Creating a Brighter Future Project
Notes of meeting with Bodmin Moor Hill Farmers held on Thursday 18th July
2019 at the Trethorne Hotel, Launceston

Welcome and introductions
Welcome and introductions were given by Steve Nankivell, Chairman of the Bodmin Moor
Commons Council
8 Bodmin farmers attended the meeting
Other attendees included:




Ellen Brown, Defra
Layland Branfield, Dartmoor farmer representing Bodmin at the London meeting in
March
Nigel Stone, Uplands Alliance

Farmers’ ‘worst fears’ and ‘best hopes’ when the UK leaves the EU
-

-

-

Worst fear is imports. We all produce red meat and it will kick the legs from underneath
us if we are not protected
Funding should go up the hill which is loaded with natural capital. SSSIs are the jewels in
the crown of natural capital but are protected by legislation and so government could
say they are all protected and so the money goes down the hill.
Best hope is support for food production. Grassland is a good carbon sink and talk of
cattle and methane does not take account of the overall carbon footprint including the
fact that it is locally produced.
I am concerned about how to continue with the business without some support as beef
prices are not high enough on their own.
My best hope is that prices improve and there are not imports but a focus on locally
produced meat.
How would this be achieved? We could create a brand but that is not going to help
everyone.
There is no support for locally produced and finished cattle – we received 50 pence per
kilo less this week that we received last year.
My worst fear is that we put agriculture at the centre of the support system. We can’t
compete if we try and farm ourselves into profit in the uplands. We will be banging our

-

-

-

-

heads against the wall and will not succeed. So, I want natural capital and the
environment to be the centre of the support system.
The new system doesn’t require livestock production but livestock are part of the
delivery.
If you support people directly through benefits, it requires similar amounts of money
but the amount the farmer puts into the local economy is greater.
Livestock is the key to an upland area – people won’t be there without livestock.
I’m not looking for headage support as the supermarkets know what we are getting and
provide a poorer price. I want support to produce more of our own (UK) food.
Livestock farming supports haulage and markets and other jobs and provides the
landscapes the people come to see.
A big acreage will probably go back to rewilding and probably do well out of payments.
But in 30 years’ time, we will be very vulnerable if there are no livestock there. We
won’t be able to breed it up again. The stock we have now has taken over 1,000 years.
Increasing the biodiversity of SSSIs needs cattle and we mustn’t lose sight of the role of
livestock.
Agriculture will change and will have to adapt. The systems we have now will be seen in
a few years’ time as old hat. Young people will do that and look for opportunities on
and off the farm.
Commons are SSSIs. In grandfather’s time that protection wasn’t there and the
commons were grazed so they looked like golf courses. But we can’t do that again. In
the Camel catchment we need to collaborate and work together to set the price for
what we deliver.
If we are going to have livestock on the moor it will need to be as a niche product as
people are going to be eating less meat.
We know the challenges – red water, fluke, TB, long winters – but we are well placed to
produce biodiversity so that seems to be the best way forward.
I fear that, whoever provides the payment would not be understanding of how things
are run, as things are different around the moor.
My fear is that stock become completely unviable. They may be okay as grazers, but if
that is their only purpose, you can simply go around with a topper.
It’s not just about topping. You have to top it, compost it, turn it over and return it to
the land to do what the cows do, and that would be expensive.
There’s no point in having access if no-one can access it!
If you live in Birmingham or London, you may say that you have never seen Bodmin so
you would rather have the money in your pocket.
Yes, but there are benefits. South West Water say they get 80% of their drinking water
from Bodmin, Dartmoor and Exmoor and it’s the cleanest there is anywhere.
We need to revalue what we do but how do you value clean water?

-

-

-

-
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We are cutting gorse by hand and taking it away for the stewardship scheme, because
of the lie of the land.
I wonder what vision they had for stewardship as no-one can articulate what they want.
The vision was 30 centimetres high heather, grass and gorse mix. This was not achieved,
partly because farmers have not done as requested. We only got 5 centimetres as we
have not got the stocking rates that are required. It was not our grandfathers who
provided golf greens, it was us!
The environmental lobby is a danger. The bird people want one thing, the butterfly
people another. There is no agreement and we could be in conflict so we need to say
what we will deliver.
Farmers are best placed to agree stocking levels! Yes, but there was a big disagreement
amongst farmers on the common!
Inflexibility is the flaw in the current system. Natural England set very low stocking rates
and can’t go back on them, whatever the outcomes. So, we need to measure the
outcomes. I would rather have an outcome to aim at that be told to drop the stocking
rate to a certain level.
Don’t discount outcome measures. Dartmoor farmers do their own monitoring and it’s
very useful to know how to do the measurement using quadrats. NE walkover every
year and sign off based on what the farmers have done. Outcomes cover 9 things
including access, archaeology and flora etc. There are 17 areas and not all are doing all
9 things. The approach is funded by HLS under ecosystem services. It’s not about
counting birds such as Golden Plover and Curlew, but is about creating the right habitat
for them.
When NE sign off, they don’t really want to know about stocking rates, just about the
habitats. They have been more flexible on grazing levels and burning etc.
Too few cows means they stay in one area, which is overgrazed, and the rest is
abandoned. It needs active management to move the cows around.
My best hope is for a more flexible system with different farms and different people
who can try different systems, and a more responsive counter party than NE is now. I
would like to be able to choose other things such as forestry and woodland from a
menu depending on the opportunities on the farm.
My fear is that the new system will not be flexible and that livestock remains
uneconomic.
My worst fear is imports. They have got to compete with UK standards. The system we
have now has been the case for a long time and I don’t think we could do much more.
My best hope is that Brexit could open up new markets. You have to be positive.
Ministers come and go and promote a lot of things. Will Gove be there in a few weeks’
time? We need some continuity within government. Take the bird culling licence – a
little bit of pressure and the policy changes. The Agriculture Bill does have a base of
production in it and this needs to be maintained.
But the 12-year environment plan is long-term so why do you keep going on about the
Agriculture Bill as we could get continuity by delivering the environment plan?
They can’t be treated in isolation as we need the farming infrastructure.

-

-

-

But if environment is our business, it will provide more security. Food security is a red
herring. It’s not the job of Bodmin Moor to deliver food security because it is not
equipped to do that. I am taking about the uplands, not the lowlands.
My best hope is that we move away from the climate of fear and reliance on payments.
My worst fear is NGOs and environmentalists. They don’t recognise the negative impact
they have had on the uplands. They keep moving the goalposts on what they want for
good condition and we have seen a decline in birds.
You can’t blame agri-environment schemes for the decline in farmland birds! European
subsidy has kept viable family farms contributing to the local economy in an area where
they wouldn’t otherwise be viable.

Environmental Land Management Scheme
Ellen Brown introduced herself and provided an update about the development of the ELM
scheme. Contributions from Ellen Brown are in italics in the notes below.
It would be easy to make policy in London without talking to the people it affects but it isn’t
going to work. Policy doesn’t deliver – people do. My objective tonight is to listen and the
meeting has been really good so far.
The objectives for ELM are:



Transforming the role that agriculture and other land management activities play in
delivering environmental goods.
Generating public goods from public money and being a major component of the
delivery of the 25yr Environment Plan.

The fundamental principle of ELM is to provide public money for public goods. The six public
goods proposed to be included in ELM are:







Clean and plentiful water
Clean air
Thriving plants and wildlife
Reduction in and protection from environmental hazards
Adaptation to and mitigation of climate change
Beauty, heritage and engagement with the environment

The current schemes are perceived as prescriptive, too bureaucratic and inflexible. In the
future, we want them to be ‘light touch’, with delivery based on a land management plan
that is simple enough that you could put it together while in the pub and be very clear on
what it means and what you’re trying to achieve.
In preparation, a series of tests and trials will be held across England to look at working in
new and different ways. 46 are being taken forward, for example, into reverse auctions
along the lines used by Wessex Water in Poole Harbour. They were needing to remove
nitrates from the water so, rather than regulation, they are paying farmers to reduce
nitrogen leaching. It’s very effective and good value for money.

Water quality is relatively easy to measure but we are also trialling a reverse auction for
biodiversity which is more complicated to measure but has been done in Australia.
-

-

Water quality is fair enough on the in-bye where we can control it but not on commons.
Is there a line between the owner and the rights holders on who claims payments? We
will need to investigate agreements between owners and commoners that include the
way the funds are allocated.
Its fine on a ten-year agreement but things like rewetting have a longer-term impact on
livestock grazing. It seems logical that it’s better to agree this locally than to outsource
the decisions to Defra.

Tests and trials will continue to the end of 2020 on small elements of the future scheme. We
then move into national pilot testing at a bigger scale from 2021 onwards. The approach is
intended to have flexibility; encourage collaboration (but we don’t want to force people to
work together if they don’t want to); simplicity etc.
ELM won’t deliver if people don’t want to do it.
-

It’s not a question that we don’t want to do it as we depend on it. But our current
agreement ends in 2020 and there is a gap so what happens then?

Understand the need to have certainty around this and transition will be key. There will be
simplified countryside stewardship agreements but I would need to look into this further.
The national roll-out is not until 2024 and we are very aware that we don’t want people
doing Countryside Stewardship now to stop doing it in the interim.
There will be different scales of agreement such as catchments, landscape-wide, single farm.
And different outcomes – do you want forest here or elsewhere, for example, so it’s not the
same everywhere.
-

-

-

I am worried that if we do an environment plan and get a person in to advise on bats, or
birds etc., then the adviser can report you if you do the wrong thing. We need people to
engage in a positive fashion.
Our HLS scheme is finishing in 2020 so we need to know what to do in the interim.
Defra is offering to roll-on HLS schemes 12 months at a time as the EU won’t allow a
longer roll-on period and the Treasury won’t underwrite a longer period. We need
Treasury to underwrite a longer period.
Getting the transition right will be a big test of ELMS.

There is potentially a range of participants in the new scheme – essentially, anyone with land
is being considered.
Three questions to finish:
1. What would encourage you to join the scheme?
2. What would be barriers to your participation?
3. What environmental benefits can be delivered?
1. What would encourage you to join the scheme?

-

Stopping all other support payments!
If there is a cut-off and we don’t receive anything for 2 to 3 years we may decide not to
engage – if we survive!
I want the farm to look better from being in the scheme.
If the budget is right.
An open-ended, flexible system.

2. What would be barriers to your participation?
- The farm might not actually offer anything if it’s just improved pasture. I’m not
necessarily thinking in the uplands but down the hill.
- What about trees? If you plant them there is no flexibility as you need a felling licence
to cut them down and they put on a condition that you have to replant.
- You might not get the scheme you want because there is not enough money. This
happened in HLF which became a bidding process as the budget ran out.
- If participation is not cost efficient. Farmers need to work out what it costs.
-------------------------------------------

What about lump sums? For example, up-front payments to invest in diversifying the
business and an undertaking to manage the land in certain ways.
Or upfront money to invest in making the farm carbon-neutral.
We have a problem with wildfires on Bodmin Moor. The fire brigade asked for a
meeting of all the parties as there is too much fuel in the vegetation. Natural England
said it would deal with that in the new scheme and now the onus is on the land
manager to cut fire breaks. Then there will probably be penalties if there is a fire!

How could we overcome that?
-

-

-

-

If outcome led, then we could build in a scheme to avoid wildfires as this could be
identified as a public good as it reduces the costs of tackling fires. Cornwall County
Council spent £1.2 million last year tackling wild fires and flash flooding.
West Country Mires want to restrict stocking and keep cattle out of rewetted sites but
NE has blocked all measures, such as concrete ramps, to achieve this. There needs to be
a way to get away from all this and agree a way forward. May be an independent
arbitrator.
On the Burren, farmers do the inspections and other farmers pay them for the service
with independent verification to check that it is all running properly.
On the Burren there is also a competition to identify the most successful in a year. This
could be good to develop pride in what you are doing similar to pride in your livestock
at the market.
I would rather have a written statement on what I’m going to do on the farm, rather
than a map, for example, doing what is best for upland waders, space for birds to nest
but not specifying on a map. This is an interesting proposal that I will feed back to the
relevant team.

-

Currently, CSS inspections are using a GPS to do detailed mapping of exactly where
boundaries are etc. and we want to get away from all that.

-------------------3. What environmental benefits can be delivered?
- The majority of the uplands is tenanted and owners may be looking for different things
from the tenant. It would be okay if they let us have the farm cheaper!
- The new scheme will be dealing with a lot of business focused young people.
- ELMS needs to be open to industry paying farmers more on top of the public payments,
for example, conservation covenants.
- The capital costs of tree planting might be paid by companies for carbon credits and
then get revenue payments from government.

Thanks given and meeting ended.
Thanks were given to attendees for participating in the meeting and to Ellen Brown for
listening and explaining the scheme.
NS requested that people give consent if they are happy for the Uplands Alliance to
communicate directly with them by email, and undertook to circulate the notes as soon as
possible.
Farmers who attended the meeting:
Julia Mansfield; Adrian Mansfield; Jake Stacey; Jo Merritt; Jonathan Merritt; Dominic
Fairman; Steve Nankivell; Sue Grace

