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Introduction 
The Woodland Trust is the UK’s leading woodland 
conservation charity, with a vision for a UK rich in native 
woods and trees, for people and wildlife. The Trust campaigns 
to protect woods under threat, restores ancient woodlands to 
their former glory, and creates new woods for the future by 
planting thousands of trees with communities, schools and 
landowners across the UK. The Trust owns and safeguards 
more than 1,000 woods across the UK and has the backing of 
more than 500,000 members and supporters.

We have been working with a range of land managers, 
including farmers and foresters, for many years to ensure 
trees, woods and forestry are part of sustainable land 
management systems. We are using this experience to provide 
evidence of the value of practices such as agroforestry; 
restoration of damaged ancient woodland; and the creation 
and management of woods, trees and hedgerows for 
increasing environmental benefits, economic returns and long 
term productivity. Over the last few months we have taken 
part in in-depth discussions with many of our partners to gain 
a greater understanding of the challenges and opportunities 
facing them post Brexit. While the views in this consultation 
response belong to the Woodland Trust we have used quotes 
(both anonymously and attributed) from our discussions with 
our partners to illustrate the points and provided case studies 
to explore some of these issues in more detail.
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We recognise that many of the suggestions made, both 
in the Command Paper and in our response, will require 
new methods of implementation and that these will need 
trialling and refining before they can become part of any new 
environmental land management scheme. We would be very 
pleased to take part in piloting approaches that incorporate 
trees and woods back into our landscapes and look forward 
to discussing this with you in more detail.

Whilst the Command Paper makes reference to other 
policy drivers, particularly the commitment in the 25 year 
environment plan to design and deliver a new environmental 
land management scheme, there remains the question of 
how the welcome ambitions for clean growth, the tackling 
of climate change and the NPPF commitment to put valued 
habitats on a more sustainable footing can be effectively 
co-ordinated and delivered. We need new land use policy 
to be delivering on targets set out in an ambitious and 
overarching Environment Act which effectively brings these 
strands together in a way that can be understood and acted 
on by everyone.

We would strongly suggest that the title of the proposed 
Agriculture Bill should be changed to a Sustainable Land 
Management Bill (SLMB). The SLMB would more accurately 
reflect the broader variety of land management options that 
fall within the compass of the bill and would also recognise 
that there is a need to embed sustainable principles more 
fully into any kind of land management.

We strongly believe that for any future policy to be 
considered successful it must enable actions that allow 
woods and trees to deliver public goods at all scales – 
from a single ancient tree to a large, multi-purpose forest.

We have produced several case studies which demonstrate 
the value of integrating trees and woods into land 
management which you may find useful:
Stephen Briggs https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/
publications/2017/06/whitehall-farm-planting-to-
improve-economic-returns/
James Thomas https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/
publications/2017/06/shelterbelts-can-protect-soil/ 
Tim Downes https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/
publications/2015/10/trees-provide-fodder-boost-
production/ 
Renisons https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/
publications/2017/06/mob-grazing-and-hedgerows-for-
livestock/
Annex 1 includes some suggestions as to how a public/private 
goods assessment could work in practice.

Summary
The Woodland Trust strongly welcomes the change 
of direction for land use and management in England 
highlighted by the Agriculture Command Paper, with the clear 
indication that future payments will need to be much more 
focused on the payment of public money for the delivery and 
care of public goods. This is an unprecedented opportunity to 
break down the barriers that have artificially divided farming 
and forestry for so long, and bring these mutually beneficial 
areas together through integrated thinking and delivery. 

Trees and woods provide and/or allow best management 
of many of our essential requirements: clean air, water, soil, 
food, fuel and building materials, biodiversity, recreation, 
health and wellbeing, tourism, cultural heritage, climate 
mitigation and adaptation including carbon sequestration. 
Previous schemes have separated trees and woods from 
farming; any future arrangement should be an integrated 
land management scheme that fully enables the benefits of 
trees – at a variety of scales - to be recognised for everyone.

We need environmental delivery to be valued for the positive 
and long lasting impact it will have on productivity – not 
seen as a “nice to have”. For example, we can show that 
introduction of trees into intensively farmed landscapes, via 
agroforestry1 techniques, can result in positive responses 
across a variety of sustainability measures including 
production, creating a win-win situation. We also recognise 
there are situations where providing for the environment 
may result in direct costs to a land manager – particularly 
if delivering public goods without an obvious ‘productivity 
benefit’. In such cases (which may include nature reserve 
management; upstream tree planting to reduce flood risk 
downstream; restoring ancient woodlands etc) public support 
payments are fully justified and necessary. 

As part of our own evidence gathering for the Command 
Paper response we asked our farmer contacts what they 
considered were the essential requirements for making a 
success of a future Government support scheme. Their 
answers were:

• Outcome driven

• Flexibility in delivery

• Local design and adaptability

• Availability of advice

• Science and evidence based

• Training and continuing professional development 
supported

• Connected to children and the next generation
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We welcome the Government’s commitment to simplify the 
current CAP until a new Environmental Land Management 
scheme is introduced.

To make Countryside Stewardship more effective in the 
short-term, there must be: 

• Basic improvements to implementation, such as staffing 
levels and IT systems;

• A smoother transactional experience for applicants, 
including timely processing of applications, agreement 
offers and payments;

• Adequate resources for Natural England to deliver the 
required advice and support.

More important by far than the four proposed areas 
above however, is the need to improve the basic delivery 
of Countryside Stewardship (CS). Delays in responding to 
requests for application packs and offering agreements and 
making payments, compounded by issues such as multiple 
requests for the same evidence and issues with mapping, 
have made applying for CS such a difficult experience that 
many have opted not to bother. 

In turn, these poor levels of service risk undermining the very 
concept of agri-environment, and therefore the long-term 
credibility of Defra’s proposed focus on environmental land 
management. It is therefore of the utmost urgency that 
Defra improves the delivery of CS now, both for the short-
term outcomes the scheme needs to provide, and the longer-
term credibility of the Government’s policy agenda.

While we welcome the recent introduction of the simplified 
packages it is too soon to tell whether this has overcome 
the more overarching negatives detailed above that have 
prevented many land managers from engaging in the current 
Countryside Stewardship process. 

We also need to tackle the confusing array of organisations 
that oversee delivery of CS, which leads to uncertainty 
about which organisation to approach at which stage of 
the process. As the Commons EFRA Select Committee 
argued in its ‘Forestry in England’ report: ‘The evidence 
we have received highlights how the present system for 
administering CSS is not fit for purpose. Previous experience 
illustrates that a one-stop shop for grants will provide a 
smoother and less bureaucratic service for CSS customers. 
We are unconvinced by the Minister’s arguments that it is 
not possible to return to a one-stop shop for grants.’2  

Moving away from the Common Agricultural 
Policy in England

2. Reform within the CAP
Please rank the following ideas for simplification 
of the current CAP, indicating the three options 
which are most appealing to you:
a) Develop further simplified packages

b) Simplify the application form

c) Expand the online offer

d) Reduce evidence requirements in the rest of 
the scheme

How can we improve the delivery of the current 
Countryside Stewardship scheme and increase 
uptake by farmers and land managers to help 
achieve valuable environmental outcomes?

Response to specific chapters

The Woodland Trust does not want to comment on options 
for reductions in Direct Payments, but we would like to 
reiterate that many land managers are concerned by this 
process and would like clarity to be provided as soon as 
possible about when the process will start, the mechanisms 
for reductions and the length of time the process will take. If 
we are to support land managers to become more innovative, 
self-reliant and business orientated then we must give them 
the mechanisms to achieve this within realistic timescales. 

Of the possible timeframes identified in the evidence pack 
that accompanies the consultation paper, a five-year 
transition is our preference. Whilst the shortest available, 
this provides a realistic timeframe that balances the need 
for time to adapt with the other two factors that we identify 
below. A seven or ten-year transition also presents the risk 
of drift, and the sense that change has been ‘kicked into 
the long grass’, therefore sending the wrong signals to the 
industry when timely action is needed to adapt.  It also 
belies the urgency facing us in terms of the condition of our 
environment, particularly in terms of soils, air quality and 
biodiversity.

Within our own consultations there have been differences 
between land managers as to preferences on the length 
of the transition, with some wanting to get it over as soon 
as possible and some wanting it staged more slowly. The 
difference was both generational, with older members 
wanting more time to adapt and the younger wanting 
change now; and sectoral, according to how important 
subsidies are in the business model currently being used. But 
they all agreed on the paramount need for a clear timeframe.

One of our farmer consultants stated:
“providing clear information on the direction of travel will 
provide certainty and enable stability.”

3. An ‘agricultural transition’

What is the best way of applying reductions to 
Direct Payments? 
What are the factors that should drive the 
profile for reducing Direct Payments during the 
‘agricultural transition’?
How long should the ‘agricultural transition’ 
period be?
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We therefore suggest that the factors that should drive the 
decision are as follows:

1. Certainty. It is important that farmers and land 
managers have certainty on the length and nature of any 
transition as soon as possible, but also, and even more 
importantly, what the system they are transitioning to 
will look like and offer. The principles and framework for 
the new environmental land management policy must be 
broadly defined before the transition period begins so that 
farmers and land managers can use the transition period to 
make strategic decisions about their business and begin to 
prepare for the new system.

2. Environmental need. Environmental declines present an 
urgent challenge, and a longer than five-year transition 
will create inevitable opportunity costs. To illustrate this, 
on current rates of decline and without action, farmland 
bird populations may decline by a further 10-15% between 
now and 2024. A five-year transition with new policies 
implemented from 2022, as suggested by the Command 
Paper, secures a balance between urgent environmental need 
and certainty for farmers and land managers – who are best 
placed to help address that need. 

3. Value for money. If change is not ‘locked-in’ within the 
current Treasury commitment to current levels of farm 
support, there is a significant risk that funding currently 
associated with the CAP will be redirected to other spending 
priorities. This would have a detrimental impact on both the 
environment and current farming structures. A transition 
that prioritises a shift to farming and land management 
spending that provides better value for money is therefore in 
the interests of the sector as a whole, as well as the taxpayer. 

The transition should therefore be 5 years from 2020, with 
new policies piloted as soon as possible and the new system 
implemented in this timeframe. 

With this in mind, our priorities for an ‘agricultural transition’ 
are therefore:
1. Early clarity on Defra’s preferred approach to transition, 
with a focus on how the Department intends to deal with 
the inherent risks of this process, and how to manage the 
dependencies between old and new policies (e.g. how to re-
deploy receipts from capping towards new environmental 
land management payments); 

2. That the majority of capped payments go toward 
environmental land management in a way that is consistent 
with the Secretary of State’s commitment that the 
primary public good in a future policy will be environmental 
enhancement;

3. Continued investment in better delivered Countryside 
Stewardship in the short term; and

4. A new environmental land management system 
introduced from 2022, using the intervening years to pilot 
novel approaches and mechanisms.

In all our conversations with farming contacts the need to 
put land management on a more professional footing was a 
recurring theme. Comments include:

“Farmers need to be able to demonstrate they know what they 
are doing and are professionals.”

4. A successful future for farming

Farming excellence and profitability
How can we improve the take-up of knowledge 
and advice by farmers and land managers? 
Please rank your top three options by order of 
preference:

a) Encouraging benchmarking and farmer-to-
farmer learning

b) Working with industry to improve standards 
and coordination

c) Better access to skills providers and resources

d) Developing formal incentives to encourage 
training and career development

e) Making Continuing Professional Development 
(CPD) a condition of any future grants or loans

f) Other (please specify)

What are the main barriers to new capital 
investment that can boost profitability and 
improve animal and plant health on-farm? 
Please rank your top three options by order of 
the biggest issues:
a) Insufficient access to support and advice

b) Uncertainty about the future and where to 
target new investment

c) Difficulties with securing finance from private 
lenders

d) Investments in buildings, innovation or new 
equipment are prohibitively expensive

e) Underlying profitability of the business

f) ‘Social’ issues (such as lack of succession or 
security of tenure)

g) Other (please specify)

What are the most effective ways to support 
new entrants and encourage more young people 
into a career in farming and land management?
Does existing tenancy law present barriers to 
new entrants, productivity and investment?
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Fruit trees improve land and productivity

Alley cropping system delivers greater profitability through 
increased vegetable yields and supplementary fruits, nuts 
and fuel. 
Over the last few years, Devonshire farmer Martyn Bragg 
has incorporated fruit trees onto his 170 hectare mixed 
organic farm, Shillingford Organics, to help improve 
productivity. Running an award-winning vegetable box 
business but in need of some shelter for his land, Martyn 
was keen to improve conditions in a way that made 
commercial sense and so incorporated rows of fruit trees 
among his vegetables to maximise productivity both below 
and above ground.

Environmental issues
In 1998 the farm started organic conversion, and over time 
effective organic rotations have been implemented, with 
the inclusion of arable and livestock benefiting the land. 
While farming methods were improved, Martyn was still 
aware of several issues affecting the site. Numerous areas 
had been left exposed following the removal of trees in the 
1960s, leaving the land vulnerable to strong winds – bad for 
both livestock and vegetable crops. Soil erosion also proved 
problematic in harsh conditions, with steep slopes being 
especially susceptible in instances of strong wind and rain.
With a need to increase shelter, Martyn considered 
trees a viable solution, which would offer protection and 
the potential of long-term commercial benefits. Having 
identified a local demand for fruit, Martyn incorporated 
his first alley cropping system and soon began to see how 
effective trees were as a windbreak for his vegetables, while 
at the same time providing produce of their own through 
fruit, nuts and wood fuel.

Lessons learned
However, while the benefits were clear, Martyn learnt 
some valuable lessons from his first scheme. As the trees 
established, it became apparent the alleys were not wide 
enough. This caused difficulty when navigating machinery, 
managing the dense understorey and controlling the 
amount of shade impacting on vegetable growth nearest 
the trees.
After this initial scheme, Martyn set about incorporating a 
second alley cropping system. With help and support from 
the Woodland Trust, Martyn completed his planting in 2014 
and now operates a silvo-vegetable system comprising 
apple, pear, mulberry, hazel and alder trees which provide 
fruit and nuts, and willow coppice for the production of 
biomass. The planting has taken place across an eight acre 
field, with trees 28 metres apart in 4 metre rows, providing 
a 24 metre alley for vegetable production.
Like many farmers, Martyn is certain that without help, he 
could not have gone ahead with the planting. The Woodland 
Trust supplied the materials and Martyn supplied the labour 
for ground preparation, measuring, marking, planting and 
maintenance. 
“We are amazingly grateful for the Woodland Trust funding – 
we couldn’t have done it without it. The capital investment in 
fruit trees takes four or five years to give any return so it would 
have been very difficult. But funding always helps to persuade 
a farmer and the Trust can give access to help and bespoke 
advice to suit every situation.”

“There should be continuing professional development within 
land management.”

There is a new realisation that the success of UK agriculture 
will depend as much on having a resilient and vibrant natural 
environment and a stable climate as on high tech equipment 
and techniques. More so than at any time in the past century, 
public attitudes are changing and the evidence suggests that 
unsustainable intensification of agricultural management has 
come at a huge price.3 

A growing number of farmers recognise that what they have 
been advised to do to maximise production is implicated 
in the declining state of our soils and water and the 
transformation of our farmed and rural landscapes into 
hostile settings for nature. There is an increasing interest in 
the uptake of environmental options.

“I went to the Agroforestry Conference and it really opened 
my eyes. I went back and planted 60 hardwood trees and 500 
metres of hedgerow.” Richard Bower (Farmers Weekly Rising 
Star – sits on the NFU next generation board. He studied at 
Harper Adams).

The Nature Friendly Farming Network (NFFN) which was 
formed last year is committed to managing land for wildlife 
and public goods as well as growing healthy, nutritious 
food.  A new survey of the group, timed to coincide with the 
consultation, found that 9 out of 10 respondents wanted to 
see ‘radical change’, prioritising high environmental standards, 
while still ensuring sustainable and profitable food production 
in the UK.

However, there is also recognition that the need for change 
must be supported:
“advice is key”

“value of a locally based adviser”

As such, our recommendations from our own experience of 
improving the take-up of knowledge and advice by farmers 
are as follows:
• Farmer-to-farmer learning. Much formal and informal 

sharing of insights and experiences already takes place 
between farmers and land managers, and the Government 
can encourage those which best support knowledge-
transfer. We strongly endorse grassroots farmer to farmer 
research and innovation approaches, such as the ‘Field 
Labs’ pioneered by the Innovative Farmers Network.

• Advice. We believe there is a need for a properly funded, 
well-coordinated and streamlined advice service that 
adheres to a set of clearly defined objectives set at a local 
level. This is critical to help farmers manage the change 
ahead and for the successful implementation of basic rules 
and environmental incentives. Advice provision should 
be separated from enforcement activities, and multiple 
advice initiatives should be rationalised to provide greater 
coherence and ensure high standards. Advice should be 
coordinated at a local level, pooling skills and resources.
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• Agriculture education and training. The agriculture 
education and training sector is not equipping the next 
generation of farmers with adequate knowledge on basic 
issues such as pollination and soil fertility, and training in 
techniques such as Integrated Pest Management. These 
issues are often afforded minimal focus, if any, on the 
agricultural college curriculum, which instead focuses on 
the kinds of areas covered by the options presented in 
this consultation for ranking. For example, there is often 
an emphasis on Agri-Tech which has a place but includes 
some technologies that work against nature and exclude 
other proven methods.

• Agroforestry and forestry education and training. We 
have identified the separation of education and training (in 
addition to the separation in policy) between the forestry 
and agricultural sectors as the biggest barriers preventing 
uptake of agroforestry, woodland creation and woodland 
management on farmed land. The majority of farmers 
and land managers are not currently aware of or equipped 
with the technical knowledge and skills to implement 
agroforestry schemes, such as silvoarable, nor manage 
existing trees and woods to access the productivity, 
resilience and environmental gains that can be realised.

Capital investment
For many of the farms which would appear to be able to 
benefit most from land management changes, such as 
those in the uplands, a lack of available capital is the biggest 
barrier to change. The uplands in particular suffer from the 
classic “asset rich, cash poor” situation where the only way to 
fund the capital investment which would change their future 
sustainability is to sell land, but that may in itself risk the 
viability of the individual operation. 

Seed funding, access to loans and directed capital such 
as for tree planting, all have the potential to have a huge 
impact for relatively small investment levels, particularly for 
smaller farms and in the uplands. Enabling farmers to invest 
in infrastructure such as trees will help them to secure their 
long term business futures without the long term need for 
continued State intervention.

New Entrants
Many farmers recognise the need of a generational change:

“We need to change ourselves”

“We need to listen to the skills of the next generation”

One of our farmer consultees commented on new entrants:

“Of the 100+ students in my course at university less than 5% 
came from non-farming backgrounds”

There is still a strong belief that in order to be a farmer you 
have to be the child of a farmer. While this is a cultural issue 
it is difficult to see how we can overcome this barrier until we 
do more to make land management a valued and recognised 
profession with better access to investment opportunities. 

Agricultural technology and research

What are the priority research topics that 
industry and government should focus on to 
drive improvements in productivity and resource 
efficiency? Please rank your top three options by 
order of importance:
a) Plant and animal breeding and genetics

b) Crop and livestock health and animal welfare

c) Data driven smart and precision agriculture

d) Managing resources sustainably, including 
agro-chemicals

e) Improving environmental performance, 
including soil health

f) Safety and trust in the supply chain

g) Other (please specify)

How can industry and government put farmers 
in the driving seat to ensure that agricultural 
R&D delivers what they need? 
Please rank your top three options by order of 
importance:
a) Encouraging a stronger focus on near-market 
applied agricultural R&D

b) Bringing groups of farms together in research 
syndicates to deliver practical solutions

c) Accelerating the ‘proof of concept’ testing of 
novel approaches to agricultural constraints

d) Giving the farming industry a greater say 
in setting the strategic direction for research 
funding

e) Other (please specify)

What are the main barriers to adopting new 
technology and ideas on-farm, and how can we 
overcome them?

At the consultation event we held with our land manager 
contacts it was very clear that research was important but 
that it needed to be at the right level:

“Current research is too academic”

“There is too little farm based evidence”

“We need more farm based demonstration”

“We need to develop networks to share information”

A focus on technological solutions can cause Government 
and industry to overlook tried and tested low-tech methods 
of maintaining and building fertility and crop quality, 
including low-input practices such as green manures, 
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Electric Sheep
The Woodland Trust is supporting research with 
Bangor University to gain further understanding of 
how trees and hedges can make sheep farms ‘weather 
smart’. Using electric sheep to mimic a breeding ewe, 
data is being collected to measure how much energy 
sheep need to survive and stay efficient in adverse 
weather conditions.   
Dr Andy Smith, senior lecturer in forestry at Bangor 
University’s School of Environment, Natural Resources 
and Geography said: “If it’s very cold, a sheep burns 
more energy to keep warm for survival and it needs 
more food. Conversely, if it’s too hot, animals tend to 
eat less and seek shade to keep cool. Both situations 
affect weight gain and productivity because energy 
that could go into growth is used instead to regulate 
metabolism instead.”
The project is examining how the placement of 
hedgerows and tree shelterbelts could provide 
shelter and browse to improve animal productivity 
by maintaining a positive energy balance whilst 
supporting the delivery of pubic goods such as habitat 
connectivity, landscape character, carbon capture and 
flood mitigation. 

The project has the potential to improve the 
sustainability of sheep farming by:
• Reducing animal mortality especially during lambing;

• Increasing live weight gain per animal;

• Increasing live weight gain per unit of feed input;

• Increasing sward production per unit area;

• Reducing costs associated with sward management;

• Mitigating against the impact of extreme climatic 
events (heatwaves/heavy snow);

• Reduced need to house flock in barn;

• Reduced costs associated with supplementary 
feeding, concentrate and licks;

• Enabling farmers to access additional sources of 
income such as agri-environmental schemes and, in 
the future, the delivery of public goods.

Using the data from the project it is planned to develop 
an App to be used by farmers and advisors to support 
the design of tree and hedgerow shelter that will give 
the maximum benefit to the flock’s wellbeing and 
performance, whilst enhancing the environmental 
provision of the farmed landscape.

Whitehall Farm - Planting to improve 
economic returns 
Stephen and Lynn Briggs are tenant farmers at 
Whitehall Farm in Cambridgeshire. They have 
integrated trees into their wheat, barley, clover and 
vegetable-producing business, establishing the largest 
agroforestry system in the UK.
The system was implemented to reduce wind erosion 
affecting the fine grade one soils on the farm. It also 
enhances biodiversity, creates a mix of perennial and 
annual crops better able to meet the challenges of 
climate change, and diversifies their cropping.
Apple trees were planted in rows as windbreaks, 
but also to produce fruit and 24m alleys were left 
in between the tree rows for cereal production. Tree 
rows are orientated north:south to minimise shading 
and tree canopies are managed by annual pruning. 
A diverse range of pollen and nectar species and 
wildflowers has been established in the 3m wide tree 
understorey strip beneath the trees. This benefits 
pollinating insects and farmland birds.
The arable crops primarily use water, nutrients and 
sunlight in spring and early summer, whereas the trees 
need these resources from late spring right through 
to late autumn. Tree roots gather nutrients and water 
from deep in the soil, beneath the zone used by the 
arable crops. Tree height enables this system to use 
another dimension of space above the ground enabling 
maximum energy to be captured from sunlight and 
turned into food.
The 52 hectare silvoarable agroforestry scheme cost 
an initial £65,000 to establish in 2009. In total 8% of 
the land is planted with trees and the remaining 92% 
is cropped under the existing cereal rotation. It took 
five years for the trees to mature into full production. 
With the trees now seven years old, fruit yield per ha 
is similar to the surrounding arable crop, with gross 
margins typically c.£1000/ha. The young fruit trees will 
continue to grow and increase to peak yield in year 15.
Central to profitability is the ability to add value 
to farm outputs. Adding value to commodities like 
cereals is difficult, whereas there is greater potential 
to increase the value of the fruit through processing 
into juice, or direct sales. Stephen and his wife Lynn 
have built and opened a farm shop to benefit from 
direct retail.

agroforestry, minimum tillage, cover crops, companion 
planting and maximising the effectiveness of natural predators 
among others. With the right support, such techniques may 
be able to deliver environmental outcomes faster, and on 
more farms, than some of the high tech solutions currently 
in development such as robotics. In its new settlement for 
farming and land management, the Government should seek 
to find the most effective solution. This might mean there will 
be a need to balance support for new technologies with lower 
tech, often farmer-led approaches. 
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Environmental public goods
The use of the term “public good” is poorly understood by 
non-economists, which has led to ongoing queries about 
why food production is not in the list. Any future policy 
development will need to be much more explicit about the 
definition of public goods.

Ranking public goods in this way seems an illogical action. 
The relative importance of any particular public good will 
depend on the geographical location and the pressures 
that have developed as a result of geology, climate, past 
management or cultural impacts. 

We would argue that all six environmental outcomes are 
interlinked and should be afforded equal priority given the 
important cross-government public policy challenges they 
address. It should also, in many cases, be possible to deliver 
these outcomes simultaneously. For example, the planting 
of appropriately managed woodland or shelter belts in key 
locations will provide highly stable soils with low erosion risk, 
but will also absorb rainfall which helps to reduce flooding 
and provide valuable habitat for a variety of species, in 
addition to sequestering carbon from the atmosphere. 
Incentivising strategic land use change as part of any future 
payments system will be key to achieving these outcomes.

Biodiversity underpins our ecosystem services and the 
functioning of the environment; a sustainable environment 
is the basis of our prosperity and essential to the health 
and wellbeing of society. And yet the 2016 State of Nature 
report highlighted that nature remains under increasing 
pressure across England. Work to inform the report also 
identified that intensive agriculture has been, and remains, 
the biggest driver of biodiversity decline across the UK; 
agriculture occupies 70% of UK land. Declines in pollinators 
in recent decades have been dramatic, and are already 
known to be affecting the health of ecosystem services. 
The repercussions of continued declines in key groups of 
pollinators for agriculture and the health of our environment 
would be profound. 

Integrated into farming systems, trees and woods protect 
our valuable natural resources by helping to absorb water 
and air pollution, prevent soil erosion and flooding, and boost 
soil sustainability through support of microorganisms and 
addition of nutrients. They help with shelter for livestock, 
crop pollination, integrated pest management and product 
diversification.

In some places our native woods, trees, the wildlife they 
support and the benefits they bring to people have been 
damaged by land management practices, often supported 
by Government policies. Woods are often small and 
fragmented remnants of their former size; trees have been 
lost from fields and hedges; hedgerows have been removed 
to increase field size; ancient woods have been replanted 
with non-native conifers, affected by pesticide or fertiliser 
spray drift from adjacent farmland or suffered grazing, 
browsing and invasive species impacts preventing natural 
regeneration. Yet for all the growing recognition of the many 
benefits trees provide, planting rates remain lamentably low.

For woods and trees in England there remain some key issues 
that need to be tackled, and a positive land management 
policy will be essential to achieving many of these aims.

What we need to achieve 
Ancient woods
The UK’s rich heritage of ancient woodland, ancient trees, and 
ancient wood pasture and parkland are the last remaining, 
primary components of ‘old growth’ woodland. Ancient 
woodland is our richest terrestrial habitat for biodiversity. 

Implementing our new agricultural policy in 
England

5. Public money for public goods

Which of the environmental outcomes listed 
below do you consider to be the most important 
public goods that government should support? 
Please rank your top three options by order of 
importance:
a) Improved soil health

b) Improved water quality

c) Better air quality

d) Increased biodiversity

e) Climate change mitigation

f) Enhanced beauty, heritage and engagement 
with the natural environment

Of the other options listed below, which do you 
consider to be the most important public goods 
that government should support? Please rank 
your top three options by order of importance:
a) World-class animal welfare

b) High animal health standards

c) Protection of crops, tree, plant and bee health

d) Improved productivity and competitiveness

e) Preserving rural resilience and traditional 
farming and landscapes in the uplands

f) Public access to the countryside

Are there any other public goods which you think 
the government should support?

Research and development should be promoted that looks 
at all options equally – both high tech and less technological 
options. As with environmental support (discussed later) 
there is a clear role for outcome based research to raise 
efficiency, productivity and environmental performance that 
includes agro-ecological approaches.
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The unique biodiversity of our ancient trees, many of which 
are found outside woods, alongside ancient woods and 
associated semi-natural grassland and scrub as part of 
wood pasture, represent a valuable and increasingly rare 
habitat supporting specialist plant and animal communities 
found nowhere else. Once lost, they can never be replaced.
We must ensure that all ancient woodland and ancient trees 
are protected and appropriately managed to ensure a future 
for this unique and irreplaceable part of our natural and 
cultural heritage.

Plantation on ancient woodland
Since the 1930s, almost 40% of the UK’s remaining ancient 
woodland has been replanted with non-native species. Many 
of these sites will continue to decline without appropriate 
restoration. Many Plantations on Ancient Woodland Sites 
(PAWS) retain key populations of rare flora and fauna as 
well as characteristic ancient woodland features. With time 
and care, these sensitive ancient sites can be successfully 
restored to secure the long term future of their remnant 
ancient features – features which cannot be replicated.

The potential gains in biodiversity and for habitat networks 
are significant, but opportunities are limited. If sites are 
harvested and then restocked without taking account of 
surviving features it could be decades before restoration 
can begin and many features will be lost forever. Restored 
ancient woodland will have more structural and age diversity, 
and if restocked with a wider range of native species, will 
become ecologically more diverse and have greater resilience 
to tree disease and the effects of climate change.

We must ensure that all Plantations on Ancient Woodland 
Sites are assessed and restored to recover their biodiversity 
and become part of fully functioning ecosystems.

Woodland creation
Woodland covers 13% of the UK, compared with an average 
of 44% in Europe. Current rates of planting new woodland 
are at an all-time low. This is one of the most glaring 
policy examples of a disconnection between an ever more 
compelling evidence base around the benefits on offer and 
the reality on the ground. The new approach should be able 
to properly support projects like the Northern Forest which 
have the ability to deliver across a wide range of agendas and 
engage the general public with their environment.

Increasing native woodland and tree cover, in the right 
places, has many benefits. It will boost the resilience of the 
UK’s landscapes and natural systems in the face of pressure 
from climate change, pollution, intensive land use, and 
increasing numbers of pests and diseases. New native woods 
that buffer existing ancient woods, extend and link habitats 
together into networks and create ‘stepping stones’ in the 
wider countryside will contribute to the well-established 
Lawton principles of delivering conservation benefits at 
landscape scale.

We must increase tree and woodland planting to achieve   
15% woodland cover by 2060 as described in the Independent 
Panel on Forestry.

Agroforestry
Agroforestry describes farming systems which combine 
trees and shrubs with agricultural crops or livestock in a 
land management approach that balances productive and 
protective functions of ecosystems. This can be designed 
in a way that avoids the potential trade-offs between food 
provision and other ecosystem services that occur in modern 
farming systems.

Trees on farms is not a new practice, having traditionally 
provided important sources of fruit and nuts, fodder for 
livestock and wood or fuel for timber, as well as shade and 
shelter. Typical agroforestry features still present in many 
landscapes include wood pastures, hedgerows, windbreaks 
and riparian buffer strips on farmland, and intercropped and 
grazed orchards and forests. The evolution of agriculture 
has resulted in the loss of many of these features and 
contributed to reduced soil and water quality, to a loss of 
biodiversity, and to increasing greenhouse gas emissions.

Trees Outside Woods (TOWs)
Many trees do not grow in woodland but are found singly, or 
in hedgerows, along roadsides, railways and watercourses. 
These trees are no less valuable than larger woodland and 
are a valuable contribution to the landscape in terms of their 
visual impact, biodiversity and habitat connectivity. 

Individual trees can be a valuable resource for many species 
in those areas with low woodland cover where they can 
provide habitat refuges that support species populations in 
an otherwise hostile environment. In well-wooded landscapes 
they act as corridors and stepping stones that increase 
the permeability of the landscape and contribute to the 
total area of edge or transitional woodland habitat. TOWs 
also contribute to wider benefits such as water quality and 
quantity, soil conservation, air quality and carbon storage.

Changes in land use over many years and the more recent 
increasing impacts of tree pests and diseases have resulted 
in serious declines in tree numbers and their associated 
benefits. Integrating trees back into the landscape can start 
to reverse these declines.

Urban and urban fringe
Communities close to accessible woodland see 
improvements to their health and wellbeing through using 
these green spaces actively and through the tree canopy 
intercepting and removing airborne pollutants, and 
modifying the urban ‘heat island’ effects.

Planted in the right places, trees and woods can keep cities 
cool, improve air and water quality, and mitigate the impacts 
of flooding. They provide places for people to escape the 
stress of modern life, and contribute to the economy directly 
and indirectly. The savings in terms of ‘avoided costs’ in 
health care terms alone are substantial.

An outcome based incentive and support scheme should 
recognise and support the value of urban and peri-urban 
woods and trees. This approach has been especially 
emphasised by the Government’s Natural Capital Committee 
and in the 25 Year Plan.
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Non-environmental public goods
As with the environmental public goods above, we do not 
see the value in ranking the non-environmental public 
goods listed in the consultation paper - each makes a 
significant positive contribution to society, and there 
will be circumstances in which Government intervention 
is needed to secure all to a greater or lesser extent. The 
one main exception to this is ‘improved productivity and 
competitiveness’, which although important and subject to a 
range of market failures, is not a public good in the economic 
definition of that term.  

Agroforestry can be a key mechanism to deliver public goods, 
as it offers the opportunity for multifunctional land use. 
This can simultaneously benefit food and fuel production 
(normally considered private goods), as well as non-
environmental public goods such as animal welfare.

The public perception of farming and land management was 
a key issue for many of our farmer contacts:
“we need to tell the story to a much wider audience, not just the 
policy makers”

“we need flexible support for education”

Cannerheugh Farm – mob grazing and creating 
new hedgerows for livestock shelter in Cumbria
Farmers Paul and Nic Renison have been planting new 
trees and hedges across the farm to increase shelter 
for their flock, to reduce lamb loss and to support the 
introduction of mob grazing techniques. They farm 
nearly 1000 ewes, 30 suckler cows and 70 dairy heifers 
over 57ha of rough grazing and 105ha of improved 
pasture and cultivated land in Cumbria, on the edge of 
the Pennines. When they took the farm over six years 
ago it was conventionally farmed with large walled or 
fenced fields with only a few trees in blocks. 

The challenge
On the edge of the Pennines the land can be cold and 
exposed – particularly in the face of the helm wind. 
The farm lacked shelter, impacting the health and 
performance of the flock but also limiting grass growth 
at the beginning and end of the season. To help the 
farm’s productivity Paul and Nic investigated mob 
grazing of animals, which is also known as rotational 
grazing. This method is based on high intensity stock 
management over short periods of time in small 
paddocks, forcing the sheep to eat all the plants and 
reducing their ability to be selective. The waste created 
during the grazing becomes the mainstay of fertility 
addition. More natural shelter was needed across the 
farm to help address these issues.

The solution 
Over the past 5 years they have planted 1100m of 
new hedgerow and 9.9ha of trees across their land 
which has supported the introduction of a mob grazing 

system. The trees and hedges play an important role 
in this system; creating boundaries for paddocks, 
providing shelter and shade for the stock, stimulating 
grass growth and nutrient and water cycling. The mob 
grazing system has naturally increased the diversity 
in the sward and the occurrence of clover – with its 
important nitrogen fixing properties - and has reduced 
their dependency on inorganic fertilisers, which has cut 
their costs and reduced the impact on the environment. 
After just one year the hedgerows changed the soil 
moisture and warmth - leading to better grass growth 
over a longer season. The farm is recording lower 
mortality rates due to exposure as the lambs hunker 
down for shelter behind the banked hedges. They are 
seeing an increased number of earthworms, a good 
indication of improved soil health as well as increased 
biodiversity across the farm. 
Farmer Nic Renison “don’t dither plant trees - at first 
I was worried about the loss of grazing land from the 
double fenced hedges but even within the 1st season I was 
convinced of their value”

6. Enhancing our environment

From the list below, please select which 
outcomes would be best achieved by 
incentivising action across a number of farms 
or other land parcels in a future environmental 
land management system:
a) Recreation
b) Water quality
c) Flood mitigation
d) Habitat restoration
e) Species recovery
f) Soil quality
g) Cultural heritage
h) Carbon sequestration and greenhouse gas 
reduction
i) Air quality
j) Woodlands and forestry
k) Other (please specify)
What role should outcome based payments 
have in a new environmental land management 
system?
How can an approach to a new environmental 
land management system be developed that 
balances national and local priorities for 
environmental outcomes?
How can farmers and land managers work 
together or with third parties to deliver 
environmental outcomes?
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To reflect the value of trees and woods in the UK, the 
Woodland Trust believes the following key principles should 
underpin any future sustainable land use policy and the 
regulations and incentives that support it:

1) Fully integrate woods and trees into land management 
systems

2) Be consistent in paying public money only for public goods 

3) Introduce action and outcome based payments 

4) Establish overarching principles supported by local design 
and local delivery 

5) Deliver opportunities for landscape scale action.

To deliver an effective sustainable land management policy, 
we need: 
1) Core regulatory requirements, including protection of the 
basic resources of soil, water, air quality and existing natural 
assets, such as trees and woods;

2) Comprehensive, simple incentives to deliver well defined 
public benefits with widespread environmental interventions, 
including the management and restoration of hedgerows, 
small scale tree planting and shelterbelts; 

3) More targeted incentive mechanisms to address specific 
issues associated with priority species and habitats, for 
example new native woodland adjoining ancient woods to 
buffer and extend them, or restoration of planted ancient 
woodland; and

4) Support for advice and training to develop resource 
efficiency and innovation, such as agroforestry systems 
which might offer both economic and environmental gains 
compared to some existing activities. 

Production of a sustainable land management plan should be 
a precursor to any decision on support for action.

The Woodland Trust believes that to achieve a fully resilient 
landscape that delivers for all our needs, we must include 
support for actions that will protect and enhance the 
role of trees, woods and forests in ecosystems, as part of 
habitat networks and as a component of productive land 
management for both agriculture and forestry. This will 
mean a mixture of well targeted, smaller scale planting 
schemes – such as shelter belts, riparian planting or hedges 
with hedgerow trees –and larger scale woodland creation 
projects, delivering a wide range of benefits that will capture 
the public imagination. 

There will continue to be a need to protect, restore and 
enhance our existing high value woods and trees to 
maintain the basis for a resilient landscape. For example, 
the outbreak of chalara/ash dieback has brought to the fore 
the importance of Trees Outside Woods (TOWs) for delivery 
connectivity at a landscape scale. The Woodland Trust has 
led development of a TOWs project, which has received a 
total of 105 specific projects and organisational expressions 
of interest. The range of partners and the scope and scale 
of projects submitted provides strong evidence of the level 

of concern in both current and future threats to TOWs.           
The content of the project proposals also provides a wealth of 
evidence of the required methods, capacity to act and of the 
resources required to address the challenges facing TOWs. 

Design of schemes
Unsurprisingly, many of our land management contacts have 
views on the future options for a new environmental land 
management scheme:

“we need to be moving from models which are punitive to 
models which reward”

“enable public/private partnerships – does not all have to come 
from Government but policy must enable it”

“this should be driven by outcomes”

“locally managed and flexible”

“Water quality and flood risk are huge and growing issues for 
my farm. It is crazy that this only seems to be on the agenda 
when a flood happens or there’s a big pollution incident, rather 
than helping us to prevent it in the first place. Funding to plant 
trees could be part of the solution”

We believe that all the public goods listed above can be 
delivered at both the individual holding level or as part of a 
larger, more co-ordinated package. The impacts will vary not 
only as a result of scale but also level of activity undertaken. 
The research undertaken at Pontbren, in the Welsh 
uplands, has shown the significant impacts on both water 
quality and quantity that can be achieved by increasing 
overall woodland cover from 1.5% to 5% on both individual 
holdings and across a landscape. However, a critical factor 
in achieving the potential environmental benefits of tree 
and hedgerow planting is the strategic and well-informed 
choice of locations, species and management. The Pontbren 
results have shown conclusively that strategically planted 
narrow, fenced shelterbelts of trees across slopes capture 
surface run-off from the pasture land above and allow it to 
soak more rapidly into the soil. The shelterbelts of mixed 
broadleaved trees were planted at unconventionally high 
densities together with a large proportion of shrubs, but 
experience has shown that these mixtures do best if planted 
all at the same time. The other critical issue is using planting 
stock of the right provenance. Pontbren is very much an 
upland area and the stock needed to be suited to the more 
challenging growing conditions above 240m4. The Woodland 
Trust would be interested in working with partners and Defra 
to develop mechanisms for integrating trees and woods into 
everyday farm management.

At the individual farm level, widespread environmental issues 
such as declines of farmland biodiversity, air and diffuse 
water pollution and maintenance of landscape character 
and the historic environment point to the need for similarly 
widespread action. These issues generally need small scale, 
relatively simple interventions, such as hedgerow restoration, 
planting of shelterbelts, the introduction of an agroforestry 
scheme on parts of the farm, or the creation of networks of 
semi-natural habitats. 
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Building on the Countryside Stewardship Facilitation 
Fund, there should also be funding for landscape scale 
collaboration, spanning all aspects of the policy. We 
also encourage the Government to examine the use of 
mechanisms such as reverse auctions, used effectively by 
Wessex Water to reduce nitrogen pollution, or funds to be 
used as ‘seed-funding’ to help pump-prime the establishment 
of private Payment for Ecosystem Service schemes or for 
the maintenance and enhancement of benefits once such 
schemes are established, as well as match-funding to draw in 
contributions from others, such as water companies, private 
businesses and local communities. This is likely to need work 
from the Treasury and other government departments to 
enable policy changes for incentivisation etc. The Woodland 
Trust would be keen to use the Northern Forest as a test bed 
for some of these approaches.

After the floods - restoring riverbanks in north 
west Cumbria
The River Derwent catchment collects its water from 
the wet uplands of the Lake District. It is already a very 
wet area, but a combination of low woodland cover, a 
relatively impermeable underlying geology, and upland 
soils compacted by many years of grazing results in 
very high levels of runoff and the potential for flooding.

High river levels are common after rain but a major 
flood event took place in November 2009 when 
Keswick, Cockermouth and Workington experienced 
extreme water levels. In Cockermouth, 885 properties 
were flooded and overall six bridges were destroyed 
by flood water. For many local landowners, the flood 
water destabilised established river banks and over-
ran farmland.

Many measures have since been taken to restore land 
and riverbanks, reduce the impact of future floods and 
prevent the likelihood of such extreme flooding again. 
Amongst these, trees and woods are proving to have 
a vital part to play and the Woodland Trust is helping 
ensure woodland solutions are available to landowners 
in the area. These woodland creation projects will 
help stabilise banks, slow flood water and reduce the 
likelihood and impact of floods in the future.

The Trust has been working in partnership with others, 
including Catchment Sensitive Farming officers, the 
Derwent Rivers Trust and Environment Agency, to 
help landowners restore their riverbanks and farmland 
through tree planting.

Our woodland creation adviser has spent time with 
each landowner in order to understand their needs 
and explain the benefits that trees and woodland 
can provide. Through this personal advisory service, 
and with the provision of some financial support, we 
have been able to deliver many hectares of woodland 
creation in the catchment.

An outcome based approach, which uses the skills of the 
land manager to achieve agreed aims, is more complex to 
administer and will require greater involvement of on the 
ground advisers, but has the potential to deliver significantly 
improved environmental benefits. Advice can best be 
delivered through a properly funded, well-coordinated and 
streamlined advice service that adheres to a set of clearly 
defined objectives and acts to support transition and the 
delivery of public goods. There is a need to rationalise the 
multiple and over-lapping advice initiatives that can occur to 
provide greater coherence and ensure high standards and to 
pool skills and resources.

Ongoing development work for the National Ecosystem 
Approach follow on phase5 has shown that there is the 
potential for significant increases in net benefits to society 
arising from the design and implementation of spatially 
targeted land management policies that actively and 
deliberately take advantage of the environmental, economic 
and landscape variability observed across Great Britain.

Specifically that no single uniformly applied land use policy is 
likely to maximise the total economic (natural capital) value 
of land and any future policies need to be multi-functional i.e. 
a sustainable land use policy rather than separate policies for 
farming, wildlife, forestry etc.

Analysis of the impacts of previous agri-environment 
schemes (AES) has shown mixed results6, with better delivery 
achieved through more targeted, rather than entry level 
schemes,7,8 and targeted advice and support9 to deliver 
effective outcomes. There is definitely a role for future AES 
but consideration will need to be given to the design and 
targeting of any new schemes to ensure that best use of 
previous experience is achieved, that impacts are significant, 
integrated and cost effective, and genuine public benefits   
are delivered.

Securing this range of environmental outcomes will also 
require a significant increase in funding relative to existing 
agri-environment schemes. An economic assessment of 
the current financial commitment needed to meet existing 
environmental commitments through land management is 
approximately £2.3 billion per year across the UK, or £1.3 
billion in England, based on management and opportunity 
costs.10 Although this represents a significant increase in 
costs compared to the existing agri-environment budget in 
England, the available evidence suggests that the cost:benefit 
ratio of this investment would be significant. 

The amount suggested is also within the current envelope of 
spending associated with the Common Agricultural Policy 
in England. We recommend that the overall CAP budget of 
around £3 billion should be maintained for at least a ten-
year period from 2020 or 2022, when a new environmental 
land management system is introduced, in order to ensure a 
stable transition, and pump prime some of the environmental 
restoration envisaged by the UK Government’s 25 year 
environment plan for England.
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7. Fulfilling our responsibility to animals 
While the Woodland Trust does not wish to comment on this 
question in detail we would like to offer the following case 
study of the potential of trees to tackle welfare issues while 
also delivering on productivity and business sustainability.

The Lakes Free Range Egg Company
David Brass, CEO of The Lakes Free Range Egg 
Company, is a recognised advocate of tree planting as 
an active part of farm management. Having started tree 
planting trial schemes on his family farm in 1997, he has 
come to appreciate the commercial and welfare benefits 
that trees deliver. At least 20 per cent of all The Lakes 
Free Range Egg Company ranging areas are now tree-
planted, and any other farm supplying eggs to the firm 
must meet the same requirement.

Natural behaviours drive better returns
David Brass’ support for tree planting not only comes 
from its commercial benefits, but also from a deep 
appreciation of animal behaviour. Chickens are woodland 
animals and will often avoid open fields and gather 
under trees for security. While free range requirements 
were originally met by paddocks, David quickly saw 
the benefit of trees in encouraging his hens to leave the 
barns. Drawing them outside improved the conditions 
inside; reducing fouling and helping fight disease.

Stress is a major issue in large commercial flocks and 
contributes to poor bird condition, injurious feather 
pecking and low quality egg production. In 1995, a 
scientific study by C. J. Savory demonstrated a clear 
link between tree cover, range use and reduced injurious 
feather pecking.

What’s more, tree planting was also proven to reduce 
mortality by addressing some key issues. For example, it 
is universally recognised that if frightened, chickens will 
bolt for a more secure environment. In open fields, if they 
feel threatened in any way they will often bolt for the 
barn. Unfortunately, they can suffocate one another in 
the doorways amidst the panic.

Planting helps production
Tree planting reduces this risk. In wooded ranges, 
chickens are able to hide amongst the trees and avoid 
a crush. By planting trees, David has found that an 
improvement in behaviour delivers significant welfare 
returns and, crucially, increases production.

As part of the McDonald’s Sustainable Egg Supply group, 
David worked closely with researcher Ashleigh Bright 
from FAI Farms Ltd to determine the effects that tree 
cover had on free range flocks. Their report, published in 
the Veterinary Record in 2012, compared 33 flocks with 
tree cover to 33 without. It showed that chickens with 
tree cover produced eggs with better shell quality and 
reduced ‘seconds’ during collection and packing.

With a second egg worth around 30 per cent less 
than a Grade A egg, the research suggested that a one 
per cent decrease in both packing seconds and farm 
seconds across a flock of 10,000 birds would result in 
approximately 4,800 eggs being classed as Grade A.

The experience of The Lakes Free Range Egg Company 
supports this. David comments, “The cost benefit 
of tree planting is one of the best in farming. It costs 
us about £2,000 per hectare to plant trees, but this 
immediately improves the proportion of Grade A eggs 
produced by at least two per cent, meaning that we 
achieve payback in just six months.”

“Why should tree planting be a priority? Because if you 
have 64,000 birds it is going to make you £20,000 
a year more money. That’s harsh, but not everyone is 
altruistic. All of a sudden it is the sensible thing to do.”

David Brass, CEO of The Lakes Free Range Egg Company

8. Supporting rural communities and 
remote farming

How should farming, land management and 
rural communities continue to be supported 
to deliver environmental, social and cultural 
benefits in the uplands?
There are a number of challenges facing rural 
communities and businesses.
Please rank your top three options by order 
of importance:
a) Broadband coverage

b) Mobile phone coverage

c) Access to finance

d) Affordable housing

e) Availability of suitable business 
accommodation

f) Access to skilled labour

g) Transport connectivity

h) Other, please specify

With reference to the way you have ranked 
your answer to the previous question, 
what should government do to address the 
challenges faced by rural communities and 
businesses post-EU Exit?
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Farms and farmers outside the most productive lowland 
areas are heavily reliant on farm subsidies. In most upland 
areas farm subsidies represent over half of farm income 
and farming businesses would be unlikely to survive in their 
current form without continued direct support. However, 
many of these areas are potentially those which may benefit 
most from a change to a public goods based support system. 
Unfortunately the Command Paper is unclear on the details 
of future support and the current lack of clarity on what this 
may mean in practical terms is likely to cause confusion.

We believe that there is much scope for the uplands in 
particular to benefit from new market approaches; a 
payment for ecosystem services (PES) model provides 
opportunities for rapid inception with a growing evidence 
base from Defra PES pilots and existing industry models. 
There is a need to be more explicit about what will be 
supported and how, and for this to be done fairly soon to 
ease concern and lack of certainty for land managers in the 
areas most affected.

The ‘how’ is particularly important: hopes for a vibrant 
domestic carbon market have failed to materialise; 
biodiversity offsetting pilots have revealed multiple barriers 
to success; and PES markets in areas such as utilities 
have extremely limited empirical support that they can 
work at sufficient scale to be effective. Analysis provided 
in the Natural Capital Committee’s third report11 points to 
health and wellbeing as a potentially major plank for the 
development of PES markets, yet the detail has not followed. 
Critically, any progress would hinge on governmental cross-
departmental charging and there is little evidence to suggest 
any appetite for that.

We welcome the Command Paper commitment that 
“A clear vision for the uplands will be an important part of our 
agricultural policy”. We would very much like to be part of 
the development of this vision and look forward to future 
conversations on this subject.

As with previous comments, we do not believe that ranking 
the options above serves a valuable purpose as the type 
of land management undertaken or the geography and 
cultural history of an area will be a greater guide to what 
will or will not work. Instead we believe that any expenditure 
should only occur after cost benefit analysis following the 
Government’s Green Book guidance but in line with the 
recommendations from the Natural Capital Committee 
(NCC). The NCC third report showed that direct comparisons 
are not always possible since different methodologies may 
have been used. However, they should be broadly consistent 
and natural capital investments compare very well with more 
traditional government investment.

A widespread planting programme of woodlands has a 
Benefit Cost Ratio of at least 5:1 rising to considerably 
higher levels in the most optimal locations. While it is hard to 
generalise for catchments, the main case study investigated 
had a BCR of 4:1. In contrast road schemes average 4.5:1 
but can vary between 1:1 and 10:1. Broadband in contrast 

appears to have the highest cost benefit ratio at 20:1 – 
providing effective rural broadband is potentially one of the 
key mechanisms for allowing alternative rural businesses to 
develop and therefore working to maintain rural communities 
(NCC Third State of Natural Capital Report, Box 5.6, page 47).

We welcome the use of the term “rural communities and 
remote farming” with its implied recognition that it is 
not just the uplands that can suffer from the problems of 
physical location, distance to market, poor technological 
infrastructure and associated other disabilities. Generally 
rural areas need to be much better served by policy in 
general, including housing, transport and technology. One of 
the perverse characteristics of the CAP was that it nested 
rural policy within an agricultural policy. We now have the 
opportunity to reverse this, and ensure that agriculture 
alongside other sectors of the rural economy have the 
necessary infrastructure and policies in place to thrive in 
future. This will only happen if all government departments 
significantly improve the way in which policy supports and is 
tailored for rural areas. 

A new Northern Forest – beyond the headlines…
The Woodland Trust and the Community Forests in 
the north of England have been working together for 
some time on developing the concept of a new Northern 
Forest. It’s an ambitious long-term plan to plant 50 
million trees across the north of England from Liverpool 
to Hull. The concept brings together a set of shared 
ambitions and ideas on the role that trees and woods 
can play in enhancing the environment and improving 
the lives of communities in and around the towns, cities 
and rural areas of the north of England along the M62 
corridor.

It’s not a government initiative – it’s an idea that’s 
grown out of the experience and enthusiasm 
of organisations that have been working with 
communities and the environment in the area for some 
years. Increasing the network of woods and trees will 
enrich the lives of communities in and around the cities 
of Liverpool, Manchester, Leeds, Sheffield and Hull, 
will support wildlife and will deliver a wide range of 
economic opportunities. The area has a population of 
13 million people and woodland cover of only 7.6%, much 
lower than the England average.

The Northern Forest will both accelerate the creation of 
new woodland and support sustainable management of 
existing woods right across the area. Many more trees, 
woods and forests will deliver a better environment 
for all by: improving air quality in our towns and cities; 
mitigating flood risk in key catchments; supporting 
the rural economy through tourism, recreation and 
timber production; connecting people with nature; and 
helping to deliver improvements to health and wellbeing 
through welcoming and accessible local green spaces.
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Rural landscapes
Transforming urban spaces and rural landscapes on 
this scale requires action and investment – and this will, 
not surprisingly, involve planting millions of trees. But 
that in itself can be misread as an oversimplification of 
what the Forest should be about. Planting may be the 
first choice, particularly in the more challenging parts 
of the urban fringe environments or in highly modified 
landscapes where few natural seed sources remain. 
But there will also be space to work with nature and to 
harness natural processes, to use natural regeneration 
and colonisation to participate alongside each other in 
providing something that will benefit everyone.

This should be no ‘flash in the pan’. We will clearly 
need a variety of woodland types, with those focused 
on biodiversity complemented by others that are 
designed to lock up carbon efficiently or produce 
timber to support rural business. We are not chasing 
success ‘at any price’. There will be little point investing 
so much energy and resources in new woodland if our 
existing woods are disappearing. There is much to do 
to recognise the value of existing woods and trees, to 
protect them, to manage them and to nurture them.

One thing this cannot afford to become is a ‘one size 
fits all’ concept. The big prize we are pursuing here is to 
set out to achieve something that is genuinely ground 
breaking, that will test our appetite for landscape 
scale conservation, that will offer a ‘test bed’ for 
natural capital and ecosystem services thinking and 
will offer scope for all parts of the trees, woods and 
forestry spectrum – whether driven by conservation, 
productivity, green infrastructure or carbon storage - 
to participate alongside each other.

This is not a government led initiative – it’s a bottom-
up initiative. We and the Community Forests are in it 
for the long haul.

9. Changing regulatory culture

How can we improve inspections for 
environmental, animal health and welfare 
standards? Please indicate any of your preferred 
options below.
a) Greater use of risk-based targeting

b) Greater use of earned recognition, for instance 
for membership of assurance schemes

c) Increased remote sensing

d) Increased options for self-reporting

e) Better data sharing amongst government 
agencies

f) Other (please specify)

Which parts of the regulatory baseline could be 
improved, and how?
How can we deliver a more targeted and 
proportionate enforcement system?

We welcome the commitment made by the Secretary 
of State to develop a national policy statement which 
would “preserve and where appropriate extend” effective 
EU environmental policies, and also confirmation that 
the Government would look to address long-standing 
fears that the environmental principles that underpin 
EU regulations could be ditched post-Brexit. We strongly 
believe that the EU environmental principles of polluter 
pays and the precautionary principle etc, should underpin 
any regulatory development.

We recognise that regulation remains one of the biggest 
concerns for both land managers and the general public. 
We firmly believe that the point at which the line should be 
drawn between ‘polluter pays’ and ‘provider gets’ should 
be addressed as part of any new policy. This line should be 
consistent and fair to both land manager, taxpayer and 
beneficiaries of environmental services that arise from 
farmed land. There are many reasons why this is of 
critical importance:

1. All farmers and land managers must be on a level 
regulatory playing field – many farmers adhering 
to environmental regulatory requirements express 
frustration that they ‘do the right thing’ whilst their 
neighbours ‘take short cuts and get away with it’. This 
does not make for a cohesive sector and it is unfair on 
the vast majority of farmers who are keen to protect 
the integrity of their industry. In some cases, where 
current measures are insufficient to achieve statutory 
conservation standards, geographically specific regulation 
such as Water Protection Zones is likely to be needed.

2. In order for the principle of ‘public money for public goods’ 
to work, a clear dividing line is required between what is 
minimum good practice and what should be paid for over 
and above this minimum threshold. For example, farmers 
adhering to slurry spreading regulations should not get 
paid public money, but those taking active steps to improve 
water quality through land management such as the 
creation of wide buffer strips or areas of woodland should.

3. For the establishment of private sector funded 
schemes to deliver ecosystem service outcomes from 
farmland to flourish, the private sector needs a clear 
dividing line between the ‘polluter pays’ and the ‘provider 
gets’. It is unlikely that their customers, shareholders 
and stakeholders will sanction expenditure on farming 
activities whilst poor practice continues. 

4. On the political level, taxpayers (the ultimate funders of 
public sector payments) legitimately want reassurances 
that they are not subsidising poor environmental practice.

5. Effective and well-enforced regulation will be 
important to ensure that those who choose not to 
engage with a future environmental land management 
system are unable to manage their land in a way that 
creates negative effects for neighbouring farmers, local 
communities or society more generally. 

We believe any set of basic rules or requirements should 
be applicable to all land managers. This means that 
those who pollute should pay, and only those providing 
an additional environmental service above the baseline of 
refraining from polluting should be paid.
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The ‘Farming Rules for Water’ which specify mandatory 
requirements for the management of nutrients and soils, 
including the timing of fertiliser applications and other 
agricultural operations, represent a statutory set of basic 
requirements. However, they are only applicable to certain 
categories of land managers and have other failings in 
relation to their impact. For example, modelling suggests that 
only a small percentage reduction in phosphorus losses will 
be achieved, contributing only a very modest improvement to 
our freshwater environment.

These rules are a good start but must be strengthened, made 
applicable to all land managers and be properly enforced, if 
they are to have an impact on pollutant loads. At present 
these regulations only apply to soil, nutrients and water, 
so requirements covering a broader set of environmental 
objectives need to be established. For woodland managers 
the UK Forestry Standard applies but is voluntary rather 
than mandatory and there is little or no inspection or 
enforcement unless the land manager belongs to the UK 
Woodland Assurance Standard. We want to see a clear set 
of basic rules that apply to all land managers, have science 
based regulations that are understandable and deliverable 
and rules that are enforced effectively.

As with any set of basic rules or requirements, clear guidance 
is needed so that land managers understand what is 
expected of them, and so that the rules are not too onerous 
to enforce. For example, there are a number of terms within 
the ‘Farming Rules for Water’ that require clearer definition, 
such as ‘reasonable’, ‘waterlogged’ and ‘significant’.  

The effective enforcement of basic rules or requirements 
is critical. Existing protocol is that enforcement officers 
will respond reactively to an incident but it is not common 
practice to undertake systematic checks to identify farmers 
contravening the rules. Recent data obtained by WWF 
highlights that the Environment Agency’s current resources 
only allow for visits to 0.5% of farms each year. Without a 
concerted enforcement programme, only a small proportion 
of farms will change their practices in response to any set of 
basic rules or requirements.

We believe there is already a working model for enforcement 
of basic environmental measures, as demonstrated in 
Scotland with the Scottish Environmental Protection Agency 
(SEPA) regulation of the General Binding Rules. This more 
collaborative ‘advice led approach’ consists of proactively 
identifying problem farms, followed by a process of advice, 
cautions and fixed penalty notices as a last resort. 
The process is as follows:
• Undertake a thorough baseline assessment of compliance, 

using this to target enforcement and assess uptake;
• Issue warnings to polluters and encourage them to take 

advantage of free advice to correct problems, followed up 
by a repeat visit to ensure compliance;

• Civil sanctions or prosecution incurred for failure to 
address issues, repeat or serious offences;

• Good practice rewarded with fewer inspections.

Of note, SEPA’s approach is regarded as equitable and 
balanced by farmers in Scotland. This model would meet the 
recommendations developed by the Independent Farming 
Regulation Task Force, established in 2011 by the coalition 
government. However, to achieve a similar approach in 
England would require a significant increase in the resources 
available to the Environment Agency.

10. Risk management and resilience
The Woodland Trust has no comment to make on the role of 
agricultural insurance in risk management.

11. Protecting crop, tree, plant and bee health

Where there are insufficient commercial 
drivers, how far do you agree or disagree that 
government should play a role in supporting:
a) Industry, woodland owners and others to 
respond collaboratively and swiftly to outbreaks 
of priority pests and diseases in trees?

b) Landscape recovery following pest and 
disease outbreaks, and the development of more 
resilient trees?

c) The development of a bio-secure supply chain 
across the forestry, horticulture and beekeeping 
sectors?

Where there are insufficient commercial drivers, 
what role should government play in:
a) Supporting industry, woodland owners and 
others to respond collaboratively and swiftly 
to outbreaks of priority pests and diseases in 
trees?
b) Promoting landscape recovery following pest 
and disease outbreaks, and the development of 
more resilient trees?

What support, if any, can the government offer 
to promote the development of a bio-secure 
supply chain across the forestry, horticulture 
and beekeeping sectors?

The balance between trees, pests and pathogens is fragile 
and vigilance is needed to monitor and correct for imbalances 
where they occur before they reach an irreversible state. 
Non-native species and pests can become invasive in novel 
environments where native trees and other wildlife have not 
evolved alongside them to develop the necessary biological 
defences or predatory cues. Where this happens the results 
can be devastating, economically and ecologically. Ash 
dieback is a current example of such a devastating process: 
it will cost the country many billions of pounds in lost 
ecosystem services and management costs and will have a 
transformative impact on the landscape.
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We strongly support the aim for land managers to 
understand and implement sustainable and resilient land 
management practices that work to protect them as far 
as is practicable against pests and diseases including 
through diversifying crops and tree species used or altering 
rotation length and diversity, maximising natural predation, 
and adopting different harvesting techniques. Developing 
sustainable management techniques that produce a resilient 
crop should be the first stage in all land management 
practices. We have been working with Government on 
the Tree Health Resilience Strategy which underlines the 
importance of addressing these issues. 

Biosecurity measures are already an integral part of managing 
animal welfare on farm holdings and these practices should 
be extended to the import of any plant material or non-farm 
animal such as bees. There may be a need to improve guidance 
and training to support this development. 

Resilient farming systems, which are reliant on healthy soils, 
diverse vegetation, and preservation of the food web with an 
abundance of natural predators, must also be underpinned by 
effective regulation of practices such as pesticide or fertiliser 
usage. The UK Forestry Standard (and associated assurance 
schemes) sets out the requirements for sustainable forestry. 
This provides a solid basis for public investment, safeguarding 
the environment and protecting the interests of society and 
should be extended to farming. Cross compliance rules in 
CAP should be replaced with a more effective approach which 
improves outcomes for the public whilst reducing bureaucracy 
for farmers and land managers. Please see comments in 
section nine.

Human agency is usually the cause of pests and pathogens 
or invasive non-native species moving to new areas, either via 
movements through trade or global processes such as climate 
change. The international trade in live plants and wood 
products without sufficient controls has been responsible for 
many of the threats our native flora and fauna now face. 
Each of these threats either has or will cause billions of 
pounds of economic damage to the UK economy once the 
ecological and environmental costs are counted. This is not a 
problem that can be dealt with through a land management 
policy on its own and there must be better links with sister 
legislation such as pest and disease regulations. If we are to 
respond effectively to both known and future threats, such 
as Xylella fastidiosa, then the Government needs to invest in 
proactive biosecurity approaches that stop these threats at 
the border and/or effectively quarantine.

One of the key areas of concern for the Woodland Trust is the 
continuing and artificial separation between pest and disease 
legislation and invasive non-native species legislation. The 
Trust firmly believes that to ensure a biosecure future for our 
species and habitats we should look at a non-native organism 
regime which effectively assesses the risks and threats for 
all organisms. To separate the legislation for Phytophthora 
from giant hogweed, for example, is illogical and can end up 
duplicating effort by government agencies and others.

We recommend:
a) When public goods, such as public safety, biodiversity, 
clean air and water or carbon sequestration, are threatened, 
the Government should play a role in supporting 
collaborative action to deal with the effects of a pest and 
disease outbreak. 

b) While we believe that the Government should play a role 
in supporting landscape recovery after a pest and disease 
outbreak, the development of more resilient trees remains a 
commercial responsibility. Only where public goods such as 
biodiversity are threatened should the Government look to 
provide support for ongoing research, such as identification 
of resilient genotypes of ash following ash dieback.

c) The key role for the Government in development of a 
bio-secure supply chain across the forestry, horticulture 
and beekeeping sectors should be to invest in proactive 
biosecurity approaches that stop these threats at the 
border and a regulatory framework that is effective in 
implementing existing legislation on pests and disease 
and invasive, non-native species. The Woodland Trust is 
spearheading this approach through our UK sourced and 
grown accreditation system for tree and shrub nurseries: 
https://www.woodlandtrust.org.uk/about-us/woodland-
creation/seeds/. We hope that over the next few years, the 
availability of UK sourced and grown trees and shrubs can 
be extended to everyone wanting to plant trees. 

Where there are insufficient commercial drivers, the 
Government’s role in any pest and disease outbreak 
should be in providing research and evidence to support 
best practice guidance and to broker collaborative action 
to tackle the impacts and prevent further spread. The 
Woodland Trust is part of the Observatree partnership 
programme (http://www.observatree.org.uk/) which uses 
volunteer citizen scientists for the early detection of 
tree pests and diseases. Potential landscape recovery 
actions should already be accounted for in any targeted 
environmental land management scheme such as tree 
planting to replace diseased trees for biodiversity.

As outlined above there is a key role for the Government to 
support farmers and foresters to manage their land in a way 
that prevents pest and disease build up, and manages any 
remaining pest and disease problems using non-chemical 
means of control wherever possible.
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Woodland restoration with the challenges 
of tree disease management
A privately owned ancient woodland in Kent is 
primarily used as a recreation site, and provides 
firewood for the owners and their friends and 
family. The intention is to restore the land 
to native British woodland with a focus on 
pedunculated oak, which was the main species 
on the site before mixed conifers and hybrid 
black poplars were planted in 1965. Subject to 
control of grazing and damage by grey squirrels, 
planting oak will potentially produce high quality 
timber in the future and supplement natural 
oak regeneration. Reversion to native trees will 
also continually improve the wildlife value of this 
ancient woodland site.

In 2008 areas of dieback were noted in some 
tall, well established ash trees in two areas of the 
wood. This was concerning given that a significant 
component of the woodland is ash coppice. The 
symptoms were confirmed as ash dieback in 2012 
and it is assumed that the disease was introduced 
into the woodland on plants in 2002.

Many species are dependent on ash for habitat. 
Some of these are either obligate species or 
heavily dependent and will likely face local 
extinction with the loss of ash. Others can be 
retained through the provision of alternative tree 
species for habitat, with native species being most 
suitable in the majority of cases. Phytophthora 
pathogens have subsequently become apparent 
on sweet chestnut and alder in the wood, further 
endangering the community of woodland species.

It is extremely important with a disease epidemic 
such as ash dieback that as many trees are 
left standing as possible in case any of these 
individuals have a tolerance to the disease. 
This tolerance can then be passed to future 
generations so that the population can gradually 
recover from the disease. In this case any dead 
or dangerous ash trees were selectively thinned, 
leaving as many as possible to promote tolerance 
and support dependent wildlife. Some of the ash 
coppice stools were singled and a veteran ash 
pollard was “halo-released” – surrounding trees 
were removed to increase light availability and 
reduce competition for nutrients.

The conifers were thinned for restoration 
purposes and the owner was keen to encourage 
natural regeneration in the cleared areas and 
although plenty of ash regrew, much has since 
been replaced by hornbeam, hazel, field maple, 
alder, goat willow and oak. Promotion of a wider 
range of native species in this way will ensure the 
woodland is resilient to future pest and disease 
threats whilst allowing tolerant ash seed to 
potentially recolonise.

12. Ensuring fairness in the supply chain
The Woodland Trust has no comment to make on this subject. 

The framework for our new agricultural policy

13. Devolution: maintaining cohesion and flexibility

With reference to the principles set out by 
JMC(EN) above, what are the agriculture and 
land management policy areas where a common 
approach across the UK is necessary?

What are the likely impacts on cross-border farms 
if each administration can tailor its own agriculture 
and land management policy?

We are concerned that debate between the UK Government 
and devolved administrations about the need for common 
frameworks has focused too much on intra-UK and 
international trade, and not other JMC(EN) principles, 
specifically compliance with international obligations and 
management of common resources.

We regard the environment as ‘essential’ in the context of 
commonality of agriculture policies across the four countries 
of the UK, on the basis of two key factors relating to the 
JMC(EN) principles: 

1. Agriculture, and therefore future farming and land 
management policies, will be central to the ability of the UK 
to meet international obligations associated with biodiversity, 
climate change and sustainable development.

2. Similarly, many environmental factors do not respect national 
boundaries. Ensuring sustainable management of common 
resources, particularly biodiversity and water quality, will be 
essential in securing a common level of environmental ambition, 
and reducing the scope for one part of the UK to gain a short-
term competitive advantage based on policies that encourage 
unsustainable use of natural resources, to the detriment of 
environmental outcomes and long-term productivity. 

Any common approach however will need to respect the current 
devolution settlement, and be developed and owned jointly by 
the UK Government and the Scottish Parliament, Northern 
Ireland Assembly and the National Assembly for Wales, via a 
shared and transparent process. Any Westminster legislation, 
including an Agriculture Bill (or Sustainable Land Management 
Bill) that includes aspects relevant to the whole of the UK, will 
need to be the result of joint development and will need the full 
agreement and ownership of the devolved administrations. 

Using this as a starting point, we propose a framework 
for future farming and land management policies that is 
significantly less prescriptive than the CAP, and instead provides 
for environmental (and other) commonality based on the three 
broad areas: 

1. A common understanding of the regulatory baseline for 
future payments;

2. Common objectives for future policies, including a range of 
environmental objectives relating to biodiversity, water quality 
and climate change, amongst others; and

3. Mechanisms to ensure accountability, allowing citizens to hold 
the UK Government and devolved administrations to account.
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This framework would not prescribe policy design in the way that the CAP does, and would therefore meet the JMC(EN) 
agreement to significantly increase the decision-making powers of devolved administrations. Figure 4 below provides a 
graphic illustration of our proposed model. 

Figure 4. A common framework for future farming and land management policies

However, to ensure accountability against common objectives, specifically environmental performance, it is important that this framework is legislated 
for. There is also read-across to the debate about the ‘governance gap’, and policy proposals to address this either at a UK or four country level.

14. International trade
The Woodland Trust has no comment to make on this subject.

15. Legislation: the Agriculture Bill

How far do you agree with the proposed powers 
of the Agriculture Bill?

What other measures might we need in the 
Agriculture Bill to achieve our objectives? 

While we recognise that the Bill was identified as an 
Agriculture Bill in the Queen’s Speech we would strongly 
suggest that the title should be changed to a Sustainable 
Land Management Bill (SLMB). The SLMB would more 
accurately reflect the variety of land management options 
that fall within the compass of the bill but also recognise 
that there is a need to embed sustainable principles more 
fully into land management if we are to deliver the ambitious 
aims of the Government’s 25 year plan for the environment.

We agree that the powers proposed in the Bill are 
necessary, however, at present the scope and ambition of 
the Bill is insufficient. 

We believe that there is a need to include the following: 
1. A broad purpose. The Bill should set out parameters for 
future policies on the face of the Bill. This should reflect page 
15 in the consultation paper, which summarises the role of 

Government in relation to agriculture as –
a. “…the regulatory baseline to protect our high environmental, 
plant and animal health and animal welfare standards and 
creating a level playing field for farmers and land managers.”

b. “…encouraging industry to invest, raise standards and 
improve self-reliance…”

c. “…rewarding farmers and land managers to deliver 
environmental goods that benefit all. Our aim is for public 
money to buy public goods. In 25 years’ time, we want cleaner 
air and water, richer habitats for more wildlife and an approach 
to agriculture and land use which puts the environment first.”

2.  A requirement on Ministers to develop and adopt targets 
and milestones. These should be driven by the 25 year 
environment plan, noting the central importance of a future 
environmental land management system in securing the 
target outcomes of the plan. Alternatively, the Bill should 
create a structural link to existing and future environmental 
legislation and associated objectives and targets.  

3. A requirement on Ministers to commission a review 
of funding every five years. Long-term stability will be 
essential to the success of future policies. In order to hold 
the Government to account, Parliament will need evidence. 
Ministers should therefore be required by the Agriculture Bill 
to commission a review of funding requirements every five 
years from an independent body, with the findings presented 
to Parliament. 

A shared regulatory 
baseline, and relevant 
legislative drivers

Accountability 
mechanisms

Common objectives for 
agricultural support

Three core components of a common framework

Framework 
provides systems 
for cooperation, 
stakeholder 
engagement & 
transparency. 
Reporting 
mechanisms drive 
improvements to 
policy design

Budget allocation Policy design

Examples of issues not covered by a framework

21



Consultation Response

4. The regulatory baseline. The Bill should set out how the 
baseline for future payments is to be interpreted, to ensure 
consistency and value for money, and clarity on what 
Defra means by ‘a more effective application of the polluter 
pays principle’. 

5. Clarity on accountability. We expect clarity on how the Bill 
will enable citizens to hold the Government to account. The 
Bill should include specific provisions, or Defra should clarify 
the extent to which a new environmental governance body 
will be able to scrutinise the environmental performance 
of farming and land management policies, and require 
improvements where targets are not being met. 

Any common framework for future policies across the UK – 
developed collaboratively between the UK Government and 
devolved administrations – should include a shared, high 
level of environmental ambition, as set out in our response 
in Section 13. With the full involvement and consent of the 
devolved administrations in the drafting of relevant clauses, 
this framework should be legislated for through the Bill. 

These measures will be necessary if the Bill is to reflect the 
ambition set out in the consultation paper, and provide 
citizens, stakeholders and Parliamentarians with the 
tools necessary to hold current and future governments 
to account against their commitments. They will sit 
alongside, and have to dovetail with, the other areas of the 
Government’s current and future legislative programme, 
including a policy statement on environmental principles, 
legislation to create a new watchdog to close the ‘governance 
gap’ and a potential Environment Act, suggested by the 
Secretary of State in April this year.

Annex 1
How can we deliver the public goods we need from our 
land management systems?

Treebelts for soil and water protection
In an initial assessment soil erosion was identified as a key 
issue for sustainable land management, causing loss of 
fertility and also contributing to pollution of watercourses 
with sediment, nutrients and pesticides downstream. In 
some places, soil erosion threatens the long term future of 
farming. The estimated annual cost of soil erosion in the UK 
is more than £1bn12. 

Action: Research has demonstrated that tree planting can 
help prevent soil erosion13. Plant new treebelts across slopes 
and along streams to intercept soil run-off and reduce 
surface wetness. Increase size and connectivity of existing 
hedges, particularly where they cross slopes.

Goods delivered: Public – decreased surface water pollution; 
private – long term soil fertility maintained on the farm.

Issue: needs advice on siting of treebelt, planting and long 
term management.

Support needed: Capital payments for trees, fencing 
and tree protection, five year management payments for 

establishment, initial advice on siting and planting partially 
paid through scheme, longer term advice on management 
provided through farmer network/independent advisers.

Hedges for targeted species
A new hedge is identified as a key tool to connect and 
extend suitable habitat for particular species such as lesser 
horseshoe bats, a species of conservation concern. Dense 
thick hedges with mature trees are of greater value for the 
majority of wildlife including pollinators.

Action: Plant new and thicken and maintain existing hedges 
and improve their biodiversity value, including planting trees 
for structure. 

Goods delivered: Public - improved biodiversity, pollination 
services and landscape aesthetics.

Issue: Need to increase width of existing hedge from 
standard 2m width, by changing existing management in 
both timing of operations and type of maintenance (biennial 
flail to 15 year rotational laying) and add additional trees.

Support needed: Long term management payments 
supported by advice, capital payments for trees and tree 
protection/fencing.

Upland tree planting for downstream flood prevention
In an initial landscape assessment of flood risk a number of 
upland areas are identified as potential sites for tree planting 
to reduce water flow and help prevent downstream flooding.

Action: Plant a number of woods in specified locations as 
part of a co-ordinated series of flood prevention activities.

Goods delivered: Public – decreased risk of flooding of roads 
and other public spaces; private - decreased risk of flooding 
on individual properties.

Issue: Needs co-ordinated activity to achieve results, advice 
on planting and management of trees and support to find 
long-term management payments.

Support needed: Co-ordination on an area basis, capital 
payments for trees and 10 year management payments 
to achieve establishment; support to broker long term 
management payments from new sources.

Agroforestry
Silvoarable and silvopastural schemes have been shown to 
have a greater productivity than mono-cropped schemes 
(greater land equivalent ratio - LER)14 while providing wildlife 
habitats and corridors, reducing soil erosion and aiding soil 
fertility and water management.

Action: Plant rows of trees amongst arable crops to form an 
alley cropping scheme.

Goods delivered: Public – improved biodiversity, improved 
soil health, reduction in water pollution; private – long-
term increased productivity (LER), enhanced long-term soil 
fertility, improved business risk management.
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Issue: Advice needed on design and implementation of 
system, identification of markets, planting and long term 
management of trees; support for the capital investment as 
long lead in time before returns are seen.

Support needed: Percentage capital payments for trees 
and tree protection; initial advice on design and planting 
partially paid through scheme; longer term advice on 
management/marketing provided through farmer network/
independent advisers.

Hedges and shelterbelts for livestock shelter
Hedgerows and tree shelterbelts can provide shelter and 
browse to improve animal productivity by maintaining 
a positive energy balance for the livestock and also 
supports improved grass growth while enhancing 
ecosystem service provision.

Action: Plant new shelterbelts to support livestock wellbeing 
and performance.

Goods delivered: Public – enhanced biodiversity, pollination 
services, water management, landscape character; private – 
improved productivity and wellbeing of stock.

Issue: Advice needed on siting of shelterbelt, planting and 
long term management and capital support.

Support needed: Capital payments for trees and tree 
protection; initial advice on siting and planting partially 
paid through scheme; longer term advice on management 
provided through farmer network/independent advisers.

Restoration of Plantations on Ancient Woodland 
Sites (PAWS)
Damaged ancient woodland needs appropriate management 
to ensure that key features are retained and robust enough 
to thrive into the future.

Action: Protect and enhance key ancient woodland features 
within ancient woodland sites and identify and tackle other 
threats, such as grazing or browsing preventing regeneration, 
or invasive non-native species.

Goods delivered: Public – climate change adaptation and 
improved biodiversity.

Issue: Need to influence existing woodland management 
to change management approach and type of restock 
species, i.e. continuous cover forestry over clearfell, 
gradual over immediate change, native species over conifer 
replanting, natural regeneration over planting, control of 
invasive species.

Support needed: Long-term management payments 
supported by advice and appropriate assessment and 
monitoring; capital payments for priority, non-economic 
works. Support for hardwood marketing and processors, 
small scale contracting equipment and developing 
contractor knowledge and skills in sensitive woodland 
management work.

Ancient tree conservation, including wood pasture
Ancient trees are unique as a wildlife habitat because of 
the exceptionally species-rich communities associated 
with wood decay and the bare surfaces of trunks, boughs 
and roots. However, as they deteriorate with age they have 
special needs to ensure continuing good health. Ancient 
trees also provide a history of our past landscape and 
management.

Action: Undertake assessment; prevent tree from collapsing 
prematurely; undertake sympathetic management including 
limb removal where necessary; maintain surrounding 
landscape to optimise biodiversity.

Goods delivered: Public – biodiversity and cultural/historical.

Issue: Ancient trees require specialist knowledge and skills 
to ensure appropriate action is undertaken. Action needs 
to include appropriate management of the surrounding 
landscape as many specialist species which spend part 
of their lifecycle in trees also require specific open ground 
habitats to complete their lifecycle.

Support needed: Advice and assessment of ancient trees; 
long term management payments for tree conservation and 
surrounding landscape management.
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