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Foreword
I am very pleased to have had the opportunity to work with a group of dedicated people in the review of the All Wales Element of Glastir, and would like to express my sincere thanks for their invaluable input to the process. My thanks also go to the Secretariat for their untiring commitment and support.
In the short period of time available, we have identified and addressed the issues which arose during the first year of application, and make a number of positive headline recommendations (15 in total)  together with a further 61 associated actions, which I am confident will build on the initial scheme. It is extremely important that farming for food production in Wales can continue to work successfully in harmony with safeguarding and enhancing the environment; and to ensure that the measures in place are appropriate and attractive to a wide range of farming enterprises. That partnership will deliver many benefits to the wider society as we face the challenges of climate change, water management and bio-diversity, whilst ensuring that our food security is not compromised. The scheme must be capable of supporting a sustainable agricultural industry and provide stability as we move towards another phase in the reform of the Common Agricultural Policy. 
I therefore commend this report with its positive recommendations to the Minister and the Welsh Assembly Government with a request that it be considered thoroughly and urgently with a view to implementing the recommendations in order to enhance the uptake of the scheme.  
Rees Roberts

March 2011

1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. On 23 November 2010, Elin Jones, Minister for Rural Affairs, announced that an independent review of the All-Wales Element (AWE) of the Glastir scheme would be commissioned.
1.2. The purpose of the review was to capture practical learning from the first round of applications in 2010 so that this might be reflected in future application rounds.
1.3. In the announcement the Minister made it clear that the principles and stated outcomes of Glastir would remain intact and were not therefore under review. Neither were the other two elements of Glastir namely the Targeted Element (TE) and the Common Land Element (CLE), nor the Agricultural Carbon Reduction and Efficiency Scheme (ACRES) and Organic Conversion (OC). 
1.4. Accordingly, the Minister established a Review Group to undertake this work under the Chairmanship of Rees Roberts, which comprised of representatives of the organisations with a primary interest in Glastir. A full list of the members is in Annex 4. The Group would report directly to the Minister.
1.5. In undertaking its work, the Review Group would need to ensure that whatever recommendations were made could be clearly demonstrated to improve delivery against Glastir’s stated outcomes, and to be retrospectively applied to the 2010 applications.
1.6.  Recommendations should also be consistent with European Commission requirements as set out in Council Regulations 1698/2005 (as amended) and 1974/2006 (in particular the delivery of environmental outcomes as defined in article 5.3.2.1.4 of Annex 2), together with relevancy, control processes, outcome and payment. Any recommendations to introduce further prescriptions or to amend existing prescriptions would need to set out the case for change and the basis for calculating the payment threshold
1. 7. The parameters of the Group’s remit were established by the Terms of Reference (ToR) set by the Minister and the Group has accordingly confined its work to this. They are set out in the following paragraph.
Terms of Reference 

1.8. In the light of the applications received, and farmers’ experience of the first application round to join the All-Wales Element of the Glastir scheme in 2012, the work of the Review Group will be to:

· Consider the application process, including its accessibility for farmers, and the relevancy of information made available to enable farmers to make informed decisions ;

· Consider the extent of activity required under each prescription and the payment threshold;

· Examine the practicalities and relevance of on-farm implementation of the prescriptions;

· Examine how changes to current prescriptions may make them more practical and flexible for farmers

· Consider the extent to which the available prescriptions adequately safeguard the environmental outcomes secured by the extended Tir Gofal and Tir Cynnal agreements beyond their expiry; 

· Consider and make recommendations for further farm-based prescriptions and actions that should be included in the All-Wales Element; 
· Prepare a “lessons learnt” assessment from the first application round for entry into Glastir, having regard to the advice and guidance provided by the Welsh Assembly Government and feed-back from farmers;
· Make recommendations to inform the next application round in 2011; and to be retrospectively introduced to current applications.
· Report by the end of February 2011.
1.9. The Group considered the regulatory requirements that payments could only be made for cost incurred and income foregone were a major constraint to making measures for delivering environmental benefits sufficiently financially attractive to farmers.  In the Group’s opinion a change to the EC regulations governing agri-environment payments would be required which re-introduces the allowance for an incentive element to environmental delivery.

1.10. Dual Use The Group considered that the decision to no longer allow claims from two separate parties on the same land parcel (dual use) was a significant additional complication which reduced the success of the Glastir AWE 2010 application round. 
The Group recognised that this is a wider WAG policy decision in response to direction from EC audit, and not just a Glastir issue. Nevertheless the Group believed that the major impact of this decision needed to be documented within this report.
1.11. The membership of the Group was comprised of individuals with a wide range of experience and diverse interests. It was therefore acknowledged at the outset that complete unanimity on some of the issues would not be forthcoming. Rather than create an impasse and in order to seek a positive outcome, the approach adopted by the Group in the discussions during the Review was to proceed on the basis of a consensus. 

1.12. To make the scheme more practical and flexible for farmers, and thereby contribute to the achievement of the scheme’s aim of encouraging more farmers to participate, the Group has recommended a number of changes to existing measures and also some additional options. During the discussions on these, the Group has been aware that this is an entry level scheme, delivering environmental benefits in harmony with farming practices. These provisions are designed to attract more farmers to participate and contribute to an agri-environment scheme through a broad and shallow approach which the Group felt was more positive than preventing some farmers from entering and thus not being encouraged to deliver additional environmental benefits. All the changes recommended deliver environmental benefit in accordance with the requirements of the Regulations. 

2. BACKGROUND 
2.1.  In November 2008 the European Commission outlined proposals for a Common Agriculture Policy (CAP) Health Check. The Health Check reviewed how the 2003 CAP reform had been implemented, focussed on how to make the Single Payment Scheme more effective, considered how to ensure the CAP was still relevant, and how the CAP could adapt to new risks, challenges and opportunities. The proposals were adopted on 25 November 2008 and all EU Member States are now required to address the new challenges posed by climate change, water regulation and renewable energy generation in their Rural Development Plans from 2014.

2.2. Driven by the adoption of the CAP Health Check proposals, in September 2008 the Minister for Rural Affairs Elin Jones announced a review of Axis 2 schemes in Wales. The review found that the existing agri-environment schemes lacked objectives and a clear baseline with which to compare their progress. Therefore their success and the extent to which they addressed the Health Check proposals could not be assessed. 

2.3.  Following the review, the Minister announced that from 1 January 2012 the four  existing Axis 2 schemes in Wales (Tir Cynnal, Tir Gofal, Tir Mynydd and the Organic Farming Scheme), would be merged into a new single scheme, entitled Glastir, to address the new challenges outlined in the Health Check proposals. In July 2010 the Minister further announced that the Better Woodlands for Wales (BWW) scheme would also be replaced by Glastir.  Although BWW was not an agri-environment scheme, it was partially funded under Axis 2 of the Rural Development Plan 2007-2013. The scheme was administered by the Forestry Commission and provided grants for planting, restocking and managing woodland in Wales.
2.4.  The new all Wales Glastir Sustainable Land Management Scheme therefore supersedes the existing Tir Mynydd, Tir Gofal, Tir Cynnal and Organic Farming schemes and provides an incentive to encourage more farms to participate within the Better Woodlands for Wales scheme. 

2.5. Glastir is a minimum 5 year whole farm sustainable land management scheme available to farmers and land managers across Wales. Glastir pays for the delivery of specific environmental goods and services aimed at combating climate change, improving water management and maintaining and enhancing biodiversity. It is also designed to deliver measurable outcomes at both a farm and landscape scale in a cost effective manner. 

2.6. Glastir consists of three elements: 

· All-Wales Element (AWE) - a whole farm land management scheme which is open to application from all farmers and land managers throughout Wales. It is designed to provide support for the delivery of environmental benefits that meet today’s challenges and priorities. Successful applicants will make a commitment to deliver environmental goods for five years under a legally binding contract.

· Targeted Element (TE) – a part farm scheme intended to deliver significant improvements to the environmental status of a range of habitats, species, soils and water that might also require changes to current agricultural practices. In order to achieve these specific improvements and outcomes, financial support from the Welsh Assembly Government will be targeted at locations where action will lead to the required result.

· Common Land Element - designed to provide support for the delivery of environmental benefits on common land.
2.7. There is also an additional funding source for an Agricultural Carbon Reduction and Efficiency Scheme (ACRES) and Organic Conversion (OC), available to farmers who have a contract under the All-Wales Element.  
2.8 The stated aims for Glastir as announced by the Minister when launching the scheme are 

· The delivery of targeted environmental actions in support of the delivery of biodiversity, climate change and water outputs.
· Broad support for environmental improvement of farms throughout Wales with access for all farmers to the basic Glastir scheme. 
· Rationalising the current suite of schemes into one straightforward process for farmers. 

2.9. The Approach to the Review

The Review Group met on 6 occasions, received written submissions from organisations who were members of the Glastir Stakeholders group involved in the discussions when Glastir was established; and interviewed an agricultural consultant who had first hand experience of both Glastir applications and the English agri-environmental scheme. The Group also took note of the similar schemes introduced in Scotland and Northern Ireland. Contact was established with the European Commission’s Wales Desk Officer for Agri-environment matters to clarify some issues which had arisen in the Group’s discussions. However the Group was informed that EU officials do not as a matter of rule communicate directly with stakeholder groups as this might undermine their relationship at Member State level. Instead all their interactions with stakeholders are through the Programme Monitoring Group and therefore the Review Group was unable to obtain a response. The Group also received written comments from the Assembly’s Rural Development Sub-Committee. 

3. FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
3.1. The review has been conducted independently of the commissioning department Rural Affairs who provided the Terms of Reference (ToR). The findings of the review and the recommendations are detailed under each point of the ToR in the following sections.
3.2. ToR 1: THE 2010 APPLICATION PROCESS PERIOD
· Consider the application process, including its accessibility for farmers, and the relevancy of information made available to enable farmers to make informed decisions ;

     3.2.1. The Review Group has received a considerable amount of evidence that farmers were faced with making business decisions against the background of an ever changing situation which led to uncertainty and mistrust. Examples quoted in support of this include:
· Several changes were made to the transitional arrangements for Tir Gofal, Tir Cynnal, and Tir Mynydd payments in the period preceding the application process from the time of the first Ministerial statement on 5 May 2009 when the new Glastir scheme was announced. Whilst these decisions were designed to reduce the disadvantages that would otherwise have affected substantial numbers of farmers, the overall impact was to reduce the number of Glastir applications in 2010. 

· There seemed to be many updates to the information available to farmers in the run up to and during the application period and farmers were concerned as to whether they were submitting an application based on the most up-to-date information. It seemed to some farmers that the scheme had not been properly thought through and deterred some from applying due to its inflexibility and complex nature.
· The Technical Guidance and the information pop-ups on the score card were sometimes at variance. Numerous late changes to the documentation, created a great deal of confusion and possibly became a perceived barrier to entry as farmers ‘gave up’ trying to keep up with scheme requirements which changed on a frequent basis. The continually changing advice and guidance also meant that many farmers were unable to undertake the necessary assessments of their farms and consequently during the short application window, there was insufficient time for farmers to access the more specialist assistance available.

· The Welsh Assembly Government had put much effort into the events, surgeries etc in the period covering some 4 months before the application packs were despatched, and this was much appreciated. However the lack of information available to presenters and confusion between officials on habitat identification and basic scheme components hampered the smooth flow of the process, and caused much consternation. 
3.2.2. There is an overwhelming view that the process was not user friendly and consequently large numbers of farmers were put off applying. Examples include
· By the time the application packs arrived with those farmers who had expressed an interest in Glastir (15298) there were only 6 weeks or so to the deadline for submissions – insufficient time to deal with waiting lists of farmers who had requested assistance from advisors with their scorecards, Glastir assessments and application forms.
· The general complexity of the application pack and the process, perceived or otherwise, contributed significantly to a lack of engagement resulting in many potential applicants not even opening their packs. The large scale maps were unnecessarily confusing and often inaccurate.
· The provision of maps to support the application process was a significant weakness. In particular:
-Accuracy on field boundary mapping did not reflect improvements shown by maps sent out in the most recent Single Application Form period.
-The Upland habitat mapping to support Options 16-18 was a major problem. This was partly a problem of inaccuracy of the underlying maps but this was significantly accentuated by the decision to map to the dominant habitat type.
-The (Prohibited action) P- layers had such dense coverage in some regions which had the effect of excluding some important point scoring options from the whole area of some farms. Moreover, farmers and advisers had difficulty in understanding what P-layers meant.
-The National Forest Inventory omitted some areas of woodland and included others in areas where no woodland existed.
· There was too much ambiguity within the application process, particularly with it being so far in advance of the start of the agreement and this will have deterred many farmers.
· A number of farmers considered applying for the AWE solely for the access route it provided to the other elements of the scheme (TE, ACRES and OC), but as information on the whole package of measures was not available at the appropriate time, the lack of information on those aspects of the scheme also added to the general confusion and was a barrier to business planning decisions.
· The scheme attracted adverse publicity and some farmers preferred to seek the advice of neighbouring farmers who themselves had formed a negative view of the scheme.
· Given the format of the Scheme, the lack of Project Officer support was seen by some as a significant stumbling block and is something which is considered to have been a major contributor to the low level of applicants.
· Surgeries were originally planned to finalise application forms with farmers. Unfortunately the surgeries had to be utilised to further explain the options. Therefore insufficient support was available to assist in the completion of the application form. Normally, farmers have been able to rely heavily on the assistance of the Farming Unions in this regard but as officials did not have the detailed knowledge of the individual holdings required to complete the applications, they were willing but unable to help.
3.2.3. The process was perceived as being too restrictive or not financially worthwhile. Examples include:
· The requirement that many of the options had to be undertaken on agriculturally improved land caused disillusionment with the scheme. The emphasis given to this throughout the Glastir process was of much concern to farmers and organisations who have worked so hard to demonstrate how food production and sound environmental management can be delivered in harmony.The industry was dismayed by the lack of financial recognition for existing habitats which had been created under previous agri-environment schemes and agreements. 
· The payment rates were considered to be inconsistent with current market trends. The existing all-Wales approach used to determine the costs incurred and income forgone figures does not take sufficient account of overheads. It should be recognised that these are very pertinent costs to delivering agri-environment goods and that these costs are considerably higher under the difficult terrain, access and climatic conditions experienced by hill farmers. (Note: This aspect is dealt with in more detail later in the report.)
· The original concept of Regional Packages was that they could be used alongside AWE options, but this did not happen and the resulting packages as a stand-alone option were too restrictive. (Note: This is addressed further later in the report)
· Farmers were reluctant to reduce the area of improved land available for production. This is particularly so with regard to improved land on hill farms which is considered to be worth much more to the farm than the available payment thresholds recognise. The payments are considered to have been set too low in relation to the real value of improved land to a hill farm’s economic viability. This issue is severely compounded by the fact that the connectivity (as opposed to habitat) options under the current Glastir rules insist that developments take place on improved land. Such land is both in short supply and valued at a considerable premium by hill farmers. It was also noted that farmers misunderstood the requirement to undertake work on improved land as automatically referring to their very best land. The Group felt that greater efforts were needed to communicate to farmers an understanding of what breadth of land could fall within the definition of >25-30% of any sown agricultural species. The supporting photograph in the Technical Guidance (on page 28 of booklet 2) of the pond creation option undertaken in a fairly improved but wet field corner with some large patches of rushes was given as a good case in point.
3.2.4. Capital Works. The Group also considered the issue of remuneration for Capital Works embedded within the Glastir scheme options. It was noted that this differed from previous schemes such as Tir Gofal whereby capital items were available separately and re-imbursed on completion. This is not the case with Glastir. The approach used by Glastir to link the capital items with the income foregone in an overall option was not well enough explained and meant the scheme was often viewed as not containing as high a proportion of capital items as preceding schemes.  The points mechanism whereby these items are refunded over the full 5 year period of the scheme rather than at completion of the work, which actually equalled a higher overall % rate of re-imbursement compared to Tir Gofal, was not explained clearly enough to farmers. This would have diverted some from taking these options as they may only have considered points gained in the first year against the up front capital costs they were faced with incurring - rather than recognising the full level of re-imbursement was calculated by multiplying by the 5 years in the scheme. 

Recommendation 1

WAG should undertake a complete overhaul of the application process in time to implement changes for the next application period for the 2013 scheme taking full account of the following: 

i. Consider the overall size of the application pack which should be kept to an absolute minimum. Scheme literature should be condensed and framed in a positive way to attract the reader’s attention.

ii. The scheme literature should be made more accessible to farmers by having a stand alone summary document detailing the options available and the re-imbursement rate per unit of delivery.

iii. There should be a single application window (which should be longer than the 2010 window) as close as possible to the contract start date to better reflect the prevailing circumstances at the application date and avoid the danger of late changes being introduced

iv. The application form for Glastir should be combined with that for SAF to rationalise the process

v. A publicity/awareness campaign complete with Helplines and FAQ facilities must be in place to allow sufficient time for farmers and their advisers to make informed decisions in the knowledge that they have access to all relevant information

vi. A facility for the use of electronic communications should be provided. The Electronic scorecard should be further developed and in the longer term there should be an option for farmers to access their farm maps on-line and submit electronic application forms. WAG should also encourage communication with farmers by email, so that farmers can receive regular updates automatically
vii. WAG should work with statutory organisations to avoid duplicating requests for information

viii. Project Officer support is not available under the AWE; therefore a full and targeted training programme should be undertaken so that all the individuals involved in the process are fully conversant with the requirements of the scheme. This should encompass training for farmers particularly in habitat identification

ix. The inter-relationship between Glastir and the other on-going environmental schemes and agreements should be clearly explained so that there is no ambiguity when selecting options. Benefits already delivered under past schemes are not compromised and the benefits achieved can thereby continue. 

x. A clearer explanation of how the points system re- imburses for capital items over the full duration of the agreement is needed both in the supporting guidance booklets, training events, surgeries and communications supporting future application rounds of the Glastir AWE.

Recommendation 2 

The distinction between habitat and improved land is a key issue but is not clearly understood by farmers. This must be addressed. Consideration should be given to providing more relevant examples in photographs, in the DVD and in the definitions.  

Recommendation 3

The provision of maps to support the application process was a significant weakness in the 2010 application window for the AWE. For the next application period there is a need to ensure that
i. The existing best available boundary maps as used for SAF are used for Glastir application forms

ii. The upland habitat options should be made available in a single mosaic option as utilised for the Commons Scheme. 

iii. P-Layers should only be included within the scheme in future where they can be applied down to field level scale.

iv. Existing datasets are fit for purpose before using them as the basis for scheme option eligibility and seek to continually improve mapping provision by consideration of new technologies such as new Remote Sensed Phase 1 data.

3.2.5. Option Limits. The use of points limits in the scheme for individual options provided a hurdle for some farms to reach enough points for entry to the scheme, particularly those farms which were dominated by the same, or a small number of similar habitats.  The Group did observe that in a few extreme cases there might have arisen some perverse outcomes if no limits had been applied but generally considered that limits represented an unnecessary additional obstacle to entering the scheme, so long as it is accepted that all options are deemed to be delivering some environmental benefits.  It was however felt that some less restrictive measure should be taken to continue to ensure that a mixture of options was selected on all farms and this was believed to be best achieved by setting a minimum number of options required rather than through the limits approach.

Recommendation 4

The limits applied to options in the scheme should be changed before the next application round.  In principle the aim should be to have no limit except where deemed necessary to avoid outcomes likely to bring the scheme into disrepute. A new rule should be introduced that all valid agreements must have at least 3 options.

3.2.6. Regional Packages. The Group considered the uptake of Regional Packages (9%) to be disappointing.  There was general agreement that the idea of giving farmers higher rewards for delivering options that would be particularly important locally for wildlife was good in principle.  However the purpose and concept was not very well communicated through the scheme guidance and the eligibility requirements for a valid application were poorly explained in the application form.  Most importantly according to those with experience trying to sign up farms in the 2010 application round the biggest obstacle was felt to be the level of commitment needed from each of the 3 groups of options from which farmers had to select all of their points at a minimum of 25% from each group.  There was also some discussion about whether an increased financial differential would encourage more farmers to consider the Regional Packages.
Recommendation 5

i. Entry to Regional Packages should only be conditional on obtaining 10% of points from options from each of the 3 groups rather than the 25% currently.  The other 70% of the points can come from any of the available AWE options. The possibility of varying this rule such that increased differential remuneration for obtaining higher % of points from each group should be examined. 

ii. Clearer communication of the objectives of the Regional Packages and the benefits to farmers applying for them is required.  In particular applying for Regional Packages on the application form needs to be more straightforward.  

3.2.7. Lower Entry Level. The Group considered that a strong case could be made for a Glastir agreement with a lower level of commitment which would be particularly attractive for intensive farms. This would engage them in some basic environmental protection measures in return for a lower level of re-imbursement.  The Group considered that it would be appropriate to allow these farms access to the ACRES scheme but other higher level support payments would only be available to those making the full entry level commitment at 28 points. Amongst the proposals considered was changing the commitment to a part farm scheme but on balance the Group considered that an approach which made it less onerous through a lower points requirement to bring whole farm areas into the scheme would be more in keeping with the objectives of the scheme to increase the coverage of agri-environment area in Wales, and the principles of a broad and shallow entry level type scheme.  

Recommendation 6

There should be an option for a 14 points entry level to Glastir re-imbursed at £14.00 per ha (plus full Whole Farm Code payments).  These farmers would also have access to ACRES but not to the other higher elements of the scheme.

3.2.8. Organic Concern was raised by Organic representatives on the Group that support for existing Organic farmers under the AWE scheme was limited to the 50% points discount.  It was considered just as important by these representatives to support future maintenance of organic farmers as to support new organic conversion. Debate amongst the Group focused on the appropriate funding mechanism for organic farming and on whether this additional funding could be justified by the level of additional environmental benefits delivered.  A resolution was agreed upon that support needed to be available for organic maintenance within the umbrella of Glastir and that the 50% discount should in future be discontinued.

Recommendation 7

In future from the next application period organic farmers will have to achieve 100% points for their AWE contract. However, they should then have access to an Organic maintenance fund (a type of Organics ACRES/TE). WAG should look at how this is best delivered within Glastir.

3.2.9. Rare Breeds. The issue of rare breeds was given considerable consideration. This has been a particularly popular option with Glastir applicants and will clearly benefit those breeds on the eligible list. The Group was disappointed that a number of hardy breeds were not eligible for support through this option (in part recognised and addressed by changes to the upland options 16-18 to incentivise hardy breeds in the table at Annex 1 under Recommendation 12).

3.2.10. However they also recognised the constraints placed on the scheme by the requirements of Annex IV of the EC regulations 1698/2006 with regard to cattle, sheep and pigs in terms of numbers of breeding animals and eligibility for rare breed support.  It was noted that many smaller breed societies which represent distinct genetic varieties within breeds may benefit from a greater understanding of how their breed could become eligible for support.

Recommendation 8
It is recommended that WAG should undertake a communication and publicity exercise to ensure that smaller breed societies get their breed or variety recognised under the terms of Annex IV of EC Regulation 1698/2006. 
3.2.11. Whole Farm Code. The Group noted that the Whole Farm Code requirement which prohibits quarrying for on farm use except where planning consent was already in place could be a significant deterrent to entry for those with quarries.  However it was explained to the Group that a significant percentage of the Whole Farm Code payment was underpinned by this requirement.  The Group felt they did not have sufficient information to evaluate the comparative incentive of the Whole Farm Code payment to bring farms into the scheme versus the deterrent impact on farmers with quarries and concluded that this should be looked at in more detail.

Recommendation 9

An evaluation is required to assess the relative benefits and disadvantages of retaining the Whole Farm Code rules and payment linked to the use of on farm quarries.

3.3. ToR 2: LEVELS OF ACTIVITY AND PAYMENTS
· Consider the extent of activity required under each prescription and the payment threshold;

3.3.1. Costings of existing options. The Review Group carefully considered the costings and re-imbursement rate offered for the 40 current options available in the AWE. The Group acknowledged that these were undertaken objectively using the best available data by WAG and independently validated by ADAS Consulting. However it was noted that this work was undertaken in summer 2009 and that the following 18 months have seen very high inflation of both agricultural gross margins and the costs associated with many of the non productive investments required by the scheme. It is understood that there is a necessary hiatus between the period when proposals and figures must be submitted to the European Commission for approval and when a scheme can commence. However in the case of the AWE these changes had the effect that by the time farmers were considering the re-imbursement rate for activity under the scheme in late 2010 the points offered for most options no longer reflected real recompense for the level of activity expected.  This was viewed by the Review Group as probably the single most important factor in dampening the level of uptake of the AWE in the 2010 application round.

Recommendation 10
i. The costings for the 40 Glastir AWE options should be urgently reviewed and re-validated in the light of the most up to date financial statistics available.  A modification to the scheme detailing these changes needs to be submitted to the EC at the earliest opportunity. 

ii. Representatives of the different agricultural sectors in Wales and other key stakeholders should be fully consulted during the review of these costings to ensure that scheme options offer sufficient remuneration to farmers for delivering the environmental goods and services required.  

iii. The review of the costings should also consider whether the rate of re-imbursement offered under the Whole Farm Code needs to change to better reflect the latest financial figures.

3.3.2. LFA Uplift The Review Group did not feel it had sufficient evidence to assess whether the 20% additional level of payment for the Less Favoured Area was a true representation of the differential level of income foregone and costs incurred associated with farming in this area.  It was also noted that the 20% LFA additional payment was announced in May 2009 at which point only 2008 Farm Business Survey data would have been available.  Once again the Review Group considered that the changes in agronomic figures over this even longer period mean that the 20% differential may no longer reflect the actual situation. 

Recommendation 11
The level of additional payment for the LFA needs to be considered as part of the review of the Glastir AWE costings.

3.4. ToR 3&4:  EXISTING OPTIONS AND CHANGES
· Examine the practicalities and relevance of on-farm implementation of the prescriptions;

· Examine how changes to current prescriptions may make them more practical and flexible for farmers

Changes to Existing Options

3.4.1. The Review Group considered the uptake and relative popularity of the existing 40 AWE options and how these options could be made more flexible to remove some of the constraints on their practical accessibility to working farms.  

3.4.2. The creation of linear features, hedgerows and wildlife corridors has generally formed an important part of the success of previous A-E schemes and been relatively popular with agreement holders.  To ensure this continues with Glastir the Group felt that the scheme needed to consider farmers concerns about loss of forage area particularly on their best improved land.  Discussion did focus on replacing the existing 3metre hedgerow creation options with 2metre options; however it was noted that for livestock farms vulnerable to bovine TB breakdowns the current 3m in Glastir matched the animal health recommendations.  Consequently it was considered most appropriate to introduce different sub-categories to these options to give farmers maximum flexibility to decide what best suited their farm business.
3.4.3. Suggested amendments to existing hedgerow management options were considered and put forward by the Group of which the most significant was making this option available on boundary/roadside hedges as a one-sided (50% remuneration) option.

3.4.4. Much concern was focused on the impracticality of maintaining a minimum distance from stream bank for riverside corridor options and a suggested change to average distance has been made.  A revised approach to demonstrating the controllability of these options as a result of the recommended change has been put forward. 
3.4.5. Considerable discussion focused on how the use of poorer quality agricultural land could be used for the habitat creation options as this was considered a major constraint. The concept of all land being available for all options, subject to first obtaining Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) consent where necessary, was discussed but dismissed, as it would essentially create a similar level of staffing resource requirement as having a Project Officer.   This would have the effect of drawing significant funding away from farmers and into administration and was therefore not deemed acceptable. However it was decided that where options did not involve replacing the underlying habitat (e.g. the riverside corridor options) then they should be available on some habitats albeit with lower remuneration.
3.4.6. It was also noted that farmers misunderstood the requirement to undertake work on improved land as automatically referring to their very best land. (This point has already been addressed earlier in the Report) 
3.4.7. The Slurry injection option was widely praised as being a forward thinking option that would help to bring more cattle farmers under the agri-environment umbrella.  However the Group considered there were a number of practical issues associated with the detail of this option which would reduce uptake or more worryingly lead farmers who had selected the option to fall into breach.  Suggestions were put forward to correct this and most importantly it was felt there needed to be a “less than 100%” sub-option which enabled farmers to nominate an area where non low trajectory measures could be used either because topography did not allow it or because weather conditions would not permit when storage capacity was about to be exceeded. The definition of slurry needs to be clarified so that farmers understand that dirty water is not included. Also, the use of dribble bars should be permitted as one of the low trajectory measures 
3.4.8. With the exception of the bird and bat boxes option, Low Input Pasture was the most popular option selected during the 2010 application round.  The Group contended that the option was incorrectly titled because in fact no inputs were permitted under this option.  The majority of the Group considered that a genuine low input option was required which did enable farmers to apply FYM, inorganic fertilisers, etc. The EC advice about controllability of limiting applications to eg kg/ha were discussed and the different positions of England and Wales in this context debated.  However, in light of direction from WAG that it was too high risk to return to maximum application levels, the Group put forward suggestions which incorporated the use of soil testing for control purposes.

3.4.9. There was considerable debate around the arable options.  It was pointed out that these options are amongst the main items delivering for biodiversity particularly farmland birds and rare arable plants and that more agriculturally flexible allowances such as direct drilling and undersowing would counter these benefits.  Equally however it was noted that water quality and soil carbon benefits could be obtained instead by supporting these practices.  Because of this dichotomy of views it was deemed necessary to have a two track approach with options developed for the biodiversity interest and those for soil and water quality operating in tandem with each other.
3.4.10. A number of more minor amendments to the detail of options either to dates, management regimes and re-imbursement mechanisms were also discussed and are also reflected in the Group’s Recommendations.  

Recommendation 12
The table in Annex 1 details the suggested changes recommended by the Group in light of the discussion above.

3.5. ToR 5: ENSURING GLASTIR AWE WILL MAINTAIN THE BENEFITS DELIVERED BY THE TIR GOFAL AND TIR CYNNAL SCHEMES
· Consider the extent to which the available prescriptions adequately safeguard the environmental outcomes secured by the extended Tir Gofal and Tir Cynnal agreements beyond their expiry; 

3.5.1. In the preliminary discussion with stakeholders when the scheme was being formulated, two main concerns were raised about the ability of the Glastir scheme to continue the environmental benefits delivered by Tir Gofal and Tir Cynnal. 

3.5.2. The first concern was whether the Glastir AWE scheme had sufficient management options into which habitats created under the previous schemes could be entered so that farmers could continue to receive re-imbursement from them. This was also important to maintain the environmental benefit delivered. In fact with further examination it materialised that there were very few specific examples of habitat managed or created under previous schemes not available to be put into a Glastir AWE option.  The two main issues that were identified were that the width of the hedgerow options could preclude Tir Gofal hedgerows being entered into the scheme and that the Glastir scheme offered no option for continuing to manage scrub, something which was paid for under Tir Gofal.

3.5.3. It was also found that two other, non-habitat, related options – permissive access paths and traditional farm building maintenance did not have a mechanism for continued funding through the Glastir AWE.  2 options in the Glastir AWE scheme were specifically designed to offer continued maintenance payments for habitats created under previous schemes namely the maintain streamside corridor and maintain woodland fence options.  The Group considered it important that following any future costings review the re-imbursement level is sufficient to encourage farmers to maintain these works. The Group was also concerned that smaller areas of woodland between 0.2-0.5ha created under Tir Gofal were not eligible under the woodland management option of Glastir AWE.
3.5.4. Changes rectifying the specific problems listed above are outlined within Recommendation 12 on changing existing AWE options and Recommendation 14 on the creation of new options.

3.5.5. The second main concern raised was not a specific design problem of the Glastir scheme but rather a by-product of the transitional arrangements put in place for Tir Gofal and Tir Cynnal farmers.  Many farmers would have chosen to come into Glastir AWE while under a Tir Gofal or Tir Cynnal extension if they could have got enough points.  However this was made more problematic because of the double funding rules which meant these farmers could not get points on items they were then managing under Tir Gofal or Tir Cynnal.  Furthermore on farms under extensions managing to reach the Glastir AWE points threshold despite this restriction, these items paid for on previous schemes would essentially become unpaid for from the end of 2013 and most likely remain either unmanaged or even be ripped out in the case of some capital works such as streamside corridors. It was pointed out that it would enable many more farmers to reach the points threshold and ensure greater continuity of environmental deliverables if these items had been available at 60% points in the Glastir AWE round to farms under Tir Gofal and Tir Cynnal extensions (which run for another 2 years) to reflect 3 out of 5 years eligibility for support. It is proposed that such an approach should be offered for the next application round.

Recommendation 13
Management options which were excluded from selection for Tir Gofal and Tir Cynnal farmers in the Glastir AWE 2010 application round should be made available.

3.6. ToR 6: NEW PRESCRIPTIONS AND ACTIONS
· Consider and make recommendations for further farm-based prescriptions and actions that should be included in the All-Wales Element; 
3.6.1. New Options. Although there had been some criticism that having 40 options has made Glastir too complicated, the Group did not consider that any of the existing options needed to be withdrawn from the scheme, and indeed identified potential benefits for enlargement of the selection choice available to farmers. In particular it was noted that the English Entry Level Scheme had over double the number of options available in Glastir AWE. However a broad sweep of the ELS options were considered to offer additional choice to farmers and additional environmental benefits, and these have been included in the recommended additions to the Glastir AWE scheme subject to submission to and acceptance by the EC.

3.6.2. It was felt that the linear feature management options under Glastir could be extended further to have stand alone options for both hedge laying and hedge coppicing utilising the technical specifications already outlined for these management techniques in the Glastir AWE booklet.  In addition it was felt that paying for repair and maintenance of dry stone walls would be very important to improve accessibility of the scheme to upland farmers and proposals to overcome controllability concerns have been put forward to support an option for this.

3.6.3. Some management options that would be beneficial to Glastir AWE were considered to be currently either obligatory Whole Farm Code requirements which needed moving from that element (e.g. in-field trees) or only available under the Targeted Element and needed to also be available in AWE (eg. red clover leys). 

3.6.4. A few of the proposed new options such as liming in areas affected by acidification, bracken control and sabre planting led to significant debate between the Group members about their relative environmental benefit or suitability for the scheme and were put forward as a reflection of the balance of opinions expressed.
3.6.5. One area all Group members agreed upon was the importance of encouraging more cattle grazing.  The loss of the incentive mechanism available under the previous regulations applicable to Tir Gofal was a significant disadvantage to achieving this.  However the Group agreed that Glastir needed some form of mixed stocking premium linked to management of particular key habitats and that a supplementary payment attached to this could be used towards re-imbursing cattle housing costs.
3.6.6. A couple of options that the Group felt had the potential to contribute greatly to the climate change and/or water quality Health Check agenda were the use of High Sugar Grass species and adopting a Minimum Tillage management system.  The Group was advised that the current costing of these options demonstrated a net income/cost benefit to farmers and consequently were not eligible for payment under the terms of the EC regulations. However the Group was very keen that this should be re-examined in view of changing financial figures as part of a costings review.

3.6.7. The Group looked to identify an option which would give additional payments for growing maize in a manner which would enhance environmental protection, particularly water quality.  The Group noted that the English scheme contained options for limiting the application of slurry and fertilisers.  However the latest advice from the EC to WAG on controllability of specifying limits to applications makes this approach unavailable at this time and the Group felt unable to put forward any specific new option linked to maize production at this time. 

Recommendation 14
The options outlined in the table at Annex 2 should be examined as additional AWE options as part of a Rural Development Plan modification submitted to the EC.

Recommendation 15 
As part of the review of the costings outlined under Recommendation 10 the possibility of delivering a payment for the use of High Sugar Grasses and Minimum Tillage systems should be re-evaluated.

3.7. ToR 7: LESSONS LEARNT
· Prepare a “lessons learnt” assessment from the first application round for entry into Glastir, having regard to the advice and guidance provided by the Welsh Assembly Government and feed-back from farmers;
3.7.1. Scheme design process
· Reconsider the way new schemes are formulated as the current approach does not work. It should be proofed by stakeholders as a continuous process and include a Pilot Scheme where appropriate.
3.7.2. Application period/On farm training 
· More time needs to be allowed between decisions taken on the terms of the scheme and the opening of the application window to ensure farmers have ample opportunity to digest and analyse options. This is particularly important where there is no Project Officer input thereafter
· Ongoing changes during the process need to be kept to an absolute minimum
· Reliance on use of web pages to communicate information is insufficient in itself as many farmers cannot (do not) access internet.
· WAG should have allowed more time for scheme development to ensure a complete package was available from the outset
· On farm events would have been better received if those farms selected had been “scored” for AWE purposes beforehand
· Contractors who are engaged to deliver training must be provided with sufficient and uniform information to ensure consistent approach in a timely fashion
· Habitat training should have been more focussed; sector based and comprising of smaller groups

· Helpline would have been useful and should be included as a standard feature in future
· FAQ worked and should be continued but needs to be updated as soon as changes are agreed
· Any changes/updates to web pages should be communicated to Stakeholders as soon as possible

· The electronic scorecard was very popular with all parties and should be developed further.

3.7.3. Application process

· Requirements of the application were not fully understood. Scheme literature should be condensed, and suitably framed to attract interest for example by giving priority to positive elements
· Application window too short/not enough consultants

· If DVDs are provided they must be fit for purpose and available at the optimum time- the one produced for farmers did not serve its purpose and arrived 3 weeks late

· Cost implications of running Expressions Of Interest  followed by a separate application process needs to be re-examined
· An option for the submission of an electronic version of the application should be provided
· Maps provided with the application pack should contain more accurate information on habitat etc – appeared to farmers that a backward step had been taken since SAF maps had become available. Consider whether separate maps for Glastir are required – or could SAF maps (adapted) be used. Provide an on-line facility for access to maps

· Avoid duplicate requests for information. For example information on Sites of Special Scientific Interest requested by WAG is already available to CCW
· There was a general nervousness about the “interview” process. Would have been more acceptable if it had been described as a meeting with WAG
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Table of recommended changes to existing options

	Option No.
	Option title
	Change requested

	1
	Create a corridor to include tree and shrub planting
	· Add part (b) allowing for a 2m width

	2
	Create a corridor including earth bank and tree shrub planting
	· Add part (b) allowing for a 2m width

	4
	Simple hedgerow management (on both sides)
	· Add part (b) allowing for a 2m width

· Reduce the requirement for hedges to 1m height

· Hedges to be cut every two years

	5
	Enhanced hedgerow management (on both sides)
	· Add part (b) allowing for a 2m width

	6
	Double fence gappy hedges 
	· Add part (b) allowing for a 2m width



	7a
	Create a new streamside corridor on improved land on one side of a watercourse
	· Allow a minimum average instead of specifying a minimum width from the watercourse

· Create a sub-section to allow this on other grassland (including marshy)

	7b
	Create a new streamside corridor on improved land on both sides of a watercourse
	· Allow a minimum average instead of specifying a minimum width from the watercourse

· Create a sub-section to allow this on other grassland (including marshy)

	 8
	Continued management of an existing streamside corridor
	· Option needs to be flexible to include element created during TG/TC to be brought into AWE once transitional arrangements cease

	9a
	Create a new streamside corridor on improved land with tree planting on one side of a watercourse
	· Allow a minimum average instead of specifying a minimum width from the watercourse

· Create a sub-section to allow this on other grassland (including marshy)

	9b
	Create a new streamside corridor on improved land with tree planting on both sides of a watercourse
	· Allow a minimum average instead of specifying a minimum width from the watercourse

· Create a sub-section to allow this on other grassland (including marshy)



	14
	Commit to slurry injection
	· Option b) reduced 75% percentage with reduced points allocation/income foregone figure



	15
	Grazed permanent pasture with no inputs
	· Part (b) to allow low inputs – inputs which would retain background fertility as well as wildlife interest. Farmers will need to provide a soil test that the land is below an agreed level (RB209 perhaps) before entering and this cannot be exceeded

	16
	Management of upland heath
	· Merge options 16 to 18 inclusive to one option based on habitat proportions as per Common Land element using the same stocking rates and forward schedules to allow stocking flexibility. Restrict 100% reimbursement to native hardy breeds



	17
	Management of blanket bog
	· Merge options 16 to 18 inclusive to one option based on habitat proportions as per Common Land element using the same stocking rates and forward schedules to allow stocking flexibility. Restrict 100% reimbursement to native hardy breeds

	18
	Management of Upland Grassland
	· Merge options 16 to 18 inclusive to one option based on habitat proportions as per Common Land element using the same stocking rates and forward schedules to allow stocking flexibility. Restrict 100% reimbursement to native hardy breeds

	19
	Management of lowland marshy grassland
	· Allow rushes to be cut before they reach the 75% threshold

	26
	Rough grass margin
	· Allow rough margins on part fields rather than just tied to hedgerow edges

· Allow rough margins to be rotated

· Clarify whether the grass margin includes the 1m element for cross compliance

	27
	Fallow crop margin
	· Allow fallow margins on part fields

	28
	Retain winter stubbles
	· Move date for first ploughing, slurry spreading etc to 1 Feb

	29
	Undersown spring cereals next to watercourse
	· Scrap option – to be replaced by option 30 (b) (see below)

	30
	Unsprayed spring sown cereals or legumes
	· Part (a) to not allow under sowing

· Part (b) to allow for under sowing (replacing option 29 above)

	31
	Unsprayed spring sown cereals retaining winter stubbles
	· Move date for first ploughing, slurry spreading etc to 1 Feb

	32
	Plant unsprayed root crops on improved land
	· Split to part (a) not allowing direct drilling and part (b) allowing  direct drilling in addition to more flexible dates 

	35
	Create a wildlife pond on enclosed improved land
	· Costing bands to apply depending on size of pond built

	36
	Buffering existing unfenced  in field ponds
	· Allow ponds with islands

· Cut vegetation within the fence after 3 years (or every other year)


Annex 2

Table of additional options
	
	Option title
	Requirements
	Environmental benefits
	Net income/cost incurred demonstrable
	Controllable

	1
	Hedge laying
	Based on Technical Guidance spec in AWE booklet 2. Undertake the traditional style of laying for the locality. The hedge should be stock proof after laying.

Lay all lengths of hedges submitted at least once in 5 year agreement and ensure that not all hedges are laid at the same time.

Avoid the use of plain or barbed wire or baler twine for binding the hedge.
	Yes – as per hedge management
	Yes
	Yes-Provide a forward plan of hedges to be laid

	2
	Hedge coppicing
	Based on Technical Guidance spec in AWE booklet 2.
	Yes – as per hedge management
	Yes – but significantly lower than option 1 above
	Yes

	3
	Liming for environmental gain
	Obtain independent Ph test.  Apply recommended amounts of lime. Maintain ph of permanent pasture at its optimum (ph 6 mineral soils). Do not apply in wet weather. Do not apply to species rich pastures.
	Yes. Benefits put forward particularly in relation to reducing negative impacts of acidification in upland water bodies.
	Yes
	Yes. Suggested pre-entry soil alkalinity test (linked to eligibility of fields?). Soil test results.

Map showing suitable fields.

Field records.  Liming contractor invoice and declaration of place and time of application.  How are species rich fields excluded?

	4
	Double fence gappy hedge banks
	As in existing option 2 and section on creation of new earth banks but with following changes.

Remove improved land requirement as bank already exists. Trees and shrubs to be planted if they occur in the rest of that run of bank. Corridor must be a minimum 2.5m from fence to fence
	Yes- but in some cases particularly coastal locations environmental value of bare earth banks e.g. to choughs is higher (would need Prohibited layer type approach to ensure net benefit)
	Yes
	Yes

	5
	Bracken control
	Mechanical or chemical
	Yes but only if in appropriate locations and potentially very damaging if not correctly situated. Would need P code approach to prevent certain high quality Ffridd areas  being eligible
	Yes
	Yes – would need consent checks from EA, CCW etc.

	6
	No-fence tree planting
	i) Use recommended trees of local provenance

ii) Plant whips of between 1.5 and 2M ,on slopes of 35˚ or over


	Yes i) Improves the soil and helps retain water in the uplands. ii) Supports wildlife. 

 iii) Contributes to Wag’s climate change objectives
	Yes
	Yes - Would need to specify/map where plantings are and number - replacements would have to be planted where losses occur

	7
	Protection of in-field trees/veteran trees
	Do not cultivate, spray or fertilise under canopy (remove from Whole Farm Code)
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes. Visual inspection/record keeping

	8
	Unfertilised and unsprayed cereal headland
	Requirements are the same as English ELS with additional requirement not to spray herbicides
	Yes 

 • provides an important food supply for birds

• provides habitat for arable plants and insects
	Yes
	Yes. Visual inspection/record keeping

	9
	Management of scrub option
	Needs development but agreed by all parties should be included as an option
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes - dependent on conditions – photographic evidence / visual inspection

	10
	Flower rich ley option – move red clover option from TE and place in AWE
	As per TE
	Yes – but TE option is aimed particularly at rarer bee species with very limited distributions
	Yes
	Yes

	11
	Traditional boundaries protection and maintenance
	Must be built of natural materials be of traditional construction and under management control of the agreement holder

Protect from deterioration and regularly repair gaps when these occur during the course of the agreement. Walls entered shown on a map at the start of the agreement.

Available for walls that require rebuilding or where the wall is unstable or leaning and in danger of collapse. Annual commitment to the length to be restored to be specified at the start of the agreement but with flexibility between years. Within field walls such as traditional sheep folds are eligible as are slate fences.
	Yes as habitat and hibernation sites for reptiles, small mammals - also important for lichens, ferns etc. (and landscape)
	Yes - at least for restoration.
	Yes. Obtain current dated photographs of the wall to be restored as evidence of its condition.  Retain these photographs and submit a copy with the application. 

Specify at the start of the scheme length to be restored on which the points will be based

At end of agreement there must be a specified length of complete wall in good condition. Traditional material and style in line with other walls in the district


	12
	Maintenance of traditional weatherproof buildings
	Eligible buildings would only be those that are in a sound and weatherproof condition. The photograph of the building from several angles could be used to show this as well as an aerial view.  Maintenance refers to the routine work necessary to protect the building

It does not include any work to put right significant defects or decay including re-roofing work. Option limited to buildings which have been renovated under Tir Gofal or other Agri-environmental schemes or CADW listed building. Must be in current agricultural use (but not necessarily its original use)
	Yes. Principally landscape benefit
	Yes, although for buildings meeting the eligibility criteria it should be low
	The photograph of the building from several angles to demonstrate eligibility.  Visual inspection to ensure compliance.

	13
	Mixed stocking premium linked to specific habitat options
	Based on livestock units

Linked to particular habitat parcels e.g. upland habitats and marshy grassland.
	Yes - if linked to particular habitat management ( for at least part of year anyway)
	Yes - currently OK based on differential margin against the £31.60 average - would need to be re-evaluated based on costings review
	Yes. Information on SAF form annually

Sheep inventory

BCMS

Farm Diary Visual inspection

	14
	Hedgerow management of boundary or roadside hedges
	As per existing AWE option 4 but for one side only
	Yes
	Yes but halved
	Yes

	15
	Clearing of ponds
	Guidance to ensure environmentally sensitive clearance would need to be developed
	Yes – if sensitive management
	Yes
	Yes

	16
	Permissive access
	Continued payments for permissive access where supported previously by TG
	n/a – Access benefit
	Yes – as per TE
	Yes
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Summary of Recommendations

(Note: The full description is in the Report and at Annex 1 & 2)

Recommendations

1. A complete overhaul of the application process to include

i. Application pack should be absolute minimum size.

ii. Scheme literature condensed and framed positively.

iii. Include stand alone summary in scheme literature.

iv. Single application window closer to the contract start date.

v. Glastir application form combined with SAF. 

vi. A publicity/awareness campaign 

vii. Provide facility for electronic communications. 

viii. Avoid duplicating requests for information

ix. Full and targeted training programme required.

x. Explain inter-relationship between Glastir and other on-going environmental schemes. 

xi. Explain the points system with regard to capital items. 

2. Clarify the distinction between habitat and improved land. 

3. Provide more accurate and better quality maps including

i. Use best available boundary maps as for SAF.

ii. Upland habitat options provided in a single mosaic. 

iii. P-Layers only included where they apply at field level scale.

iv. Existing datasets fit for purpose; continually improve mapping provision through new technologies.

4. Change the limits applied to options. Aim for no limits with exceptions. Replace with minimum of 3 options per contract.

5. Regional Packages should be reviewed

i. Change entry rules.

ii. Improve communication of objectives and benefits, and simplify application.  

6. Create option for 14 points entry level to Glastir.

7. Organic farmers to achieve 100% points for AWE contract    with access to Organic maintenance fund.

8. Ensure smaller breed societies understand the requirements for EU recognition. 

9. Evaluation of Whole Farm Code rules and payment linked to use of on-farm quarries.

10. Costings for AWE options

i. Reviewed and re-validated against most up to date financial statistics available.  

ii. All key stakeholders should be fully consulted 

iii. Review rate of re-imbursement under Whole Farm Code.

11. Consider level of additional LFA payment.

12. Changes to existing options

Option No



Change

1

Add part (b) allowing for a 2m width

2 

Add part (b) allowing for a 2m width    

4

Add part (b) allowing for a 2m width

Reduce the requirement for hedges to 1m height

Hedges to be cut every two years


5

Add part (b) allowing for a 2m width


6

Add part (b) allowing for a 2m width

7a
Allow minimum average instead of minimum width from watercourse; and on other grassland


7b
Allow minimum average instead of minimum width from watercourse; and on other grassland 

8
Include element created during TG/TC after transitional arrangements cease.

9a
Allow minimum average instead of minimum width from watercourse; and on other grassland 

9b
Allow minimum average instead of minimum width from watercourse; and on other grassland 

14
Option b) reduce to 75% 

15
Option (b) to allow low inputs.

16
Merge options 16-18 based on Common Land element prescriptions. Restrict 100% reimbursement to native hardy breeds.

17
Merge options 16-18 based on Common Land element prescriptions. Restrict 100% reimbursement to native hardy breeds

18
Merge options 16-18 based on Common Land prescriptions. Restrict 100% reimbursement to native hardy breeds

19
Allow rushes to be cut before 75% threshold

26
Allow rough margins on part fields


Allow rough margins to be rotated


Clarify whether grass margin includes 1m element for cross compliance

27
Allow fallow margins on part fields

28
Move cultivation date to 1 Feb

29
Scrap option-replaced by option 30 (b) 

30
Part (a) to not allow under sowing


Part (b) to allow for under sowing 

31
Move cultivation date to 1 Feb

32
Part (a) not allowing direct drilling 

          
Part (b) allowing direct drilling

More flexible dates

35
Costing bands to apply depending on pond size 

36
Allow ponds with islands


Cut fenced vegetation after 3 years (or every other year)

13. Extend management options for TG and TC farmers.

14. Consider additional AWE options 

                  

 Option No           

 Description




1


Hedge laying



2


Hedge coppicing

 


3


Liming for environmental gain



4


Double fence gappy hedge banks




5


Bracken control




6


No-fence tree planting




7


Protection of in-field/veteran trees




8


Unfertilised/unsprayed cereal headland




9


Management of scrub




10


Flower rich ley option




11


Traditional boundaries




12


Traditional weatherproof buildings




13


Mixed stocking premium




14


Hedgerow management boundary/roadside hedges




15


Clearing ponds




16


Permissive access


15. Re-evaluate option for payment for use of High Sugar Grasses and Minimum Tillage systems.
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