peter Marren

Into this complex area of government and EU regulated conservation, step a wide variety of highly
influential NGOs. The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB), Europebs | argest
charity, is a major player. With over 1 million members, 1500 employees, 12,000 volunteers and more

press officers than Defra, it receives £22 million in government funds annually (excluding grants). It

even has six jobs funded by the Environment Agency. As a result, when they issue a press release,

the media and policy makers listen.

Anl't requires very |ittle knowledge to care
It requires a great deal of understanding
John Webster, Professor of Animal Husbandry at Bristol

The quote above highlights the void that the RSPB and other conservation NGOs fill. Passionate
members with restricted knowledge trust that their NGO has the skill and understanding to look after
their special interest, be it birds, fish or insects.

One idea developed by an NGO and now embedded in policy is the Farmland Bird Index (FBI).
Originated by the British Trustof Or n i t h ¢BT@)gCeminen Bird Census, it was adopted by Defra
and European officials as an indicator of the health of the countryside. It uses population data on 19
species of birds, including skylarks, yellowhammers and grey partridges, whose breeding habitats are
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deemed inextricably linked with healthy farmland habitat. There are critics who think that too much
emphasis is placed on species rather than habitat and that this artificial barometer sets organic
against conventional farmers over which farm practice attracts the most birds.

iYes, but not convinced of accuracy and |

ANo, | ustickantod hteegatstyou byo
Farmer focus group thoughts on importance of the FBI (more comments within Appendices)

Some mammals are commonly perceived to have more charisma or personality than others: badgers
more than grey partridges (one of the FBI species), for example, and sparrow hawks more than
house sparrows. When NGOs follow their members legitimately subjective feelings, they can end up
with unscientific and illegitimate policy.

The release of high profile species, for example, smacks of instant gratification conservation i
oversized continental goshawks now haunt our conifer forests endangering red squirrels i all in the
name of attempting to reach biodiversity targets set by the EU for 2020.

Our obsession with instant results diverts us from much larger and more immediate threats to our
biodiversity. Aggressively invasive alien species such as Himalayan balsam, Japanese knotweed,
grey squirrel, oak moth, killer shrimps and signal crayfish cost the country over £1.5 billion annually
[PARLIAMENT 2008] and although the issue is considered important by the EU , t he UKOG®s
lobby largely ignore it.

firhe contribution of non-native species to the UK economy
means there is a trade off between economic and ecological factors.0
Parliament Postnote 2008

What ever an NGOdearea,mpnebers dften @xtend their trust to all countryside issues
irrespective of the original expertise of the NGO. Over the last few years, therefore, we have seen the
RSPB extend their remit from birds to nature more broadly. People join them because they like nature
and, rather surprisingly, | was told that their penetration is deeper within rural rather than urban areas.
However, | did not get a positive response from my Insider (farmer) group when | asked if they were
members of the RSPB:

AArcecu yj oking! ?0
AA bunch of conmenao
iGood god, no! o

Despite the opposition of knowledgeable country professionals, RSPB endorsement of a policy or
directive from Europe creates a climate in which a workable political framework can be set. The
government would have found it very hard to roll out the first set of agri-environment schemes (AES) -
see below- without the buy in of this powerful conservation NGO. Attitudes and recommendations
reflect membership recruitment drives. The ongoing spat between the NFU (food production) and
RSPB (biodiversity), for example, threatens to derail rational discussion. However, is it perhaps
inevitable as both camps try to sustain member recruitment figures based on disagreements with
each other. On top of this, whatever we think of the word sustainability, it very much underpins
todayobs pol i c yparty grevendoyn moeenadficient8 NGOs getting their message across,
leaving the more traditional rural organisations behind.

The White Paper highlights the important role of
conservation NGOs, in particular their skill at handling the
media and getting their messages out, both to policy
makers and the broader public: events such as the
RSPBO&s O0Every child o ues dhe
message they want told gets across to the uninitiated.
However, conservation NGO policy is not without its
problems. In one example from the recent past, local
16
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campaigners challenged the felling of alien conifers and expressed outrage at the removal of oak
trees harbouring corvids that overlook lapwing sites: popular sentiment is frequently a poor guide to
effective conservation.

The RSPB does undertake sound joint scientific research with other organisations such as the Game
and Wildlife Conservation Trust (GWCT). One example is the 10-year Langholm Moor Demonstration
Project which studies red grouse and raptors. la tpeifect example of a collaborative approach in
aiding scientifically led land management practice.

But, very often,the RSPBi s unabl e to comment uary 6prrematl da sa
its membership.

Meanwhile,att he ot her end of o TheNabona Trssg with theiri3.8 milliom x i s
members and 60,000 volunteers, have expanded their focus from large country houses to farmland
and countryside.

The charity now owns
250,000 hectares of land,
60% of it upland and 80%
farmed by approx. 2000
tenants.

Their ambitious message for
the future asks us to reduce
our dependence on oil and
wake up to the realisation
that our long-term food and
energy security depends on
our environmental security.
Their vision also sounds out
the warning that unless we
nurture our natural
resources, the land will find
it harder to deliver
everything we need in the
future [NATIONAL TRUST 2010].

This seems reasonable even if difficult to achieve.

In 2011, in an attempt to re-connect the public with food production, they launched an ambitious
online s ¢c h e nMyFarmé e n c o undiadgadssto pay to take part in farm enterprise decision
making. One flaw is that the scheme is entirely organic, possibly reflecting the preference of the
majority of its members. In what some describe as the tyranny of the majority, the scheme has
resulted in some strange decisions: the t r u $atmdnsanager was disappointed that online voters
decided to go for a rare breed sheep as its main commercial flock and the project was somewhat
muted after the live video showing the death of a foal soon after its birth [BBc JuLy 2011).

Overall, some say the green lobby is perceived to be losing its grip. Others state that the conservation
NGOs all bang the same drum thus confusing their messages, but for the time being, as some

nyn &l

countryside lobby groups are perceived to be an unacceptable vested interesti n pol i cy maker

conservation NGOs will continue to have first call on the ear of government.

Ultimately, however the gener al publicbéds | ove
grown as they have become more disconnected from nature red in tooth and claw. The NGOs that
represent them are content to reflect this tendency to a varying degree, perhaps to maintain member
numbers and in spite of their genuine expertise and both theoretical and practical understanding of
the issues involved in conservation.
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4.5 Bureaucrats and biodiversity

AConservation without money is conver
Mi chael O&mironnzent, EDr@e Commission

Initiatives for agri-environment schemes (AES) were started by some countries before they became
an European Regulation in 1999 with requirements for all member states to roll out agri-environment
measures. As AES compete economically with the most profitable land use, there is a need to set the
correct level of incentive without overpaying land managers. The AES, so far, is the main vehicle
used by bureaucrats at both European and national level to deliver environmental benefit to the
countryside. While they provide an indication of the engagement with the environment by land
managers, they are not without controversy on the real benefits they deliver.

AES are voluntary agreements that pay annual subsidies to land managers who manage their land in
an environmentally sensitive way that goes beyond the minimum required of them by regulation
[NATURAL ENGLAND 2009]. The first AES in England commenced in 1987 with Environmentally Sensitive
Areas. They were followed by the Countryside Stewardship Schemes in 1991 and are now delivered
within Entry Level and Higher Level Stewardship (ELS & HLS) schemes.

At the moment, the majority of funding is from the Common Agricultural Policy budget and
approximately £446 million per annum is allocated by the UK to AES with a top up from government
funding.

75% of farmers in England are already within AES. Many trumpet this as a good thing but looking
more deeply, the answer is not so clear: 6 of the easiest options that absorb 50% of the budget, are
operations that most farmers would undertake anyhow - hedge cutting and ditch maintenance require
very little new conviction on improving or creating new habitat and have failed to result in much
wildlife improvement.

AThe resulting del i-mvestmentisn boanday options &t theexperseain-y el d opt i
which are more |ikely to produce biodiyv
Vickery et al.

In the same way the FBI is used as a barometer for the general health of the countryside, bird
numbers are often used to measure the success or failure of an AES. Disappointingly for all, overall
farmland bird numbers in 2007 were still at 52% of their levels in 1970 [DEFRA 2007]. There is a
consensus that bird numbers have still not recovered under AES with the main blame focusing on
changing farming practices including higher efficiencies in harvesting and storage and moving from
spring to winter cereals and from hay to silage production.
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