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1  Executive Summary 

What’s the context? 

1.1 Countryside Stewardship (CS) was introduced in 2015 to provide 
funding for farmers, woodland owners, foresters and land 
managers to make environmental improvements.  Like its 
predecessor Environmental Stewardship (ES), one of its primary 
objectives is to maintain the character of the countryside, 
conserve wildlife and protect natural resources. Whilst closed to 
new applications, there remain some ‘live’ ES agreements that 
continue to be honoured until they expire. This study provides an 
evidence base that assesses the effectiveness of Agri-
environment Schemes (AES) (CS and any remaining ES) in 
maintaining and enhancing landscape character, quality and 
resilience.  

1.2 Whilst the scheme itself has changed, this study has been 
undertaken in line with the methodology developed for the 
previous study of ES in 2013 to allow for a comparison to be made 
between the two time periods.  

What are the aims of the project? 

1.3 The aims of the project are to provide an update on the findings 
from previous research undertaken in 2013 by LUC and Julie 
Martin Associates on behalf of Natural England to develop a 
National Character Area (NCA) Indicators and Thresholds database 
(LM0429)1.  This new research includes: 

 
1 
http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&C
ompleted=0&ProjectID=18840 

1 A review of existing methods, data and approaches. 

2 An update to the LM0429 database and integral NCA 
assessments. 

3 Refinement of a new model for an NCA landscape change 
database. 

1.4 This database and the whole approach has been directly informed 
by developmental work undertaken under the Defra Research 
Project  BD5303:  Cumulative impact of Environmental 
Stewardship on landscape character2 - a three-year study 
specifically focusing on developing approaches for monitoring the 
landscape effects of Environmental Stewardship and other agri-
environment schemes. 

1.5 The method was re-assessed for this study, and an additional 
Water management theme was added to the previous list of 
themes. The resultant assessment themes are:  

 Woodland and tree cover; 

 Field patterns and boundary types; 

 Agricultural land use;  

 Traditional farm buildings; 

 Historic environment;  

 Semi-natural habitats;  

 Coast; and 

 Water management (new). 

1.6 Within each theme, landscape effects are assessed against a series 
of objectives that respond to the key landscape characteristics of 
each NCA.  Each objective is linked to an indicator and relevant 
AES options (ES or CS) that will benefit the landscape.  Much of 
the early work in this study involved reviewing the range of CS 
options available, and organising them into themes and objectives 

2 
http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&C
ompleted=0&ProjectID=17454 
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alongside the former ES options to allow the 2013 methodology to 
be repeated as far as possible for the new scheme.  

1.7 Assessment results are judged against a series of landscape 
thresholds (one for each objective) expressed as the percentage of 
AES uptake (of relevant options) against the stock of the 
landscape feature(s) that the AES options are affecting.  The 
number and importance of the objectives where the threshold is 
met provide the assessment result for the individual themes while 
the sum of the results across all themes provides the overall 
landscape assessment for that NCA. 

Which policy areas will the research inform? 

1.8 The results of this research will help evaluate the effectiveness of 
AES in delivering landscape benefits, in line with the European 
Commission Common Monitoring and Evaluation Framework 
(CMEF). 

1.9 The results provide a baseline against which the landscape 
benefits of current AES (and subsequent agri-environment 
schemes) can be judged in the future. 

What are the results from the project and how 
will they be used? 

1.10 Using the updated method developed in the early stages of this 
research, the project has assessed the landscape effects of AES in 
each of the 159 NCAs across England. As shown in   
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1.11 Figure 1, the assessment found: 

 A Strongly Positive effect on the landscape of 15 NCAs (9%) 

 A Positive effect on the landscape of 80 NCAs (50%) 

 A Neutral effect on the landscape of 64 NCAs (40%)  

1.12 When compared to the results from the 2013 assessment; namely 
that ES was having: 

 A Strongly Positive effect on the landscape of 21 NCAs (13%) 

 A Positive effect on the landscape of 102 NCAs (64%) 

 A Neutral effect on the landscape of 36 NCAs (23%) 

1.13 It can be seen that the positive impacts of agri-environment 
schemes, whilst still being achieved in many NCAs, have reduced 
over this period, resulting in more NCAs falling into the neutral 
impacts category. At a theme level, the field patterns and 
boundary types and traditional farm buildings themes show the 
most dramatic decline in NCAs where positive or strongly positive 
landscape impacts are being achieved and semi-natural habitats 
remains the theme where the most strongly positive and positive 
landscape impacts are being achieved.  

1.14 Using the results of this assessment it is possible to: 

 Identify those parts of the country, and those types of landscape, 
where AES is having the most and least beneficial effects on the 
landscape. 

 Identify those landscape themes that are best and worst served 
by AES in different parts of the country and in different types of 
landscape. 

 Drill down through the results to identify those individual 
objectives where the thresholds are, and are not, being met in 
individual NCAs or in different Agricultural Landscape Types 
(ALTs). 

1.15 In this way, the results of this project provide an assessment of 
the current landscape effects of AES across the country and a 
baseline against which future effects can be assessed.  Whilst 

primarily looking back, the results can also inform the future 
targeting of agri-environment schemes and can indicate which 
types of option will be most beneficial for the landscape in which 
types of landscape. 

  



Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2013. All rights reserved. Licence numbers 100047514, 0100031673. LUC LDN FIG1_Overall2013_2018_rev2_A3L  14/02/2020
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2 Introduction 

Context 

2.1 Environmental Stewardship was launched in 2005 with three 
strands; a non-competitive Entry Level Scheme (ELS) designed to 
encourage widespread uptake of simple environmental 
management, Organic Entry Level Scheme (OELS) and a more 
targeted Higher Level Scheme (HLS) which focused on protecting 
natural resources.   

2.2 Ten years later in 2015, Countryside Stewardship was launched 
with four main strands; a Mid-Tier (MT) scheme focused on 
tackling specific environmental issues, a Higher Tier (HT) scheme 
focused on the most environmentally important sites, and a 
capital-only grants scheme for a range of specific outcomes such 
as hedgerows and boundaries, woodland management and 
creation and tree health, open to those in both the MT and HT.  
Organic options are available within MT and HT. The schemes are 
competitive, with applications scored against local priorities with 
no guarantee of a scheme being approved, although the relatively 
low level of uptake to date (in 2018) has meant that 90% of 
applicants have been approved.  

2.3 An additional strand was added in 2018, offering applicants a 
choice of four Wildlife Offer packages; designed to be quick and 
easy for applicants to apply.  Unlike the existing Countryside 
Stewardship strands, all landowners who make a valid application 
will be granted funding for their scheme. 

2.4 Figure 2 provides a comparison of area of land covered by 
targeted agri-environment schemes between 1987 and 2017.  

 
3 Both Figures 2 & 3 sourced from Natural England, Department for Environment Food and 
Rural Affairs, cited in:  

Figure 3 illustrates the area of uptake of ELS schemes between 
2003 and 20173 which demonstrates the popularity of ES. 

2.5 Within Countryside Stewardship the MT options broadly reflect the 
original ES options but are generally broader in scope and more 
demanding in terms of outcome than their ELS equivalent/s.  On 
the other hand, the HT options are generally very similar to the 
original HLS options.   

2.6 Another key change between CS and ES has been the alteration in 
woodland management grants.  Previously, grants for woodland 
management were funded through the separate Woodland Grants 
Scheme, but under CS, the Woodland Grant Scheme is integrated 
under CS.  As a consequence, the previous analysis of ES found 
that in over 50% of the NCAs, ES was having a neutral effect 
overall on woodland and trees.   

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_dat
a/file/726497/22__agri_environment_and_forestry_2018.pdf 
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Figure 2: Area of land under targeted agri-environment 
scheme agreements in England, 1987 to 20174 

 

 

 

 

 

 
4 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_dat
a/file/726497/22__agri_environment_and_forestry_2018.pdf  

Figure 3: Area of land under expiring Entry Level 
Stewardship Scheme, 2003 to 2017 
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Overall aims 

2.7 In 2013, LUC and Julie Martin Associates undertook a study to 
demonstrate the extent to which Environmental Stewardship was 
bringing positive benefits to landscape character through the 
development of a bespoke database that allowed consistent and 
repeatable monitoring at the National Character Area scale.  The 
aim of this current study is to provide an update to the findings of 
the initial 2013 report in light of the changes that have occurred to 
AES over the last 5 years; most notably the change from 
Environmental Stewardship (ES) to Countryside Stewardship (CS) 
in 2015/16.   

2.8 In light of the introduction of Countryside Stewardship options this 
project provides an opportunity to verify and update the 
underlying assumptions about the landscape effects of 
Environmental Stewardship established through two linked 
research studies BD5303 (Monitoring the effects of Environmental 
Stewardship on Landscape Character and Quality) and LM0456 
(Monitoring the contribution that Environmental Stewardship is 
making to the maintenance and enhancement of landscape 
character and quality5).  The study has also provided an 
opportunity to refresh the way in which the data is stored and 
presented to improve its use in the future. 

2.9 Specifically, the project has sought to deliver against the following 
objectives: 

 Objective 1:  Review existing methods, data and approaches used 
in 2013 to enable a comparable assessment of the current agri-
environment scheme on landscape character and quality. 

 Objective 2:  Provide an update to the LM0429 database and 
integral NCA assessments 

 Objective 3:  Refine a new model for an NCA landscape change 
database populated with the updated data from this assessment. 

 
5 
http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&C
ompleted=0&ProjectID=19726 

2.10 The approach to the identification of indicators and thresholds was 
developed in BD5303, and further refined for the 2013 Indicators 
and Thresholds study to build a bespoke database to assess the 
landscape effects of Environmental Stewardship (ES). For this 
2018 study, the team concentrated on how the approach should 
be refined to be applied to Countryside Stewardship (CS) to 
ensure a consistent assessment across the two stewardship 
schemes, and to highlight changes required. 

2.11 This study is the first part of a two phase project: 

 Phase 1: Updating the evidence and database. The 
methodology developed and findings being the subject of this 
report. 

 Phase 2: Evaluations.  The second phase will explore the 
findings of Phase 1 in depth to address specific research 
questions. This will look at option effectiveness for landscape 
character, options focussed on landscape resilience and the 
impacts of agri-environment schemes on landscape character and 
quality in protected landscapes. Each research question will make 
recommendations on opportunities to optimise ongoing scheme 
design and monitoring. 

2.12 The remainder of this report is set out as follows: 

 Chapter 3: Introduces the methodology developed under BD5303 
(Monitoring the effects of Environmental Stewardship on 
Landscape Character and Quality, 2010-13) and for LM0429 
(2013). It looks at the changes to stock and uptake data and the 
assessment framework as a result of the differences between ES 
and CS.   

 Chapter 4:  Sets out the assessment framework used for this 
study and the ‘rules’ used in the individual assessments of NCAs. 
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 Chapter 5: Sets out a summary of the outputs of the 
assessment. This section includes a discussion on how the results 
of the 2018 assessment compare to results from the 2013 study.  

 Chapter 6: Introduces the landscape change database/dashboard 
that has been developed to visualise and allow deeper analysis of 
the results of this study by a wider audience.  

 Chapter 7: Takes a look at future policy measures and schemes 
and the relevance to continuity of landscape monitoring into the 
future. 
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3 Methodology 

Approach 

3.1 The methodology has broadly followed the stages set out below. 
This section describes each of these stages, much of which is 
preparatory work that was required before the NCA assessments 
could be undertaken. 

 Task A: Review of existing database, data and methods. 

 Task B: Review of future scheme priorities/options. 

 Task C: Full update to NCA assessments (originally undertaken as 
part of LM0429) from 2013 to 2018. 

 Task D: Development of NCA landscape change database. 

Task A: Review of existing database, data and 
methods 

3.2 This task commenced with a familiarisation exercise, looking in 
detail at the method developed in the 2013 study to consider 
aspects that would need to be changed, aspects that are not 
affected by any of the scheme changes in the intervening period, 
and aspects that could be strengthened given the availability of 
new data or changed priorities. 

 
6 The NCA ‘fine grain descriptions work’ was undertaken by Julie Martin; it included looking 
across a range of local landscape character assessments to draw out the finer detail on key 
characteristics.  

Definitions 

3.3 Some key definitions are helpful to better understand the 
approach developed in 2013. These are set out below. 

 Landscape theme - The overall assessment approach is 
structured around seven landscape themes: 

o Woodlands and tree cover (including traditional orchards) 

o Field patterns and boundary types 

o Agricultural land use (concerned primarily with the 
conservation of permanent pasture) 

o Traditional farm buildings 

o Historic environment (including parkland) 

o Semi-natural habitats 

o Coast 

This 2018 update sees the introduction of an eighth theme:  

o Water management. 

 Edited key characteristics - Under BD5303, a searchable 
database of NCA key characteristics was developed. This database 
organises key landscape characteristics (both from the Fine-
grained assessments6 and any subsequent updates) into 13 
themes. Information against the seven themes relevant to the 
2013 study (i.e. those aspects of the landscape that may be 
influenced by AES) was extracted, edited and manually entered 
into the database, focusing on those key characteristic elements 
of the landscape that may be directly influenced by AES. As far as 
possible these were accompanied by enough supporting 
information to give an understanding of why these elements are 
important in the landscape.  

 Objective - Objectives defined in 2013 were informed by the 
original and fine-grained NCA assessments; the objectives are 
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common sense and brief. A generic list of 46 objectives was 
developed. Each objective relates to a key landscape feature and 
the list represents the full set of potential objectives required for 
rolling out the assessment across all 159 NCAs (both upland and 
lowland) taking account of the scope of the former ES scheme. 

 Indicator - Measure of change in a key landscape characteristic 
or element. Indicators are expressed as a percentage of relevant 
AES uptake versus stock (either as a percentage of area or a 
percentage of length depending on how the relevant AES options 
are measured). Where no stock figure is available, uptake level 
(area, length or number) may form a simple indicator. 

 Threshold - Level and/or distribution of option uptake that would 
cause significant (i.e. noticeable) change to the landscape. 
Building on the experience of a trial undertaken on 18 NCAs as 
part of BD53037 (set out in Sections 2 of Report 3: Report of 
Findings), a draft threshold was set for each indicator and tested 
through some early pilot work. The approach to setting thresholds 
is set out in the LM0429 supplementary Methodology Report8 
(section 2.17-2.23). These thresholds help the assessor to 
evaluate whether AES is having a positive, neutral or negative 
effect on an objective. These thresholds are normally expressed 
as a specific percentage of relevant AES uptake relative to the 
stock. It is against this threshold that the indicator (above) is 
measured. Where there is no stock data the threshold was set as 
a set number or area of the landscape feature in question under 
option. 

2013 Assessment framework  

3.4 The database and the results were organised under seven 
landscape themes, with each theme considered in every NCA 
(other than the Coast which is not always relevant): 

 A: Woodlands and tree cover (including traditional orchards) 

 
7 
http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&C
ompleted=0&ProjectID=17454 

 B: Field patterns and boundary types 

 C: Agricultural land use (concerned primarily with the 
conservation of permanent pasture) 

 D: Traditional farm buildings 

 E: Historic environment (including parkland) 

 F: Semi-natural habitats 

 G: Coast 

3.5 In turn, within each theme, the assessment of landscape effects 
was undertaken against a series of landscape objectives relevant 
to that theme that responded to the key characteristics of the 
landscape of that NCA.  Each objective was linked to the relevant 
ES options that were most likely to benefit the landscape.  There 
are two very important principles that guided the choice of the 
relevant ES options per objective.  First, the choice of options was 
not restricted to those specifically designed to manage important 
landscape features but also considered other options, such as 
those for natural resource protection, which would help meet the 
specific landscape objective.  Second, to avoid double counting, an 
option could only be considered under one objective. 

3.6 Assessment results were then judged against a series of landscape 
thresholds (the level and/or distribution of option uptake that 
would cause significant (i.e. noticeable) change to the landscape. 
These were assessed as the percentage of ES uptake (of relevant 
options) against the stock data of the landscape feature(s) that 
the ES options were affecting.  The number and importance of the 
objectives that have a positive result provide the assessment for 
the individual themes while the sum of the results across all 
themes provides the overall landscape assessment for that NCA. 

8 
http://sciencesearch.defra.gov.uk/Default.aspx?Menu=Menu&Module=More&Location=None&C
ompleted=0&ProjectID=18840 
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Considerations for 2018 update 

3.7 The review of the 2013 method raised a series of questions that 
required further investigation in later stages: 

 Should stock data be reviewed or reassessed? 

 How well do the ES options align with the new CS options and can 
they be organised into the same set of objectives? What are the 
implications for the assessment framework? 

 Under what circumstances would key characteristics need to be 
revised? Under what circumstances would the relevance of an 
objective to an NCA need to be updated from No to Yes or vice 
versa? 

 Can Rivers, lakes/ponds be added as an eighth theme addressing 
water management without a need to revise the division of key 
characteristics in the existing seven themes? For example, under 
contract BD5303, key characteristics in each NCA that related to 
drainage were recorded and stored in a database format. Could 
these be transferred (without overlap concerns) to the new 
database? 

 Would any objectives from 2013 be better situated under the new 
Water Management theme rather than attributed to their original 
theme? What are the implications (in terms of compatibility) of 
moving objectives to a new theme? 

 What new objectives need to be added (including under the new 
Water Management theme) and are there any that can be 
removed? 

 Is there any reason to review the threshold assumptions? 

 Is there new evidence that would suggest that landscape impact 
assumptions need to be revisited? 

3.8 These questions formed the basis for Task C which is described 
later in this section. 

Task B: Review of future scheme 
priorities/options 

3.9 This task involved a high level review of published and ‘grey’ 
sources of the current plans for new agri-environment policy 
measures in England. It concludes with a short commentary on 
potential implications for the monitoring of landscape character, 
quality and resilience. The findings of this review are set out in 
Section 7 of this report. 

Task C: Full update to NCA assessments 
(originally undertaken as part of LM0429) 
from 2013 to 2018 

3.10 This task drew on the initial review from Task A and explored each 
of the considerations in turn to develop a new, updated 
assessment framework to enable the update to be undertaken. For 
the purposes of this report, this task has been divided into the 
following strands of enquiry/research: 

 Changes to stock data 

 Understanding the alignment between ES and CS options 

 Changes to the assessment framework 

 Preparing data for the assessment 

 Establishing a rules-base and undertaking the assessment  

 Assessment framework quality assurance 

 Assessing the NCAs 

 Quality assurance of draft assessments 

3.11 Each of these is discussed in turn. 
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Changes to stock data 

3.12 Much of the ‘stock’ data that underpinned the 2013 assessment 
was derived from the Centre for Ecology and Hydrology (CEH) 
Land Cover Map 2007.  CEH has subsequently produced an 
updated version of their Land Cover Map (LCM2015), and it was 
proposed that this would provide a new stock baseline for use in 
this study.  However, following a detailed review of the method 
used to develop the LCM2015 update and the resultant land cover 
classes, it was found that the two products are not directly 
comparable, and therefore use of this new data in this update 
would result in the 2013 and 2018 studies not being comparable. 
Of most relevance, the following changes have meant that the 
2015 data could not be used in this assessment: 

 Removal of Broad Habitat Sub-classes – LCM2007 consisted of 20 
Broad habitat classes, which were further divided into 48 broad 
habitat sub-classes. The 2013 assessment made use of the more 
detailed broad habitat sub-classes to quantify stock for a number 
of the objectives. By contrast, LCM2015 has 21 classes, which are 
based on the UKs terrestrial Broad Habitats9. 

 Rough grassland class removed – LCM2007 classified grassland 
into ‘Improved Grassland’ and ‘Rough Grassland’ using 
knowledge-based enhancement rules. These took into account soil 
type, aspect and elevation which would suggest whether ‘Rough 
Grassland’ should be assigned to ‘Neutral Grassland’, ‘Calcareous 
Grassland’ or ‘Acid Grassland’ or if it should remain as Rough 
Grassland. When CEH updated the data in 2015, they revisited 
this approach and felt that it caused a lot of problems including: 

a. Lack of consistent soil data across the UK (and across GB). 

b. Link between soil type, as recorded in spatial data sets, and 
grassland type is often complicated. 

c. Analysis of Rough Grassland mapped by LCM2007 against 
Countryside Survey data showed that it was predominantly a 
mix of ‘Improved grassland’ and ‘Neutral grassland’. 

 
9 http://jncc.defra.gov.uk/page-2433 

d. The LCM2015 method requires stable training areas, defined as 
areas that have remained constant across LCM2000 and 
LCM2007.  Rough grassland was not used in LCM2000. 

As such, Rough Grassland was removed so the LCM2015 grassland 
types match the JNCC Broad Habitat types.  

3.13 In light of these changes, it was agreed in the early stages of the 
study that the LCM2015 broader categories were not compatible 
with the level of detail required to understand the key landscape 
features and the impact of AES on them. For some stock values, 
there are ways around this by using Priority Habitats data, but in 
other cases it was difficult to replicate the previous stock data.  

3.14 It was not possible to identify (within LCM2015) whether any 
changes in the amount of each LCM class could be attributed to 
the creation of new stock as a result of AES. 

3.15 Furthermore, some of the stock values drawing on other data 
sources have not been updated (e.g. stone walls, banks/grass 
strips), making the assessment of the impact of certain options 
reliant on using the previous stock data.   

3.16 For some objectives, new stock data was available. This includes 
data on hedges which is now available from the Ordnance Survey 
(under licence). This new Landscape Features Reference Layer has 
been designed for the specific requirements of Rural Payments 
Agency and contains data representing hedges and trees (linear 
features) in the rural landscape.  

3.17 Similarly, the National Forest Inventory, Priority Habitats 
Inventory, and Historic England’s designated heritage assets have 
all been updated between 2013 and 2018.  

3.18 Given the heavy reliance on LCM broad habitat sub-classes 
(especially rough grassland) in the 2013 method, and the 
differences between the method used to generate LCM2007 and 
LCM2015, for this assessment it was decided that re-use of the 
2013 stock data would allow clear comparisons to be made 
between the two studies. It was also agreed that if one stock 
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dataset was not updated, it would be better to not update any of 
the stock data. The two studies would therefore be drawing from 
the same ‘stock’ baseline and changes in uptake against that 
baseline would be recognisable in the assessment results. The 
resultant stock data is recorded in the Assessment Framework in 
Section 4. 

3.19 However, monitoring of the landscape against appropriate stock 
data is a concern for future studies.  In light of this, a stock 
matching exercise was undertaken to document any new datasets 
and their best fit to replicate the stock values required for this 
type of assessment. An example of a new dataset mapping 
hedgerows (Ordnance Survey) versus the existing hedgerow data 
(from the Countryside Survey) is included in Appendix 1. 
Appendix 2 also shows the overall amounts of each LCM class in 
LCM2007 and LCM2015. It is important to note however, that 
these updated datasets were not used in this new assessment for 
the reasons outlined above. 

Understanding the alignment between ES and CS options 

3.20 Early on in the study, an ‘ES to CS equivalence’ table was provided 
by Natural England. This table had the following information: 

 Scheme (all listed as ES) 

 Revenue/Capital – what type of option it is 

 Measure – codes that were not used as this information was 
known 

 Option group (CS)  

 Option name – the ES option code and associated option name 

 Matching CS option or closest CS option – the CS option code 
considered to be the best match for each ES code. 

3.21 This table was used to do the initial matching exercise. Using CS 
uptake data available in GIS from Natural England, a list of CS 
codes and option names was extracted from the data. Besides the 

handbooks/manuals, a longlist of all available CS options was not 
available in spreadsheet form. 

3.22 Using the equivalence table, a range of queries were run in a 
database to identify the following: 

 ES options with no proposed CS option equivalent 

 CS options with no proposed ES option equivalent 

 ES options listed in the equivalence table that had not existed in 
2013 (and therefore had not been used in the 2013 assessment) 

3.23 ES and CS manuals/handbooks were used to explore these options 
in more detail. 

3.24 Using all the option handbooks, further, manual checking and 
matching was done to fill in gaps and check the equivalence that 
had been suggested. 

3.25 Once more was known about the options, attention turned to the 
range of ES options used in the 2013 assessment against each 
objective. Again, using a database to run queries, further matching 
exercises were undertaken to identify the collection of CS options 
that had been identified as matching ES options used to assess 
each of the objectives in 2013. 

3.26 These tests identified a range of issues that needed to be 
addressed before it would be possible to update the assessment 
framework: 

 A number of CS options were ‘broader’ or less specific in nature 
than their ES predecessors. An example of this is the ES options 
for different types of fencing (C3 - Maintenance of woodland 
fences, C5 - Sheep fencing around small woodlands and J11 – 
Maintenance of watercourse fencing) which now all fall under one, 
non-specific fencing option: CS option FG1: Fencing. This meant 
that it would no longer be possible to distinguish between the 
landscape features to which this new option has been applied. 

 Previously, the ES options above were assessed under different 
objectives – relating to woodland protection and watercourse 
fencing. With the suggested equivalence, the same CS option 
would fall under two of the previous objectives in the assessment. 
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 Some CS options had no stated units of measurement in the 
available data. These gaps were filled by using the online CS 
manuals to establish the units of measurement. 

 Some equivalent options are now measured in different units. For 
example, in-field trees (covered by a range of ES options 
previously) were measured as number of individual trees in the 
2013 ES uptake data. The related objective had therefore been 
established using this unit of measurement. The equivalent option 
in CS, although a good match in terms of the option itself, is now 
measured in hectares using an area per tree. There are three size 
categories based on tree diameter at breast height (DBH). This 
unit mismatch needed to be addressed. 

 Some ES option codes have been re-used in the CS option coding, 
creating potential confusion between the old ES and new CS 
options with the same code, but are entirely different options. 

Changes to the assessment framework  

3.27 Following the detailed review of the previous assessment 
framework, and consideration of its application to assessing the 
current uptake of ES and CS in 2018, it was clear some 
amendments would be required.  These amendments are set out 
Tables 1 to 4 and include: 

 Amended objectives (Table 1) – where an objective has been 
amended (in scope) to better accommodate new CS options. 

 Retired objectives (Table 2) – where an objective is no longer 
relevant in the context of CS. The objective codes for retired 
objectives have been retired as well to avoid confusion. 

 New objectives ( 

  

 Table 3) – to accommodate new options available in CS. 

 New theme (Table 4) – to accommodate the introduction of new 
water/drainage options within CS which are able to bring positive 
benefits to the landscape. 
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Table 1: Amended objectives 

Code Objective  Proposed CS Option 
List  

Reasoning 

Woodland/tree cover 

A1 Active woodland 
management 

WD2 – Woodland 
Improvement 

Amendment to threshold 

WD2 offers much more in terms of woodland management than the 
equivalent ES options.  In other words it is a much ‘higher quality’ option 
in terms of what it can deliver for landscape character. 

The threshold needed to be raised.  In 2013, the threshold was kept low 
(5% of total stock) in recognition that most woodland work was being 
undertaken through the separate Woodland Grant Scheme which now 
forms part of CS. Thus, the new threshold needed to be informed by a 
review of uptake levels. 

A5 Protection of in-field trees BE1 - Protection of in-
field trees on arable 
land 

BE2 - Protection of in-
field trees on 
intensive grassland 

Amendment to threshold and units of measurement 

CS options BE1 and BE2 are measured in ha as opposed to individual 
trees (as per ES). So it is now possible to use a % of the total area of 
arable and improved grassland to measure the thresholds.  The option 
description provides a formula for the area of land under option per tree, 
allowing for an approximate assessment of number of trees. The mid-size 
area per tree was used for the conversions. 

Field patterns and boundary types 

B6 Reinforcement of field 
patterns in arable areas 

SW1 & SW2  - 4-6m 
Buffer strips on 
arable and intensive 
grassland,  

SW4  - Buffer strips 
12-24m along water 
courses  

Amendment to objective and associated option choice.  

The original objective focused solely on cropped land with the exclusion of 
intensive grassland.  This was an omission in terms of potential landscape 
benefit therefore the objective was revised to read B6: Use of wide buffer 
strips to reinforce field pattern in arable and intensive grassland areas.  

The five options that were used in the previous assessment were the 
equivalent of SW1 & SW2 4 -6m wide buffer strips on arable and intensive 
grassland; SW4 12-24m water course buffer strips on cultivated land; AB9 
Winter bird food; and AB10 Unharvested cereal headlands – although this 
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Code Objective  Proposed CS Option 
List  

Reasoning 

AB9 – Winter bird 
food 

AB10 - Unharvested 
cereal headland 

SW11 - Riparian 
management strip 

WT1 - Buffering in-
field ponds and 
ditches in improved 
grassland 

WT2 - Buffering in-
field ponds and 
ditches on arable land  

option does not specifically say that it will be along the field edge, the 
term ‘headland’ suggests that it will be.   

In addition, SW11 Riparian buffer strip was added as this would result in 
semi-wooded buffer strips along ditches and watercourses, as were WT1 
and WT2 Buffering in-field ponds and ditches.  The equivalent options in 
ES were for the buffering of ponds only and therefore not relevant to this 
objective.    

Reflecting the scope of relevant CS options above, the following live ES 
Options have been added to the 2018 assessment: 

 EE5 & EE6 Buffer strips on intensive grassland 
 EE10 6m Buffer strip next to water course on intensive grassland 
 HE10 Floristically enhanced grass buffer strips (non-rotational) 
 EF9/HF9 Cereal headlands for birds 
 EF11/HF11 Uncropped cultivated margins for rare plants 

Agricultural land use 

C1 Diversity of winter arable 
landscape 

AB2 - Basic 
overwintering 
stubbles 

AB6 - Enhanced 
Overwintering stubble 

AB7 - Whole crop 
cereals (open crop 
growth with winter 
stubbles retained) 

AB11 - Cultivated 
areas for arable 
plants (allowing 
arable ‘weeds’ to 
grow within the field 
as a result of 

Amendment to objective and associated option choice.  

In the previous assessment, the focus was on the retention of winter 
stubbles.  Many of the other ES options relating to arable land were not 
clearly whole field and could be provided as strips or blocks within fields.  
While the prescriptions in terms of cultivation and species would have 
been beneficial to the landscape, provided as blocks and strips in the 
middle of fields meant that they could look very odd, possibly having a 
fragmenting effect in the landscape, detracting from the field pattern.  
These options were therefore discounted.  However, under CS there is a 
wider range of options which are whole field and provide diversity in the 
winter and/or through much of the year. 

On this basis the objective for C1 has been changed to “C1: Enhanced 
diversity of arable landscapes”. 
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Code Objective  Proposed CS Option 
List  

Reasoning 

cultivation without 
seeding) 

AB13 - Brassica 
fodder crop (with 
winter stubbles 
retained) 

AB14 - Harvested low 
input cereals 
(creating an open 
crop habitat with 
arable plants 
regenerating 

AB15 - Two year 
sown legume fallow 
(year round improved 
diversity – part or 
whole field option) 

AB16 - Autumn sown 
bumblebird mix (as 
above) 

OP1 - Organic 
Overwintering 
Stubble 

SW5 - Enhanced 
management of 
maize crop (reducing 
soil erosion and 
gullying which can 
become a significant 
eyesore) 

SW6 - Winter cover 
crop (as above) 

Reflecting the increased breadth of this objective from winter diversity to 
year round diversity of arable landscapes the following whole field live ES 
options have been added to the 2018 assessment: 

 EC4/OHC4 Cereals for whole crop silage followed by overwintering 
stubble 

 EJ10 Enhanced management of maize crop 
 HJ10 Enhanced management of maize crops to reduce soil erosion 

and run off 
 EJ13/HJ13 Winter cover crop 
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Code Objective  Proposed CS Option 
List  

Reasoning 

Historic environment 

E1 Retention and management 
of archaeology on arable 

HS3 - Reduced-
depth, non-inversion 
cultivation on historic 
and archaeological 
features 

HS9 - Restricted 
depth crop 
establishment to 
protect archaeology 
under an arable 
rotation 

Amended uptake: 

In the last study, Objectives E1 Retention and management of 
archaeology on arable and E4 Removal of archaeological features from 
cultivation were clearly distinct yet the options assigned to the two 
objectives were the same.  The distinction between the two objectives 
was in the stock used to assess them. 

The intention had been that the options assigned to Objective E1 required 
a reduced depth of cultivation whereas those assigned to Objective E4 
took the archaeological site completely out of cultivation so the options for 
E1 should be CS options HS3 and HS9 and that for E4 should be CS option 
HS2. 

Table 2: Retired objectives 

Code Objective  Proposed CS Option 
List  

Reasoning 

Woodland/tree cover 

A2 Woodland protection FG1- Fencing  

FG9 - Woodland 
Fencing - Deer 

Objective dropped. 

This objective has been omitted as fencing options are now non-specific 
and therefore non-attributable to woodland alone. 

CS option FG9 relates specifically to woodland protection but this is deer 
fencing which was excluded from the last assessment.  

A6 Protection of hedgerow trees SW1- 4-6m buffer 
strip on cultivated 
land 

Objective dropped 

Under the last assessment ES offered specific options for the protection of 
infield and hedgerow trees.  Under CS it is assumed that trees will be 
protected through the use of grass buffer strips.  However, these buffer 
strip options (SW1 and SW2) can offer wider landscape benefits and are 
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Code Objective  Proposed CS Option 
List  

Reasoning 

SW2 - 4-6m buffer 
strip on intensive 
grassland 

covered under Objective B6.  As no option can appear under more than 
one objective (to avoid double counting) Objective A6 has been dropped. 

Field patterns and boundary types 

B8 Minimal negative landscape 
impact from fencing along 
watercourses 

 Objective dropped 

No options now fit with this objective and so the objective has been 
dropped in the 2018 assessment. 

Agricultural land use 

C5 Retention/restoration of 
traditional mixed stock grazing 

SP6 - Cattle grazing 
supplement  

SP7 - Introduction of 
cattle grazing on the 
Isles of Scilly’ 

Objective dropped 

In the last ES assessment, option K5 Mixed stocking was an Entry Level 
Option with a very high level of uptake and was used as a surrogate for 
the continued retention of permanent grassland.  

Under CS this option has been dropped (and with climate change, it 
would seem inappropriate to have an option (and objective) that 
continued to promote cattle grazing generally, with its contribution to 
climate change gases).  

The nearest CS option is now SP6 Cattle Grazing Supplement which is a 
much more specific and, where used, much more beneficial option, as it 
recognises the importance of cattle grazing in the conservation of certain 
habitats.  For this reason, Objective C5 has been dropped and a new 
objective created under the Semi-natural habitats Theme covering SP6 
and SP7 (see new objective F12).  While SP7 Introduction of cattle 
grazing on the Isles of Scilly is very specific it is vital to the continuation 
of habitat management on the Isles of Scilly. 

C7 Minimal negative landscape 
impact from fallow plots 

AB4 - Skylark plots 

AB5 - Nesting plots 
for lapwing (and in 

Objective dropped 

There was a strong case for dropping this objective as the plots are not 
large enough to disrupt the flow of the landscape and it is important to 
promote the conservation of this iconic farmland bird. 
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Code Objective  Proposed CS Option 
List  

Reasoning 

Higher Tier, stone 
curlew) 

Historic environment 

E7 Retention and management of 
larger water features 

WT5 - Pond 
management (areas 
more than 100 sq m) 

Moved to new theme (See New Objective H1) 

With the creation of a new Water Management Theme this was a much 
better location for this objective which can cover a large range of water 
bodies from historic designed lakes to gravel pits. 

E8 Retention and management of 
small ponds 

WT4 - Pond 
management – first 
100 sq m 

Move to new theme (See New Objective H2) 

Separate new Water Management Theme focusing on the control and 
management of water quantity not quality. 

Semi-natural habitats 

F1 Management/restoration/creation 
of lowland species-rich grassland 

OR2 - Organic 
Conversion – 
unimproved 
permanent grassland 

OT2 - Organic Land 
Management – 
unimproved 
permanent grassland 

GS6 - Management of 
Species-rich 
grasslands 

GS7 - Restoration 
towards Species-rich 
grasslands 

Combining of two objectives 

F1 and F2 formed two separate objectives in the last assessment 
separating upland and lowland species-rich grasslands.  This reflected the 
separate set of upland options under ES.  Under CS, however, there is no 
separate scheme for the uplands, and so these two objectives have been 
resolved into a single objective (F10) for the management/ restoration/ 
creation of species-rich grassland. 

F2 Management/restoration/creation 
of upland species-rich grassland 
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Code Objective  Proposed CS Option 
List  

Reasoning 

GS8 - Creation of 
Species-rich 
grasslands 

F3 Management/restoration of 
upland hay meadows 

GS15 - Haymaking 
Supplement 

Combining of two objectives 

As above, these two objectives have been combined into a single 
objective F11: Management/restoration of hay meadows, drawing no 
distinction between upland and lowland.  F4 Management of lowland hay 

meadows 

F9 Retention/restoration of 
traditional cattle grazing on 
moorland commons 

No relevant option Drop objective and replace with new specific objective 

The relevant ES option Cattle grazing on moorland is no longer available 
under CS, so Objective F9 has been replaced by a new objective F12: 
Cattle grazing used as a conservation tool which is underpinned by 
Options SP6 and SP7 (see comments under Objective C5). See below 
New Objective F12. 

 

 

Table 3 New objectives 

Code Objective  Proposed CS Option 
List  

Reasoning 

Woodland/tree cover 

A10 Strengthening of woodland 
boundaries adjacent to arable 

WD3 - Woodland 
edge on arable land 

Retired objective A2 has been replaced with the new objective A10: 
Strengthening of woodland boundaries adjacent to arable, underpinned 
by option WD3 Woodland edge to arable land.  In addition, for 
consistency, the live ES options EC4/ HC4 Management of woodland 
edges have been added to this 2018 assessment.  
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Code Objective  Proposed CS Option 
List  

Reasoning 

Field patterns and boundary types 

B9 Management and restoration of 
stone gateposts 

FG13 - Stone Gate 
Post 

Stone gateposts are very important in creating a local sense of place and 
have been added to the 2018 assessment responding to the addition of 
CS option FG13: Stone gate posts. 

ES option LSP Stone gate post has also been included under this objective 
in the 2018 assessment. 

Historic environment 

E9 Conservation of veteran trees BE6 – Veteran tree 
surgery 

Creation of objective to capture the landscape importance of veteran 
trees for which CS has a specific objective not found in ES and thus 
excluded from the last study. 

Veteran trees are valuable landscape features, very important to sense of 
place, with specific species often a distinctive characteristic of particular 
places. 

Semi-natural habitats 

F10 Management/restoration/creation 
of species-rich grassland 

GS6 - Management of 
species-rich grassland 

GS7 - Restoration 
towards species-rich 
grassland 

GS8 - Creation of 
species-rich grassland  

OR2 - Organic 
conversion - 
unimproved 
permanent grassland  

OT2 - Organic Land 
Management - 

See commentary in Table 2 for Objectives F1 and F2. 
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Code Objective  Proposed CS Option 
List  

Reasoning 

unimproved 
permanent grassland 

F11 Management/restoration of hay 
meadows 

GS15 - Haymaking 
supplement 

As above, see commentary in Table 2 for Objectives F3 and F4.  

F12 Cattle grazing used as a 
conservation tool 

SP6 - Cattle grazing 
supplement  

SP7 - Introduction of 
cattle grazing on the 
Isles of Scilly’ 

See commentary in Table 2 for Objectives C5 and F9. 

F13 Native breeds at risk SP8 - Native breeds 
at risk supplement 

This new objective was added to cover native breeds at risk. These hardy 
breeds are used in many conservation grazing schemes and are iconic 
features in their own right, instilling a strong sense of place – such as the 
New Forest Pony and the Dartmoor and Exmoor Ponies.  This objective 
was not included in the last assessment (despite the availability of an ES 
supplement for native breeds at risk) as it did not obviously fit under just 
one theme but this was clearly an oversight and has been added under 
this assessment under the semi-natural habitats theme where it is a very 
important tool in conservation management. 

 Reflecting the above, remaining live ES uptake of option HR2 
Grazing supplement native breeds at risk is included in the 2018 
assessment. 

 
 
New theme 

3.28 A notable addition to the scope of CS over ES has been the 
addition of options relating to the management of water flow; 
especially to aid flood alleviation through storage of flood waters.   

3.29 In the previous study, the potential landscape impacts of water-
related options (then primarily water quality) were considered and 
included in the assessment where they could bring positive benefit 

to the landscape over and above their benefits to water quality.  
For example, such options included buffer strips adjacent to water 
courses and reduced nutrient levels that could encourage the 
diversification of grass swards, as well as reducing nutrient run-
off.  This thinking has been carried forward into this study of CS 
and considered under the relevant landscape themes. 

3.30 However, the addition of options for the storage and re-direction 
of water under CS suggested the need for an additional Theme 
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covering Water Management recognising that these options also 
have the potential to enhance the landscape.  It is these options 
therefore that now fall under the new landscape Theme H: Water 

Management; along with the conservation of ponds, lakes and 
other large water bodies that were previously considered under 
Theme E: Historic Environment.   

Table 4 New water management theme 

Code Objective  Proposed CS Option List  ES options to include 

H1 Retention and management of 
larger water features 

WT5 - Pond management (area more than 100sqm) 

WN6 - Pond management (area more than 100sqm) 

WN7 -  Restoration of large water bodies 

This equates to old Objective E7 

HQ2 

 

H2 Retention and management of 
ponds 

WT4 - Pond management (first 100sqm) 

WN5 - Pond management (first 100sqm) 

This equates to old Objective E8 

HQ1 

H3 Making space for water on 
agricultural land 

SW12 - Making space for water 

SW15 - Flood mitigation on arable reversion to grassland 

SW16 - Flood mitigation on permanent grassland 

RB32 - Small leaky woody dam 

RB33 - Large leaky woody dam 

N/A 

H4 Creating well-vegetated water 
bodies 

RP8 - Constructed wetlands for the treatment of pollution N/A 

H5 Enhanced wetland management WN2 - Creation of scrapes and gutters N/A  
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Preparing the data for the assessment 

Uptake data – Environmental Stewardship options uptake 

3.31 Data for ES uptake showing live options up to November 2018 was 
downloaded from the Natural England Open Data portal in late 
2018. Although the GIS data (point data) already contains a field 
assigning the options to an NCA, there were a number of gaps and 
a number of cases where this was at odds with the NCA GIS 
boundaries. Contact was made with Natural England data services 
to query this. Data is input manually and the data inputters need 
to make a decision about where the point that is to represent the 
entire holding should sit. In some cases a holding will span 
multiple NCAs, but only one is allowed to be recorded. 

3.32 For this reason, it was decided that the spatial analysis of option 
points against NCA boundaries would be rerun by the assessment 
team to ensure that the approach was consistent where gaps 
needed to be filled. 

3.33 ES data is updated on a cycle, and therefore it is possible to have 
some ‘expired’ options included in the dataset that have not yet 
been removed. For this reason, any options that had expired pre-
2018 were removed from the dataset prior to loading it into the 
database. 

3.34 For some options, units of measurement were converted to accord 
with the previous assessment. Most often this was for convenience 
(the use of kilometres rather than metres for linear 
measurements) as the numbers can be large (in metres) at NCA 
level. In other cases, conversions were undertaken in order to 
allow accordance between ES and CS options in the assessment of 
uptake for each objective. 

Uptake data – Countryside Stewardship options uptake 

3.35 Countryside Stewardship uptake data was obtained directly from 
Natural England. The data is usually publicly accessible, but at the 
time of requiring the data, some critically important (for this 
study) fields had been removed temporarily, so access to the full 

dataset was obtained via contact with the Natural England Data 
Managers.  

3.36 Data was obtained in November 2018. Similar conversions were 
required to align with ES options and make linear measurements 
easier to work with. 

3.37 There were gaps in the units of measurement of some of the 
options in the GIS data so these were filled using information 
gleaned during previous reviews of CS options. 

Stock data 

3.38 Stock data was able to be imported directly from the 2013 
assessment database for the unchanged objectives.  

Establishing a rules-base and undertaking the assessment  

3.39 The NCA assessments were carried out by three assessors 
simultaneously. For this reason, it was essential that there was 
consistency in approach to ensure the results were robust. 

3.40 Through a number of team briefing sessions and a workshop with 
Lyndis Cole (lead assessor for 2013 study and peer reviewer for 
this 2108 update), a set of ‘rules’ were established that set out the 
approach for a number of objectives where the simple rule of 
‘above threshold = positive, below threshold = neutral’ would not 
necessarily apply. These rules were agreed and tested and can be 
seen in the next section.   

Assessment framework quality assurance 

3.41 Ensuring consistency of approach between assessors is matched in 
importance to ensuring consistency in approach between the 2013 
and 2018 studies. It was therefore necessary to undertake 
extensive quality assurance. This was achieved in the following 
ways: 
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 Production of a ‘ready reckoner’ of indicators above and below 
thresholds (straightforward calculations) via database analysis to 
establish whether the thresholds were ‘working’ as expected; 

 A thorough (peer) review of the assessment framework by Lyndis 
Cole. This included generating lists of options that were not 
included and identification of any options that had been duplicated 
against multiple objectives. 

 Working with Lyndis Cole to establish the thresholds for new or 
amended objectives – ensuring consistency of thinking between 
this and the previous assessment. 

Analysis of NCAs 

3.42 The landscape impact of AES on each of the 159 NCAs was 
assessed alongside the results from the 2013 analysis to ensure 
consistency of approach. Each assessor focussed on two 
Agricultural Landscape Types (ALTs), with one assessor 
additionally assessing the three ‘unclassified’ NCAs.  

3.43 For each NCA, the assessment was carried out one theme at a 
time. Drawing from the 2013 study, the selection of whether an 
objective is relevant or not to an NCA is based on the key 
characteristics. For unchanged objectives, this Yes/No assessment 
of relevance was drawn directly from the 2013 study (as the key 
characteristics remain unchanged since the 2013 assessment). For 
new or amended objectives, the assessment of relevance was 
undertaken through the application of rules established during a 
workshop with Lyndis Cole. 

3.44 Within each theme, the assessment of landscape effects was 
undertaken against the landscape objectives relevant to that 
theme (that respond to the key characteristics of the landscape).  
Each objective is linked to the relevant ES and CS options that are 
most likely to benefit the landscape.   

3.45 Assessment results are judged against a series of landscape 
thresholds (the level and/or distribution of option uptake that 
would cause significant (i.e. noticeable) change to the landscape, 

one for each objective) assessed as the percentage of ES and CS 
uptake (of relevant options) against the stock data of the 
landscape feature(s) that the CS options are affecting.  This is a 
qualitative response as it needs to take account of: 

(a) the key characteristics of that NCA;  

(b) the pattern of uptake for that theme across all the NCAs;  

(c) the total area of uptake relative to the nature of the feature 
being affected (e.g. it is possible that a threshold is exceeded – 
e.g. for wetland habitats but the actual area of uptake is small 
e.g. under 5ha).   

3.46 The number and importance of the objectives that have a positive 
result provide the assessment for the theme. This is a decision 
made by the assessor. Strongly positive, positive, and neutral 
theme judgements are assigned scores of 1, 0.5 and 0 
respectively. 

3.47 The sum of the results across all themes provides the overall 
landscape assessment for that NCA. 

Quality assurance of draft assessments 

3.48 Following the completion of the first tranche of NCA assessments, 
three assessments from each ALT were exported and sent for peer 
review. As a result of this, a small number of additional ‘rules’ 
were built into the process to ensure consistency and a small 
number of thresholds were introduced where they had not yet 
been established for new indicators. 

3.49 Following feedback on the first tranche, changes were made to 
these assessments and the rest of the assessments were 
completed. 

3.50 Following completion of all of the assessments, checks were run in 
the database to ensure that all questions where an ‘answer’ was 
expected had been completed. Any gaps were filled by the 
assessors. 
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3.51 Following this, the three assessors checked two of each other’s 
assessments to ensure that they would have completed the 
assessment in a similar way. 
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4 Assessment framework 

4.1 Following steps taken in the previous tasks (described earlier), the 
final assessment framework was agreed. The framework, as shown 
in Table 5, records the following information for each objective: 

 Code – the objective code. 

 Key word – a short statement to indicate what the objective 
relates to. 

 Objective – A short name for the objective setting out what 
landscape objective it relates to. 

 Indicator – the way in which the objective will be 
measured/assessed. 

 Threshold – where relevant, the threshold used to assess whether 
a result was likely to be positive or neutral. 

 Unit – the unit of measurement for the indicator. 

 ES options – The live ES options that are included in the uptake 
calculation. 

 Measurement unit – the unit of measurement of the ES option. 

 CS options – the CS options that are included (and added to the 
ES options listed earlier) in the calculation of uptake. 

 Measurement unit – the unit of measurement of the CS option. 

 Description of stock – a description of the source of stock data 
used to estimate the stock of the relevant landscape feature(s). 
See Appendix 2 for detail on the LCM stock codes used in this 
table. 

 Confidence level – confidence in the equivalence to 2013 
objective. 

 Rules – a description of any rules defined by the assessment team 
to aid in the assessment. 

 

4.2 Appendix 2 provides more detail on the stock codes used in 
Table 6. Appendix 3 includes more detail on the option names. 
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Table 5: Updated assessment framework 

Code Key word Objective Indicator Thres
hold 

Unit ES options Measure
ment 
unit 

CS options Measure
ment 
unit 

Description of stock Confidence 
level 

(H/M/L) 

Rules 

Woodland/tree cover  

A1 Woodland Active woodland 
management 

% of woodland managed 
under ES/CS 

10  % HC7, HC8 ha WD2 ha NFI broadleaved, 
coppice and wood 
pasture 

High  

A3 Woodland Woodland creation Woodland creation under 
ES/CS as % of existing 
woodland 

1 % HC10, HC9 ha WD1 ha NFI broadleaved and 
coppice 

High  

A4 Woodland Semi-natural 
woodland 
regeneration 

% of scrub maintained as 
successional areas under 
ES/CS 

10 % HC15, HC16, HC17 ha WD7, WD8 ha NFI scrub High  

A5 In-field trees Protection  of in-field 
trees 

Number of in-field trees 
protected under ES/CS 

180 ha per NCA EC1, OHC1, HC1, 
OC1, HC2, EC2, 
OC2, OHC2, HC5, 
HC6 

ha BE1, BE2 tree N/A High   

A7 Hedgerow 
trees 

Renewal of hedgerow 
trees 

Number of hedgerow trees 
established under ES/CS   

500 per NCA EC23, OC23 number TE1 number N/A High  

A8 Riparian 
trees 

Management of 
riverside / bankside 
trees 

Number of bankside trees 
coppiced 

500 per NCA CBT number TE10 number N/A High  

A9 Orchards Management and 
extension of 
traditional orchards 

% of traditional orchards 
managed under ES/CS 

5 % HC18, HC19, HC20, 
HC21 

ha BE4, BE5  Orchards BAP habitat High  

A10 Woodland Strengthening of 
woodland boundaries 
adjacent to arable 

% of woodland boundaries 
strengthened 

0.2 % EC4, HC4, OC4, 
OHC4 

ha WD3 

 

ha NFI broadleaved and 
coppice  

N/A - NEW  

Field patterns and boundary types  

B1 Hedgerows Management and 
restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % EB1, OB1, EB10, 
OB10, UOB14, 
OB14, EB14, UB14, 
OB2, EB2, OB3, 
EB3, EB8, OB8, EB9 
OB9, HB11, HB12, 
HF, HR, HR2010, 
HSC, HSL 

km BE3, BN5, BN6, 
BN7,  BN10 

km CS hedges High  Where hedgerows 
are a key 
characteristic: 

- If over 20%, 
theme result= 
positive  

- If over 40%, 
theme result = 
Strongly 
positive.  
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Code Key word Objective Indicator Thres
hold 

Unit ES options Measure
ment 
unit 

CS options Measure
ment 
unit 

Description of stock Confidence 
level 

(H/M/L) 

Rules 

B2 Hedgerows Creation of new 
hedgerow lengths 

Length of new hedgerows 
planted 

10 km per 
NCA 

PH km BN11 km N/A High 

 

 

B3 Ditches Management and 
restoration of ditches 
/ dykes 

Length of ditches / dykes 
managed under ES/CS 

500 km per 
NCA 

EB6, OB6, EB7, 
OB7, DR, HB14, 
WDC, WGC 

km WN4, WT3, 
WN3 

km N/A High Where ditches are a 
distinctive feature 
only of river valleys 
within an NCA, 
score as positive if 
the uptake exceeds 
40km.  

 

B4 Stone walls Management and 
restoration of stone 
walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % EB11, UOB11, UB11, 
OB11, UB17, 
UOB17, TW, 
WR2010, WR, WRD, 
WRQ, WRS 

km BN12 km CS walls High  Where stone wall 
are a key 
characteristic; 

- If over 20%, 
theme result= 
positive  

- If over 30%, 
theme result = 
Strongly 
positive.  

 

B5 Earth 
banks/stone-
faced 
hedgebanks 

Management and 
restoration of banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % OB12, EB12, UOB12, 
UB12, OB13, EB13, 
UB13, UB15, 
UOB15, UOB16, 
UB16, UB4, OB4, 
EB4, UOB4, UB5, 
EB5, UOB5, OB5, 
EC, ER, ER2010, 
ERC 

km BN1, BN2, BN3, 
BN8 

km CS banks/grass strips High  

B6 Wider buffer 
strips 

Use of wide buffer 
strips to reinforce field 
patterns in arable and 
intensive grassland 
areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per NCA HE10, EE12, HE2, 
EE2, OE2, OHE2, 
OE3, OHE3, HE3, 
EE3, OHE9, OE9, 
RHF10, HF10, 
REF10, EF10, 
HF10NR, HF14, 
RHF14, HF14NR, 
OJ9, HJ9, EJ9, OHJ9, 

EE5, EE6, EE10, 
EF9, HF9, EF11, 
HF11 

ha SW1, SW2, 
SW4, AB9, 
AB10, SW11, 
WT1, WT2 

ha N/A High  

B7 Deer fencing  Minimal negative 
landscape impact 
from deer fencing 

Length of ES/CS deer 
fencing 

5 km per 
NCA 

FD km FG10 km N/A High The only objective 
which may have 
negative impacts.  
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Code Key word Objective Indicator Thres
hold 

Unit ES options Measure
ment 
unit 

CS options Measure
ment 
unit 

Description of stock Confidence 
level 

(H/M/L) 

Rules 

 

B9 Stone 
gatepost 

Management and 
restoration of stone 
gateposts 

Number of stone gateposts  N/A Per NCA LSP Number FG13 Number N/A N/A - NEW  

Agricultural land use  

C1 Arable land Enhanced diversity of 
arable landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HF15, HF14NR, 
RHF14, EF15, 
OEF15, EF22, 
OEF22, ROF6, EF6, 
ROHF6, REF6, HF6, 
OHF6, OF6, EG4, 
HG4, ROG4, OG4, 
ROHG4, OHG4, 
RHG4, REG4, HG5, 
ROHG5, REG5, EG5, 
OG5, ROG5, OHG5, 
RHG5, 

EC4, OHC4, EJ10, 
HJ10, EJ13, HJ13 

ha AB2, AB6, AB7, 
AB11, AB13, 
AB14, AB15, 
AB16, OP1, 
SW5, SW6 

ha LCM Aba, Ast, Au, Aw High 

 

 

C2 Permanent 
grasslands 

Retention of 
mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % HJ3, HJ4, EK2, 
OHK2, OK2, HK2, 
HK3, EK3, OHK3, 
OK3, OL2, HL2, 
OHL2, EL2, UHL21, 
UOHL21, UL21, HL3, 
OHL3, OL3, EL3 

ha GS2, GS4, GS5, 
SW7, SW8, 
SW13 

ha LCM Gi, Gh High  

C3 Wet 
grasslands 

Retention and 
management of wet 
grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HD10, HD11, HK10, 
HK11, HK12, HK13, 
HK14, OK4, HK4, 
EK4, OHK4, HK9, 
EL4, OL4, OHL4, 
HL4 

ha GS11, GS12, 
GS9, GS10 

ha LCM Gr High  

C4 Rough 
pasture 

Retention and 
management of rough 
pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HK15, HK16, HK17, 
UHL22, UOHL22, 
UOL22, UL22, UL23, 
UHL23, UOHL23, 
UOL23, EL5, OL5, 
OHL5, HL5, HL7, 
HL8 

ha GS13, GS14, 
UP1, UP2, OT6 

ha LCM Gr High  

C6 Water 
meadows 

Retention and 
management of 
traditional water 
meadows 

Area of traditional water 
meadow management 
under ES/CS 

100 ha per NCA HD10, HD11 ha HS7 ha N/A High  
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Code Key word Objective Indicator Thres
hold 

Unit ES options Measure
ment 
unit 

CS options Measure
ment 
unit 

Description of stock Confidence 
level 

(H/M/L) 

Rules 

Traditional farm buildings  

D1 Traditional 
farm 
buildings 

Retention of historic 
farm buildings 

%  of historic buildings 
maintained under ES/CS 

10 % HD1, OHD1, ED1, 
OD1, UD12, 
UOHD12, UHD12 

number HS1, HS8 number Count of listed 
buildings 

High  

D2 Traditional 
farm 
buildings 

Restoration of historic 
farm buildings 

Number of agreements 
with historic building 
restoration 

3ha per NCA HTB No of 
agreemen
ts 

HE2 ha N/A High The theme for 
Traditional farm 
buildings should be 
assessed as positive 
if the threshold is 
met or exceeded for 
D2, and strongly 
positive if there is 
20 ha or more of 
uptake against D2. 

Historic environment  

E1 Archaeologic
al features 

Retention and 
management of 
archaeology on arable 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable under 
relevant ES/CS  
archaeology options for 
arable 

50 % OD2, ED2, OHD2, 
HD2, ED3, OHD3, 
HD3, OD3, HD6, 
HD7 

ha HS3, HS9 ha SMR plus SHINE on 
arable 

High   

E2 Archaeologic
al features 

Retention and 
management of 
archaeology  on 
arable as part of wider 
conservation 
objectives 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable 
protected by ‘other’ ES/CS 
options that  have a 
positive impact on 
archaeology’ 

25 % HJ4, HK17, HK8, 
HO4 

ha SW7, GS8, LH3, 
GS11, GS12 

ha SMR plus SHINE on 
arable 

High  

E3 Archaeologic
al features 

Retention and 
management of 
archaeology on grass 

% of archaeological 
resource on grassland 
under relevant  ES/CS  
archaeology  options for 
grassland 

50 % ED4, HD4, OHD4, 
OD4, OD5, HD5, 
OHD5, ED5 

ha HS4, HS5 ha SMR plus SHINE on 
grass 

High  

E4 Archaeologic
al features 

Removal of 
archaeological 
features from 
cultivation 

Land removed from 
cultivation as % of 
vulnerable SMAR area 

50 % OD2, ED2, HD2, 
OHD2, ED3, HD3, 
OD3, OHD3, HD6, 
HD7 

ha HS2 ha SMAR area where 
vulnerability relates to 
landscape 
management 
practices 

High For theme, because 
of the very high 
indicator results: 

Positive is above 
100% 

Strongly positive if 
above 300% 

 

E5 Archaeologic
al features 

Retention and 
increased visibility of 
archaeology on 
moorland 

Number of features with 
archaeological resource on 
moorland under  relevant 
ES/CS option for 
archaeology 

0
Features 
per NCA 

UOD13, UD13, 
UOHD13, UHD13  

No of 
features 

UP3, UP1 Number 
of options 

SMR plus SHINE on 
moorland (LCM Ga, 
Bo, Bg, Bh, Hb, Hg, H, 
Hga) 

Medium  
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Code Key word Objective Indicator Thres
hold 

Unit ES options Measure
ment 
unit 

CS options Measure
ment 
unit 

Description of stock Confidence 
level 

(H/M/L) 

Rules 

E6 Parkland Retention and 
management of 
parkland/wood 
pasture 

% of parkland/wood 
pasture under ES/CS 
options for parkland/wood 
pasture 

10 % HC12, HC13, HC14,  ha WD4, WD5, 
WD6 

 

ha EH Registered Parks 
and Gardens plus NE 
unregistered parks 
and gardens 

High In those landscapes 
where parkland has 
been identified as a 
very important 
characteristic of the 
landscape but this 
threshold is not met 
even though 
archaeological 
thresholds are met 
or significantly 
exceeded. The 
theme can only 
score positive 
overall if the 
parkland threshold 
is met.  

E9 Veteran 
trees 

Conservation of 
veteran trees 

Number of veteran trees 
receiving surgery 

5 trees N/A trees BE6 Trees N/A N/A - NEW  

Semi-natural habitats  

F5 Lowland 
heathland 

Management/restorati
on/creation of lowland 
heathland 

% of lowland heathland 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

20 % HO1, HO2, HO3, 
HO4, HO5  

ha LH1, LH2, LH3 ha LCM Hb, Hg, H, Hga High In situations where 
the overall level of 
uptake for each 
objective is small 
but the thresholds 
are significantly 
exceeded (because 
the areas of 
remaining habitat 
are very limited), 
the assessment for 
the theme should 
only be strongly 
positive where the 
total area of uptake   
exceeds 350 
hectares per 
objective. 

F6 Wetland Management/restorati
on/creation of fen, 
lowland raised bog 
and reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % HQ10, HQ3, HQ4, 
HQ5, HQ6, HQ7, 
HQ8, HQ9 

ha WT6, WT7, 
WT8, WT9, 
WT10 

ha Fen, lowland raised 
bog and reedbed 
habitat 

High See F5 

F7 Moorland Maintenance and 
restoration of 
moorland 

% of moorland managed 
as such under ES/CS 

50 % HL10, HL11, UHL17, 
UOL17, UOHL17, 
UL17, HL6, EL6, HL9 

ha UP3 ha LCM Ga, Bo, Bg, Bh, 
Hb, Hg, H, Hga 

High See F5 
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Code Key word Objective Indicator Thres
hold 

Unit ES options Measure
ment 
unit 

CS options Measure
ment 
unit 

Description of stock Confidence 
level 

(H/M/L) 

Rules 

F8 Upland 
blanket bog 

Rewetting of areas of 
blanket bog, mires 
and flushes 

% of blanket bog rewetted 20 % HL13 ha UP5 ha LCM Bg, Bh, Bo High See F5 

F10 Species-rich 
grassland  

Management/restorati
on/creation of 
species-rich grassland 

% of acid, calcareous and 
neutral grassland managed 
as species-rich grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HK6, HK7, HK8 ha GS6, GS7, GS8, 
OR2, OT2 

ha LCM Ga (ALTs 1-4), 
Gr (ALTs 5-6), Gc, Gn  

High See F5 

F11 Hay 
meadows 

Management/restorati
on of hay meadows 

% of rough, calcareous, 
wet grassland and neutral 
grassland managed as hay 
meadow under ES/CS 

10 % UOL20, UOHL20, 
UL20, UHL20, HK18  

ha GS15 ha LCM Ga (ALTs 1-4), 
Gr (ALTs 5-6), Gc, Gn  

High See F5 

F12 Cattle 
grazing  

Retention/restoration 
of cattle grazing as a 
conservation tool 

% of semi-natural habitat 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

5 % UOHL18, UL18, 
UHL18, UOL18 

ha SP6 ha EH Registered Parks 
and Gardens plus NE 
unregistered parks 
and gardens, LCM Hb, 
Hg, H, Hga, Ga, Bo, 
Bg, Bh, Gr, Gc, Gn, 
Sm, Smg. Fen, 
lowland raised bog 
and reedbed habitat 

N/A - NEW If F12 and F13 are 
the only positive 
objectives in Theme 
F, these two alone 
should not be the 
basis for scoring the 
theme positive or 
strongly positive. 
However, if these 
are positive in 
association with 
other F objectives, 
then they can act to 
strengthen a 
positive judgement 
to strongly positive. 
We are effectively 
giving them a 
slightly lower weight 
when it comes to 
contributing to the 
overall theme score. 

F13 Native 
Breeds 

Conservation of 
Native breeds at risk 

% of semi-natural habitat 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

5  ha HR2 ha SP8 ha EH Registered Parks 
and Gardens plus NE 
unregistered parks 
and gardens, LCM Hb, 
Hg, H, Hga, Ga, Bo, 
Bg, Bh, Gr, Gc, Gn, 
Sm, Smg. Fen, 
lowland raised bog 
and reedbed habitat 

N/A - NEW If F12 and F13 are 
the only positive 
objectives in Theme 
F, these two alone 
should not be the 
basis for scoring the 
theme positive or 
strongly positive. 
However, if these 
are positive in 
association with 
other F objectives, 
then they can act to 
strengthen a 
positive judgement 
to strongly positive. 
We are effectively 
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Code Key word Objective Indicator Thres
hold 

Unit ES options Measure
ment 
unit 

CS options Measure
ment 
unit 

Description of stock Confidence 
level 

(H/M/L) 

Rules 

giving them a 
slightly lower weight 
when it comes to 
contributing to the 
overall them score. 

Coast  

G1 Saltmarsh Conservation and 
management of salt 
marsh 

% of salt marsh managed 
as such under ES/CS 

10 % HP5, HP6 ha CT3 ha Sm, Smg High  

G2 Sand dunes Conservation and 
management of sand 
dunes 

% of sand dunes managed 
as such under ES/CS 

10 % HP1, HP2 ha CT1 ha Sd, Sds High If this is a cliffed 
coastline put N/A 

G3 New coastal 
habitat 

Creation of new 
coastal habitats 

Area of new coastal habitat 
created on farmland under 
ES/CS 

100 ha per NCA HP4, HP7, HP8, HP9 ha CT2, CT4, CT5, 
CT7 

ha N/A High  

Water management  

H1 Large water 
features 

Creation, retention 
and Management of 
larger water features 

Number of larger water 
features (over 100m2) 
managed under ES/CS  

20 per NCA HQ2 Number WT5, WN6A, 
WN6B, WN7 

number N/A High  

H2 Small ponds 
(under 
100m2) 

Creation, retention 
and management of 
ponds 

Number of small ponds 
(under 100m2) managed 
under ES/CS 

20 per NCA HQ1 Number WT4, WN5A, 
WN5B 

number N/A High  

H3 Space for 
water 

Making space for 
water on agricultural 
land 

Area of land reserved as 
space for water under CS 

1 Ha per NCA N/A N/A SW12, SW15, 
SW16 

ha N/A N/A - NEW For theme: 

Over 1ha = Positive 

Over 30ha = 
strongly positive.  

H4 Wetland 
vegetation 

Creating well-
vegetated water 
bodies 

Area of well-vegetated 
water bodies under CS 

n/a ha N/A N/A RP8 Per 
agreemen
t 

N/A N/A - NEW  

H5 Wetland 
management 

Enhanced wetland 
management 

Area of enhanced wetland 
management under CS 

3 ha N/A N/A WN2 m2  N/A N/A - NEW  
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5 Assessment results 

5.1 The results of the assessment are set out in this chapter under the 
following sections: 

 Overall assessment results across all NCAs (2018). 

 Overall assessment results for all NCAs by ALT (2018). 

 Comparison between overall results in 2013 and 2018. 

 Results by theme for all NCAs by ALT. 

 Summary of all themes for each NCA. 

 Detailed NCA assessments. 

 Comparison of theme results in 2013 and 2018. 

5.2 Maps and charts have been used to provide a high-level overview 
of the results. More detail on individual NCAs and individual 
objectives are available within the landscape change database 
described in Section 6. 

Overall assessment results across all NCAs (2018) 

5.3 A summary of the overall assessment of landscape impacts of AES 
by ALT is shown in Error! Reference source not found.. This 
demonstrates that AES uptake is having: 

 A Strongly Positive effect on the landscape of 15 NCAs 

 A Positive effect on the landscape of 80 NCAs 

 A Neutral effect on the landscape of 64 NCAs 

5.4 Strongly positive results occur mainly in the north-west and far 
north-east.  Positive effects of options supporting the management 
of semi-natural habitats had the greatest number of strongly 
positive results. 

5.5 Positive results are found throughout England.  Based on the 
assessment of NCAs that coincide with protected landscapes, 
Countryside Stewardship (and ongoing Environmental 
Stewardship) appears to have a positive or strongly positive effect 
on the majority of NCAs that lie within protected landscapes. 

5.6 Neutral results are found in particular around London, in 
Somerset, and in west Yorkshire.   

5.7 It should be noted that for many of the NCAs, levels of uptake had 
often fallen since 2013, or are due to fall with the imminent expiry 
of AES agreements.  This was usually the case even when NCAs 
were still scoring as positive for an individual objective or theme. 
The decline in uptake is likely to have, or already be having a 
visible effect in the landscape.  

Overall assessment results for all NCAs by ALT 
(2018) 

5.8 Figure 5 shows the number of NCAs with overall assessments of 
strongly positive, positive and neutral by ALT. The highest 
proportion of NCAs with strongly positive ratings is found in the 
Upland ALT. The highest proportion of NCAs with neutral ratings is 
found in the Western Mixed ALT. 
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Figure 5: Overall assessment of NCAs by ALT in 2018 
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Comparison between overall 
results in 2013 and 2018 
 

5.9 Figure 6 shows the results of the 
current assessment against the results 
from 2013. This is illustrated spatially 
in Figure 7. Figure 8 shows the 
change in overall scores between the 
two periods. 

5.10 In ALTs 1 (Chalk and Limestone) and 2 
(Eastern Arable), the number of 
strongly positive NCAs has remained 
static. However, there are more neutral 
NCAs than previously. 

5.11 ALT 3 (South East Mixed (Wooded)) 
shows a slight improvement on the 
results from 2013, with one more 
positive NCA in 2018. No NCAs within 
this ALT were strongly positive in either 
2013 or 2018. 

5.12 In all other ALTs, the number of 
strongly positive NCAs has reduced, 
with the most dramatic reduction in 
ALTs 4 (Western Mixed) and 6 
(Uplands). In ALT 4, there has also 
been a reduction in the number of 
positive NCAs and a corresponding 
increase in the number of neutral 
NCAs. 

5.13 ALT 6 (Uplands) has seen an increase 
in the number of positive NCAs against 
the decrease in strongly positive NCAs. 

 

Figure 6: Overall assessment results for 2013 and 2018 by ALT 

 

  



Reproduced from Ordnance Survey digital map data © Crown copyright 2013. All rights reserved. Licence numbers 100047514, 0100031673. LUC LDN FIG7_Overall2013_2018_rev2_A3L  14/02/2020

²

Comparison between overall 
effect results for 2013 and 2018
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Figure 8: Change in overall
assessment scores between
2013 and 2018
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Results by theme for all NCAs by ALT 

5.14 The results of the assessment by theme are illustrated on Figures 
9 to 16 in the following order: 

 Theme A: Woodland and tree cover (Figure 9) 

 Theme B: Field patterns and boundary types (Figure 10) 

 Theme C: Agricultural land use (Figure 11) 

 Theme D: Traditional farm buildings (Figure 12) 

 Theme E: Historic environment (Figure 13) 

 Theme F: Semi-natural habitats (Figure 14) 

 Theme G: Coast (Figure 15) 

 Theme H: Water management (Figure 16) 

 

5.15 Figures 17 to 24 provide further detail on the results of the 
assessment by theme and by ALT. They are presented in the 
following order: 

 Theme A: Woodland and tree cover (Figure 17) 

 Theme B: Field patterns and boundary types (Figure 18) 

 Theme C: Agricultural land use (Figure 19) 

 Theme D: Traditional farm buildings (Figure 20) 

 Theme E: Historic environment (Figure 21) 

 Theme F: Semi-natural habitats (Figure 22) 

 Theme G: Coast (Figure 23) 

 Theme H: Water management (Figure 24) 
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Figure 9: Effect of agri-
environment schemes on
woodland and tree cover 2018
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Figure 10: Effect of agri-
environment schemes on field
pattern and boundaries 2018



107

30

27

110

85

95

130

119

43

87

132

76

134

116

75

125

74

47

93

140

92

45

127

29

141

138 136
137

46

86

88

83

48

39

23

28

84

42

40

44

82

78

1

24

80

49

14

15

13

26

90

41

79

77

111

121 122
120

129

115

131
135

126

123

113

128

81

114

124

61

6

108

9

97

106

32

7

89

66

68

67
94

96

148

100

118

133

60

117

56

20

146

104

55

72

101

58

71 73

139

142

69

91

109

62

143

59

70

31

102

63

57

149

152

38

2

3

22

151

16

12

37

35

147

64

11

54

50

17

105

18

154

103

144

8

5

21

10

25

36

33

65

145

51

4

19

98

150

5253

34

99

153

156
157

155

112

159

© Natural England copyright 2020. Contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and database right 2020 

0 20 40 60 80 10010 km

CB:DM EB:Manson D LUC FIG11_ThemeC_rev3_A3P  16/04/2020

Map Scale @ A3: 1:2,100,000

²

Source: Natural England and LUC

Monitoring the Impact of 
Stewardship on Landscape 
Character, Quality and Resilience

National Parks
AONBs

Overall effect on agricultural land 
use theme 2018

Strongly positive
Positive
Neutral
N/A

156 155

158

Colours of the NCA ID labels:

ALT 1: Chalk and Limestone Mixed
ALT 2: Eastern Arable 
ALT 3: SE Mixed (Wooded) 
ALT 4: Western mixed
ALT 5: Upland Fringe 
ALT 6: Upland 
ALT 7: Unclassified 

Figure 11: Effect of agri-
environment schemes on
agricultural land use 2018
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Figure 12: Effect of agri-
environment schemes on
traditional farm buildings
2018
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Figure 13: Effect of agri-
environment schemes on the
historic environment 2018
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Figure 14: Effect of agri-
environment schemes on
semi-natural habitats 2018
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Figure 15: Effect of agri-
environment schemes on the
coast 2018
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Figure 16: Effect of agri-
environment schemes on
water management 2018
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field patterns and boundary 
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Source: Natural England and LUC
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Overall effect of agri-
environment schemes on 
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by ALT (2018)

Source: Natural England and LUC
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Strongly positive (2)
Positive (11)
Neutral (15)
N/A (0)

Figure 19

ALT 1: Chalk and Limestone Mixed

Strongly positive (1)
Positive (13)
Neutral (12)
N/A (0)

ALT 2: Eastern Arable

Strongly positive (3)
Positive (7)
Neutral (5)
N/A (0)

ALT 3: SE Mixed (Wooded)
Strongly positive (0)
Positive (6)
Neutral (37)
N/A (0)

ALT 4: Western Mixed

Strongly positive (2)
Positive (5)
Neutral (15)
N/A (0)

ALT 5: Upland Fringe

Strongly positive (10)
Positive (9)
Neutral (3)
N/A (0)

ALT 6: Upland

Strongly positive (20)
Positive (51)
Neutral (87)
N/A (1)
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Overall effect of AES on 
traditional farm buildings
by ALT (2018)

Source: Natural England and LUC
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Strongly positive (1)
Positive (2)
Neutral (25)
N/A (0)

Figure 20

ALT 1: Chalk and Limestone Mixed

Strongly positive (0)
Positive (3)
Neutral (23)
N/A (0)

ALT 2: Eastern Arable

Strongly positive (0)
Positive (0)
Neutral (15)
N/A (0)

ALT 3: SE Mixed (Wooded)
Strongly positive (1)
Positive (3)
Neutral (39)
N/A (0)

ALT 4: Western Mixed

Strongly positive (0)
Positive (3)
Neutral (19)
N/A (0)

ALT 5: Upland Fringe

Strongly positive (0)
Positive (9)
Neutral (13)
N/A (0)

ALT 6: Upland

Strongly positive (2)
Positive (20)
Neutral (136)
N/A (1)
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Overall effect of agri-
environment schemes on 
historic environment
by ALT (2018)

Source: Natural England and LUC
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Strongly positive (7)
Positive (12)
Neutral (9)
N/A (0)

Figure 21

ALT 1: Chalk and Limestone Mixed

Strongly positive (2)
Positive (8)
Neutral (16)
N/A (0)

ALT 2: Eastern Arable

Strongly positive (3)
Positive (5)
Neutral (7)
N/A (0)

ALT 3: SE Mixed (Wooded)
Strongly positive (5)
Positive (13)
Neutral (25)
N/A (0)

ALT 4: Western Mixed

Strongly positive (1)
Positive (14)
Neutral (7)
N/A (0)

ALT 5: Upland Fringe

Strongly positive (6)
Positive (11)
Neutral (5)
N/A (0)

ALT 6: Upland

Strongly positive (24)
Positive (63)
Neutral (71)
N/A (1)
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Overall effect of agri-
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semi-natural habitats
by ALT (2018)

Source: Natural England and LUC
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Strongly positive (14)
Positive (8)
Neutral (6)
N/A (0)

Figure 22

ALT 1: Chalk and Limestone Mixed

Strongly positive (4)
Positive (9)
Neutral (13)
N/A (0)

ALT 2: Eastern Arable

Strongly positive (4)
Positive (7)
Neutral (4)
N/A (0)

ALT 3: SE Mixed (Wooded)
Strongly positive (8)
Positive (23)
Neutral (12)
N/A (0)

ALT 4: Western Mixed

Strongly positive (8)
Positive (10)
Neutral (4)
N/A (0)

ALT 5: Upland Fringe

Strongly positive (17)
Positive (4)
Neutral (1)
N/A (0)

ALT 6: Upland

Strongly positive (57)
Positive (61)
Neutral (40)
N/A (1)
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Source: Natural England and LUC
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Strongly positive (0)
Positive (2)
Neutral (2)
N/A (24)

Figure 23

ALT 1: Chalk and Limestone Mixed

Strongly positive (4)
Positive (0)
Neutral (10)
N/A (12)

ALT 2: Eastern Arable

Strongly positive (2)
Positive (5)
Neutral (1)
N/A (7)

ALT 3: SE Mixed (Wooded)
Strongly positive (7)
Positive (3)
Neutral (2)
N/A (31)

ALT 4: Western Mixed

Strongly positive (3)
Positive (1)
Neutral (1)
N/A (17)

ALT 5: Upland Fringe

Strongly positive (1)
Positive (0)
Neutral (3)
N/A (18)

ALT 6: Upland

Strongly positive (17)
Positive (12)
Neutral (19)
N/A (111)
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Overall effect of agri-
environment schemes on
water management by ALT
(2018)

Source: Natural England and LUC
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Strongly positive (2)
Positive (4)
Neutral (20)
N/A (2)

Figure 24

ALT 1: Chalk and Limestone Mixed

Strongly positive (5)
Positive (7)
Neutral (14)
N/A (0)

ALT 2: Eastern Arable

Strongly positive (2)
Positive (8)
Neutral (5)
N/A (0)

ALT 3: SE Mixed (Wooded)
Strongly positive (3)
Positive (8)
Neutral (28)
N/A (4)

ALT 4: Western Mixed

Strongly positive (3)
Positive (3)
Neutral (11)
N/A (5)

ALT 5: Upland Fringe

Strongly positive (2)
Positive (1)
Neutral (17)
N/A (2)

ALT 6: Upland

Strongly positive (17)
Positive (31)
Neutral (95)
N/A (16)
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Summary 

5.16 The following section summarises the strongly positive, positive 
and neutral results between ALTs by comparing the results 
recorded in the preceding figures.   

Overall effect on Woodland and Tree Cover 

5.17 AES are having the most strongly positive impact in the Upland 
ALT.  Many NCAs within the Chalk and Limestone, Western Mixed 
and Upland Fringe ALTs, AES are having a positive impact on 
woodland and tree cover. Whilst there are some NCAs with 
positive impacts in the Eastern Arable ALT, the majority of NCAs in 
this ALT are experiencing neutral impacts from AES under this 
theme. 

5.18 Neutral effects for this theme tend to occur in NCAs which are 
close to urban conurbations or found in floodplain/coastal 
locations. There are also some instances where low uptake for this 
theme can be explained by land ownership patterns, such as high 
levels of Forestry Commission ownership (e.g. in the New Forest).  

Overall effect on field patterns and boundary types 

5.19 AES are having the most strongly positive impact in Upland and 
Eastern Arable ALTs for this theme. Many NCAs in the Chalk and 
Limestone Mixed ALT are experiencing positive impacts, however, 
at a national level, AES is having a neutral impact on the majority 
of NCAs for this theme.  

Overall effect on agricultural land use 

5.20 AES are having the most strongly positive impact in the Upland 
ALT for this theme.  There are positive impacts in all ALTs, 
however AES are having a having an overwhelmingly neutral 
impact in the Western Mixed ALT.  Nationally, there is neutral 
impact for the majority of NCAs for this theme. 

Overall effect on traditional farm buildings 

5.21 Most of the NCAs which are assessed as positive for this theme are 
located in the Upland ALT, where traditional farm buildings are an 
important landscape feature, such as stone barns in the Yorkshire 
Dales and stone-built farm buildings in Northumberland National 
Park. AES are only having a strongly positive impact in the Chalk 
and Limestone Mixed and Western Mixed ALTs for this theme, 
although there is only one NCA having a strongly positive impact 
within each of these ALTs. Whilst there are some positive impacts 
in most ALTs, no NCAs are experiencing positive impacts in the SE 
Mixed (Wooded) ALT as a result of AES.  Nationally, there is a 
neutral impact for the majority of NCAs for this theme. 

Overall effect on the historic environment 

5.22 Strongly positive impacts of AES can be seen in the Chalk and 
Limestone Mixed and the Upland ALTs.  Positive impacts dominate 
in the Upland Fringe, Uplands and Chalk and Limestone ALTs, 
whilst neutral impacts are dominant for the Eastern Arable, SE 
Mixed (Wooded) and Western Mixed ALTs. 

Overall effects on semi-natural habitats 

5.23 AES are having the most strongly positive impact on semi-natural 
habitats in the Upland and Chalk and Limestone Mixed ALTs.  The 
majority of NCAs are seeing a positive impact in the SE Mixed 
(Wooded), Western Mixed and Upland Fringe ALTs, whilst neutral 
impacts are most prominent in the Eastern Arable ALT.  

Overall effect on the coast 

5.24 Coastal ES and CS options only relate to lowland coastal features 
such as sand dunes and salt marsh.  It is therefore only those 
NCAs with this type of coast that have been considered under this 
theme.   

5.25 AES are having the most strongly positive impact on the Western 
Mixed and Upland Fringe ALTs. Positive impacts are seen in the 
majority of coastal NCAs in the SE Mixed (Wooded) ALT. Equal 
numbers of positive and neutral impacts are found in the Chalk 
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and Limestone Mixed ALT. Neutral impacts dominate in the Eastern 
Arable and Upland ALTs. 

Overall effect on water management10 

5.26 AES are having the most strongly positive impact on NCAs in the 
Eastern Arable ALT. Positive results dominate in the SE Mixed 
(Wooded) ALT. Nationally, AES are having a neutral impact in the 
majority of NCAs.  

Summary of all themes for each NCA 

5.27 Table 6 shows a summary of the assessment results for each NCA 
(organised by ALT). This shows the results for each NCA by theme 
as well as the overall assessment result (and score) for each NCA. 

 

 
10 Note that care should be taken when drawing conclusions from this data as the thresholds 
for water management options are quite low (as these options have only been introduced 
recently) and the options generally cover small areas.  
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Table 6: Summary of results by NCA  

NC
A 
ID 

NCA Name 

Woodlan
d and 
tree 

cover 

Field 
patterns 

and 
boundar
y types 

Agricultura
l land use 

Traditiona
l farm 

buildings 

Historic 
environmen

t 

Semi-
natural 
habitat

s 

Coast 
Water 

Managemen
t 

Total 
scor

e 

Overall 
effect 

ALT 1: Chalk and Limestone Mixed 

27 YORKSHIRE WOLDS Positive Positive Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Neutral Positive N/A Positive 3 Positive 

29 HOWARDIAN HILLS Positive Positive Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Neutral 1.5 Neutral 

30 

SOUTHERN 
MAGNESIAN 
LIMESTONE Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Positive 0.5 Neutral 

43 
LINCOLNSHIRE 
WOLDS Positive Neutral Positive Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 2 Positive 

45 

NORTHERN 
LINCOLNSHIRE 
EDGE WITH 
COVERSANDS Positive Positive Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral N/A Neutral 1.5 Neutral 

47 

SOUTHERN 
LINCOLNSHIRE 
EDGE Positive Positive Neutral Neutral Positive Positive N/A N/A 2 Positive 

74 

LEICESTERSHIRE 
AND 
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE 
WOLDS Neutral Positive Positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Neutral N/A Neutral 2 Positive 

75 KESTEVEN UPLANDS Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral N/A Neutral 1 Neutral 

76 
NORTH WEST 
NORFOLK Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Positive Positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Positive 4 Positive 

85 BRECKLAND Positive Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive N/A 

Strongly 
positive 4 Positive 

87 
EAST ANGLIAN 
CHALK Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 1 Neutral 

92 
ROCKINGHAM 
FOREST Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 1.5 Neutral 
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NC
A 
ID 

NCA Name 

Woodlan
d and 
tree 

cover 

Field 
patterns 

and 
boundar
y types 

Agricultura
l land use 

Traditiona
l farm 

buildings 

Historic 
environmen

t 

Semi-
natural 
habitat

s 

Coast 
Water 

Managemen
t 

Total 
scor

e 

Overall 
effect 

93 
HIGH 
LEICESTERSHIRE Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 1.5 Neutral 

95 
NORTHAMPTONSHIR
E UPLANDS Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 2 Positive 

107 COTSWOLDS 
Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Neutral Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 3 Positive 

110 CHILTERNS Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 
Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 1 Neutral 

116 

BERKSHIRE AND 
MARLBOROUGH 
DOWNS Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 2.5 Positive 

119 NORTH DOWNS Positive Positive Positive Neutral 
Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral 4 Positive 

125 SOUTH DOWNS Positive Positive 
Strongly 
positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral 4 Positive 

127 ISLE OF WIGHT Positive 
Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive 5.5 

Strongl
y 
positive 

130 HAMPSHIRE DOWNS Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Positive 3.5 Positive 

132 

SALISBURY PLAIN 
AND WEST 
WILTSHIRE DOWNS Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Neutral N/A Neutral 1.5 Neutral 

134 

DORSET DOWNS 
AND CRANBORNE 
CHASE Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 3.5 Positive 

136 SOUTH PURBECK Positive Positive Positive Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 2.5 Positive 
137 ISLE OF PORTLAND Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A N/A 0.5 Neutral 

138 
WEYMOUTH 
LOWLANDS Positive Positive Positive Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral 2.5 Positive 

140 
YEOVIL 
SCARPLANDS Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 1.5 Neutral 
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NC
A 
ID 

NCA Name 

Woodlan
d and 
tree 

cover 

Field 
patterns 

and 
boundar
y types 

Agricultura
l land use 

Traditiona
l farm 

buildings 

Historic 
environmen

t 

Semi-
natural 
habitat

s 

Coast 
Water 

Managemen
t 

Total 
scor

e 

Overall 
effect 

141 MENDIP HILLS Positive 
Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 2.5 Positive 

ALT 2: Eastern Arable 

1 

NORTH 
NORTHUMBERLAND 
COASTAL PLAIN Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongl
y 
positive Neutral 5 

Strongl
y 
positive 

13 

SOUTH EAST 
NORTHUMBERLAND 
COASTAL PLAIN Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive Neutral Neutral 1 Neutral 

14 
TYNE AND WEAR 
LOWLANDS Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral N/A Neutral 0.5 Neutral 

15 

DURHAM 
MAGNESIAN 
LIMESTONE 
PLATEAU Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive Neutral Positive 1.5 Neutral 

23 TEES LOWLANDS Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 0 Neutral 
24 VALE OF MOWBRAY Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Neutral 0 Neutral 

26 VALE OF PICKERING Positive Neutral Positive Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Neutral 2 Positive 

28 VALE OF YORK Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Positive 0.5 Neutral 

39 
HUMBERHEAD 
LEVELS Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive 1 Neutral 

40 HOLDERNESS Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral Positive 1 Neutral 

41 HUMBER ESTUARY Positive Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Strongl
y 
positive Neutral 2 Positive 

42 

LINCOLNSHIRE 
COAST AND 
MARSHES Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Strongl
y 
positive Neutral 1.5 Neutral 
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NC
A 
ID 

NCA Name 

Woodlan
d and 
tree 

cover 

Field 
patterns 

and 
boundar
y types 

Agricultura
l land use 

Traditiona
l farm 

buildings 

Historic 
environmen

t 

Semi-
natural 
habitat

s 

Coast 
Water 

Managemen
t 

Total 
scor

e 

Overall 
effect 

44 
CENTRAL 
LINCOLNSHIRE VALE Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 2.5 Positive 

46 THE FENS Positive Positive Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Strongl
y 
positive 

Strongly 
positive 3.5 Positive 

48 
TRENT AND 
BELVOIR VALES Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Neutral 1 Neutral 

49 SHERWOOD Positive 
Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 2.5 Positive 

77 
NORTH NORFOLK 
COAST Neutral 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive 2.5 Positive 

78 
CENTRAL NORTH 
NORFOLK Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Positive Positive N/A Positive 2.5 Positive 

79 

NORTH EAST 
NORFOLK AND 
FLEGG Neutral Positive Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 1 Neutral 

80 THE BROADS Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive 2 Positive 

82 
SUFFOLK COAST 
AND HEATHS Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral 2.5 Positive 

83 

SOUTH NORFOLK 
AND HIGH SUFFOLK 
CLAYLANDS Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive N/A 

Strongly 
positive 3.5 Positive 

84 MID NORFOLK Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Positive Positive Neutral Positive N/A 

Strongly 
positive 3.5 Positive 

86 

SOUTH SUFFOLK 
AND NORTH ESSEX 
CLAYLAND Positive 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Positive Positive N/A 

Strongly 
positive 3.5 Positive 
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NC
A 
ID 

NCA Name 

Woodlan
d and 
tree 

cover 

Field 
patterns 

and 
boundar
y types 

Agricultura
l land use 

Traditiona
l farm 

buildings 

Historic 
environmen

t 

Semi-
natural 
habitat

s 

Coast 
Water 

Managemen
t 

Total 
scor

e 

Overall 
effect 

88 

BEDFORDSHIRE 
AND 
CAMBRIDGESHIRE 
CLAYLANDS Positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Positive Positive N/A 

Strongly 
positive 4 Positive 

90 
BEDFORDSHIRE 
GREENSAND RIDGE Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 1.5 Neutral 

ALT 3: SE Mixed (Wooded) 

81 
GREATER THAMES 
ESTUARY Positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Positive Positive 4 Positive 

111 
NORTHERN THAMES 
BASIN Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Positive 0.5 Neutral 

113 NORTH KENT PLAIN Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive 1 Neutral 

114 
THAMES BASIN 
LOWLANDS Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 1.5 Neutral 

115 THAMES VALLEY Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A Neutral 0.5 Neutral 

120 
WEALDEN 
GREENSAND Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive Neutral Positive 2 Positive 

121 LOW WEALD Positive Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Positive 4 Positive 

122 HIGH WEALD Positive Neutral Positive Neutral Positive 
Strongly 
positive N/A Positive 3 Positive 

123 ROMNEY MARSHES Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Strongl
y 
positive 

Strongly 
positive 2.5 Positive 

124 PEVENSEY LEVELS Neutral Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 2 Positive 

126 
SOUTH COAST 
PLAIN Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral Positive Positive Neutral 1.5 Neutral 
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NC
A 
ID 

NCA Name 

Woodlan
d and 
tree 

cover 

Field 
patterns 

and 
boundar
y types 

Agricultura
l land use 

Traditiona
l farm 

buildings 

Historic 
environmen

t 
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natural 
habitat

s 

Coast 
Water 

Managemen
t 

Total 
scor

e 

Overall 
effect 

128 
SOUTH HAMPSHIRE 
LOWLANDS Positive Neutral Positive Neutral Positive Positive Positive Positive 3 Positive 

129 
THAMES BASIN 
HEATHS Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral Positive N/A 

Strongly 
positive 2 Positive 

131 NEW FOREST Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Positive 

Strongl
y 
positive Positive 3.5 Positive 

135 DORSET HEATHS Positive Neutral Positive Neutral Positive 
Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral 3 Positive 

ALT 4: Western Mixed 

6 SOLWAY BASIN 
Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive 

Strongl
y 
positive Positive 5 

Strongl
y 
positive 

7 
WEST CUMBRIA 
COASTAL PLAIN Positive 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongl
y 
positive Positive 5 

Strongl
y 
positive 

9 EDEN VALLEY Positive 
Strongly 
positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive N/A N/A 4 Positive 

20 
MORECAMBE BAY 
LIMESTONES 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Positive Positive 

Strongl
y 
positive Neutral 4 Positive 

31 
MORECAMBE COAST 
AND LUNE ESTUARY Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Strongl
y 
positive Neutral 1 Neutral 

32 

LANCASHIRE AND 
AMOUNDERNESS 
PLAIN Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 0 Neutral 

55 
MANCHESTER 
CONURBATION Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Neutral 0 Neutral 

56 
LANCASHIRE COAL 
MEASURES Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Positive 1 Neutral 
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NC
A 
ID 

NCA Name 

Woodlan
d and 
tree 

cover 

Field 
patterns 

and 
boundar
y types 

Agricultura
l land use 

Traditiona
l farm 

buildings 

Historic 
environmen

t 

Semi-
natural 
habitat

s 

Coast 
Water 

Managemen
t 

Total 
scor

e 

Overall 
effect 

57 SEFTON COAST Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive Neutral 1.5 Neutral 

58 
MERSEYSIDE 
CONURBATION Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 0 Neutral 

59 WIRRAL Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 
Strongly 
positive 

Strongl
y 
positive Neutral 2 Positive 

60 MERSEY VALLEY Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive 

Strongl
y 
positive Neutral 2 Positive 

61 

SHROPSHIRE, 
CHESHIRE AND 
STAFFORDSHIRE 
PLAIN Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A 

Strongly 
positive 2 Positive 

62 
CHESHIRE 
SANDSTONE RIDGE Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 2.5 Positive 

63 
OSWESTRY 
UPLANDS Positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Positive Positive N/A N/A 3 Positive 

66 

MID SEVERN 
SANDSTONE 
PLATEAU Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Positive 2 Positive 

67 
CANNOCK CHASE 
AND CANK WOOD Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A Neutral 0.5 Neutral 

68 

NEEDWOOD AND 
SOUTH DERBYSHIRE 
CLAYLANDS 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 2 Positive 

69 
TRENT VALLEY 
WASHLANDS Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Positive 0.5 Neutral 

70 
MELBOURNE 
PARKLANDS Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Positive N/A Neutral 2 Positive 

71 

LEICESTERSHIRE 
AND SOUTH 
DERBYSHIRE 
COALFIELD Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A N/A 0.5 Neutral 
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NC
A 
ID 

NCA Name 

Woodlan
d and 
tree 

cover 

Field 
patterns 

and 
boundar
y types 

Agricultura
l land use 
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l farm 

buildings 
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environmen

t 

Semi-
natural 
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s 

Coast 
Water 

Managemen
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72 
MEASE/SENCE 
LOWLANDS Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Neutral 0.5 Neutral 

73 CHARNWOOD Positive Positive Neutral Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Positive N/A Neutral 2.5 Positive 

89 
NORTHAMPTONSHIR
E VALES Neutral Positive Positive Neutral Neutral Positive N/A Positive 2 Positive 

91 

YARDLEY-
WHITTLEWOOD 
RIDGE Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A Neutral 1 Neutral 

94 
LEICESTERSHIRE 
VALES Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Neutral 0 Neutral 

96 
DUNSMORE AND 
FELDON Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 1 Neutral 

97 ARDEN Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral 
Strongly 
positive N/A 

Strongly 
positive 2.5 Positive 

100 
HEREFORDSHIRE 
LOWLANDS 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 2.5 Positive 

101 
HEREFORDSHIRE 
PLATEAU Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 1.5 Neutral 

102 TEME VALLEY Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A N/A 1 Neutral 

104 

SOUTH 
HEREFORDSHIRE 
AND OVER SEVERN Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral N/A Neutral 1 Neutral 

106 
SEVERN AND AVON 
VALES Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongl
y 
positive 

Strongly 
positive 3.5 Positive 

108 
UPPER THAMES 
CLAY VALES Positive Positive Positive Neutral Positive Positive N/A Positive 3 Positive 

109 MIDVALE RIDGE Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Neutral 0.5 Neutral 
117 AVON VALES Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Neutral 0 Neutral 
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118 

BRISTOL, AVON 
VALLEYS AND 
RIDGES Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A Neutral 0.5 Neutral 

133 

BLACKMOOR VALE 
AND THE VALE OF 
WARDOUR Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Positive 2.5 Positive 

139 

MARSHWOOD AND 
POWERSTOCK 
VALES Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A Neutral 0.5 Neutral 

142 
SOMERSET LEVELS 
AND MOORS Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral Positive Positive Neutral 1.5 Neutral 

143 
MID SOMERSET 
HILLS Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A Neutral 0.5 Neutral 

146 

VALE OF TAUNTON 
AND QUANTOCK 
FRINGES Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A Neutral 0.5 Neutral 

148 DEVON REDLANDS Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Positive Positive Neutral 2.5 Positive 

ALT 5: Upland Fringe 

2 
NORTHUMBERLAND 
SANDSTONE HILLS 

Strongly 
positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A 

Strongly 
positive 5.5 

Strongl
y 
positive 

3 CHEVIOT FRINGE Positive Positive 
Strongly 
positive Positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A 

Strongly 
positive 5 

Strongl
y 
positive 

11 
TYNE GAP AND 
HADRIAN'S WALL Neutral Positive Positive Neutral Positive Neutral N/A Positive 2 Positive 

12 
MID 
NORTHUMBERLAND Neutral Positive Positive Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 2 Positive 

16 
DURHAM COALFIELD 
PENNINE FRINGE Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Neutral N/A Neutral 0.5 Neutral 



 

Monitoring the Impact of Stewardship on Landscape Character, Quality 
and Resilience 

65 April 2020 

NC
A 
ID 

NCA Name 

Woodlan
d and 
tree 

cover 

Field 
patterns 

and 
boundar
y types 

Agricultura
l land use 

Traditiona
l farm 

buildings 

Historic 
environmen

t 

Semi-
natural 
habitat

s 

Coast 
Water 

Managemen
t 

Total 
scor

e 

Overall 
effect 

17 ORTON FELLS Positive 
Strongly 
positive Positive Positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 4 Positive 

18 HOWGILL FELLS Positive Neutral Positive Neutral Neutral Positive N/A N/A 1.5 Neutral 

22 
PENNINE DALES 
FRINGE Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive N/A Positive 1.5 Neutral 

35 
LANCASHIRE 
VALLEYS Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Neutral 0 Neutral 

37 

YORKSHIRE 
SOUTHERN PENNINE 
FRINGE Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A N/A 0.5 Neutral 

38 

NOTTINGHAMSHIRE, 
DERBYSHIRE AND 
YORKSHIRE 
COALFIELD Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A 

Strongly 
positive 1.5 Neutral 

50 

DERBYSHIRE PEAK 
FRINGE AND LOWER 
DERWENT Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 1 Neutral 

54 
MANCHESTER 
PENNINE FRINGE Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A N/A 0 Neutral 

64 
POTTERIES AND 
CHURNET VALLEY Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 2 Positive 

103 MALVERN HILLS Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive N/A N/A 1.5 Neutral 

105 
FOREST OF DEAN 
AND LOWER WYE Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive Positive Neutral 2 Positive 

144 QUANTOCK HILLS Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive N/A N/A 1 Neutral 
147 BLACKDOWNS Positive Positive Neutral Neutral Positive Positive Neutral Positive 2.5 Positive 

149 THE CULM Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive 
Strongly 
positive 

Strongl
y 
positive Neutral 3 Positive 
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151 SOUTH DEVON Positive Positive Positive Neutral 
Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongl
y 
positive Neutral 4.5 

Strongl
y 
positive 

152 CORNISH KILLAS Positive Positive Neutral Neutral Positive 
Strongly 
positive 

Strongl
y 
positive Neutral 3.5 Positive 

154 HENSBARROW Positive 
Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A Neutral 2 Positive 

ALT 6: Upland 

4 CHEVIOTS 
Strongly 
positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A N/A 4.5 

Strongl
y 
positive 

5 
BORDER MOORS 
AND FORESTS Positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 4 Positive 

8 
CUMBRIA HIGH 
FELLS 

Strongly 
positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Positive 5 

Strongl
y 
positive 

10 NORTH PENNINES 
Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 5 

Strongl
y 
positive 

19 
SOUTH CUMBRIA 
LOW FELLS Positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Positive 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral 3.5 Positive 

21 YORKSHIRE DALES 
Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 5.5 

Strongl
y 
positive 

25 

NORTH YORKSHIRE 
MOORS AND 
CLEVELAND HILLS 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive Positive Neutral Neutral 2 Positive 

33 
BOWLAND FRINGE 
AND PENDLE HILL Positive Positive Positive Neutral Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 3 Positive 
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34 BOWLAND FELLS 
Strongly 
positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 4.5 

Strongl
y 
positive 

36 
SOUTHERN 
PENNINES Positive Neutral Positive Neutral Positive Positive N/A Neutral 2 Positive 

51 DARK PEAK Positive 
Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 4 Positive 

52 WHITE PEAK Positive 
Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive N/A 

Strongly 
positive 4 Positive 

53 SOUTH WEST PEAK Positive 
Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 3.5 Positive 

65 SHROPSHIRE HILLS 
Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A 

Strongly 
positive 6 

Strongl
y 
positive 

98 

CLUN AND NORTH 
WEST 
HEREFORDSHIRE 
HILLS Positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive Positive Positive N/A Neutral 4 Positive 

99 

BLACK MOUNTAINS 
AND GOLDEN 
VALLEY 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Positive N/A N/A 1.5 Neutral 

145 EXMOOR 
Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive Positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongl
y 
positive Neutral 6 

Strongl
y 
positive 

150 DARTMOOR Positive Positive 
Strongly 
positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 4 Positive 

153 BODMIN MOOR Neutral Positive Positive Neutral Neutral 
Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 2 Positive 

155 CARNMENELLIS Positive Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral Neutral N/A Neutral 0.5 Neutral 

156 WEST PENWITH Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive N/A Neutral 2.5 Positive 
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157 THE LIZARD 
Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Positive Neutral 

Strongly 
positive 

Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral 4.5 

Strongl
y 
positive 

ALT 7: Unclassified 
112 INNER LONDON N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A 0 Neutral 

158 ISLES OF SCILLY N/A Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive Positive N/A 2.5 Positive 

159 LUNDY N/A Neutral 
Strongly 
positive Neutral Neutral 

Strongly 
positive N/A N/A 2 Positive 
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Detailed NCA assessments 

5.28 A detailed proforma for each NCA assessment is provided in 
Appendix 4 (as a separate volume). 

Comparison of theme results in 2013 and 
2018 

5.29 This next section uses a series of charts to compare the results for 
each theme (and each ALT) between 2013 and 2018. 

5.30 The results of the assessment by theme are illustrated in Figures 
23 to 33 in the following order: 

 Theme A: Woodland and tree cover (Figure 25) 

 Theme B: Field patterns and boundary types (Figure 26) 

 Theme C: Agricultural land use (Figure 27) 

 Theme D: Traditional farm buildings (Figure 28) 

 Theme E: Historic environment (Figure 29) 

 Theme F: Semi-natural habitats (Figure 30) 

 Theme G: Coast (Figure 31) 

 Theme H: Water management (Figure 32) – for 2018 only as this 
is a new theme in 2018. 

5.31 Figure 33 provides a summary of the theme results across all 
NCAs for 2013 and 2018.  

5.32 Trends in the effect of AES on landscape character are not uniform 
across all ALTs. For example, there are greater numbers of 
positive NCAs for Theme A in ALTs 1: Chalk and Limestone Mixed 
and ALT 6: Upland in the 2018 analysis compared to the 2013 
analysis.  Where there has been a decline in the number of 
positive NCAs between 2013 and 2018, there are often ALTs where 
the decline has been more significant.  
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Figure 25: Comparison between assessment results for Theme A: Woodland and tree cover 2013 vs 2018 
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Figure 26: Comparison between assessment results for Theme B: Field patterns and boundary types 2013 vs 2018 
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Figure 27: Comparison between assessment results for Theme C: Agricultural land use 2013 vs 2018 
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Figure 28: Comparison between assessment results for Theme D: Traditional farm buildings 2013 vs 2018 
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Figure 29: Comparison between assessment results for Theme E: Historic environment 2013 vs 2018 
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Figure 30: Comparison between assessment results for Theme F: Semi-natural habitats 2013 vs 2018 
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Figure 31: Comparison between assessment results for Theme G: Coast 2013 vs 2018 
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Figure 32: Assessment results for Theme H: Water management11 2018 

 

 

  

 
11 Note that care should be taken when drawing conclusions from this data as the thresholds for water management options are quite low (as these options have only been introduced recently) and the 
options generally cover small areas. 
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Figure 33: Comparison between assessment results by theme for 2013 vs 2018 

 

 

 



 

Monitoring the Impact of Stewardship on Landscape Character, Quality 
and Resilience 

79 April 2020 

Comparison with the results of the Rapid Survey 
2014-2016 

5.33 The findings of the Rapid Survey (2014-2016) indicated that the 
majority of Environmental Stewardship options performed well in 
landscape terms where they were applied. Figure 34 shows the 
number of surveyed features under option found within each 
Landscape Theme12, broken down by their assessed effect on 
landscape character. These results demonstrate the positive 
landscape effects of options - with the majority of options within 
each Landscape Theme having an enhancing or conserving effect.  

5.34 These results indicate the importance of adequate levels of uptake 
within each Landscape Theme to ensure that the positive 
landscape impacts of agri-environment schemes continue to be 
experienced.  

5.35 It should be noted that the landscape effect of Countryside 
Stewardship options has not yet been tested using field survey 
verification, however it is expected that the landscape effect of the 
majority of options will be similar (or better) to the equivalent 
Environmental Stewardship options. 

Headline conclusions 

5.36 The current monitoring approach has been specifically developed 
to assess the effects of AES on landscape character and quality to 
be seen alongside the results of parallel monitoring of biodiversity, 
natural resource protection and other areas of influence.  

5.37 The results of this study indicate that AES is currently making an 
important contribution to maintaining and enhancing landscape 
character and quality but when ES agreements come to an end 
there may be a dramatic fall in influence with the loss of all ES 

 
12 Landscape Theme D: Traditional farm buildings and Landscape Theme G: Coast were 
excluded from this analysis due to small sample sizes.  

agreements combined with the low uptake of CS. Since 2013, 
there has been an increase in the in the number of neutral NCAs. 
It should also be noted that for many of the NCAs which score as 
positive overall, there has been a decline in AES uptake across the 
themes which is already likely to be perceptible in the landscape. 

5.38 Trends in the effect of AES on landscape character are not uniform 
across all ALTs, with some ALTs experiencing an increase in 
positive NCAs for certain themes, while others have seen 
significant declines in the number of positive NCAs.  
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Figure 34: Effect of Environmental Stewardship on landscape features by Landscape Theme (from the Rapid Survey 2014-2016 
report) 
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6 Future policy measures and 
schemes 

6.1 The results of this analysis provide an important insight into how 
current agri-environment schemes are performing with regards to 
landscape. This evidence (and other evidence produced through 
the landscape monitoring framework) will help to inform the 
development of new agri-environment schemes.  

6.2 The UK’s departure from the EU and its Common Agricultural 
Policy requires the Government to develop new policies for 
agriculture and the environment.  Since agriculture and 
environmental policy are devolved matters within the UK, different 
arrangements will be adopted by each of the UK’s devolved 
administrations.  In England, the Government is proposing to 
introduce a new Environmental Land Management scheme (ELM) 
that will replace the Basic Payment and Countryside Stewardship 
schemes. This will be coupled with new trade policies for 
agricultural products which will alter the market incentives for 
what farmers and other land managers produce and how they 
manage their land.  These changes could have significant 
implications for England’s rural landscapes. 

6.3 At the time of writing, these policies are in development, subject 
to ongoing discussions within Government, stakeholder 
consultation and research.  This section provides a brief 
assessment, based on published and ‘grey’ sources13, of the 
current plans for new agri-environment policy measures in 
England.  It concludes with a short commentary on potential 
implications for the monitoring of landscape character, quality and 
resilience. 

 
13 ‘Grey’ sources including Powerpoint presentations given by Defra staff to stakeholder 
meetings 

6.4 This section is split into the following five sections: 

 Timescales 

 Strategic objectives 

 Scheme components 

 Ongoing developmental work 

 Implications for monitoring of landscape character, quality 
and resilience 

Timescales 

6.5 At the time of writing (February 2020), the Agriculture and 
Environment Bills that will provide the statutory basis for future 
Government spending on agri-environment policy are progressing 
through their parliamentary stages.  As a result, the following 
analysis is subject to change.  Current guidance from Defra 
suggests that the following timescales were likely: 

 Agricultural Transition Period. The Agriculture Bill 
provides for a 7-year transition period from 2021 during 
which current direct payments through the Basic Payment 
Scheme will be phased out and new payments under ELM will 
be introduced. 

 Environmental Stewardship.  This scheme has been closed 
to applications since 2014 and the last agreements will come 
to an end in 2024 (80% of remaining agreements will have 
completed by the end of 2022).  Defra has received approval 
from the European Commission to extend selected Higher 
Level agreements that ended after 1 January 2019 for a 
further year. Decisions on whether to extend individual 
agreements are taking place as they come to the end of their 
current terms.   
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 Countryside Stewardship.  This scheme opened to 
applications in 2015 and new agreements will continue to be 
available in the first few years of the agricultural transition 
period. Defra is planning a stable transition from both the 
Environmental and Countryside Stewardship scheme to the 
ELM scheme.  It is likely that agreement holders entering 
Countryside Stewardship from 2021 will be able to end their 
agreement early where they move to an ELM agreement. 

 Basic Payment Scheme (BPS).  EU funding for the scheme 
will terminate at the end of the Brexit transition period in 
2020 but Defra has indicated that farms will continue to be 
eligible to receive direct payments based on those available 
under this scheme (but funded by the UK Exchequer from 
2021) for a further seven years until the end of 2027.  Over 
this period the payments will be phased out, releasing 
funding for the introduction of the Environmental Land 
Management scheme.  The Agriculture Bill provides powers 
for Government to ‘de-link’ annual payments from 2021, 
instead paying them in a lump sum. 

 Environmental Land Management.  Defra plans to invite 
applications to the scheme from 2024, with a phased 
introduction until full operation in 2028.  A large-scale pilot of 
the scheme is planned from 2021 to 2024.  Between now and 
2021, Defra is commissioning a series of ‘tests and trials’ to 
develop different aspects of the scheme (see below). 
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Strategic objectives 

6.6 The overall policy objectives that will 
underpin future agri-environment 
policy in England will be based on the 
Government’s 25 Year Environment 
Plan (25 YEP)14, published in January 
2018. This sets out a range of strategic 
goals which include (with relevance to 
landscape) “enhanced beauty and 
heritage and engagement with the 
natural environment”.  A key concept 
that runs throughout the 25 YEP is that 
of natural capital (see Figure 35). 

 
14 HMG (2018).  A Green Future: Our 25 Year Plan to 
Improve the Environment.   

 

Figure 35: Natural Capital 

Natural capital is defined by the Natural Capital Committee as “the parts of the natural 
environment that produce value to people”15.  Natural capital originated as an economic 
concept, providing a way of estimating the monetary value of public goods and services that 
are provided by the natural environment.  As shown in the diagram below, the stock of natural 
capital provides the flow of services or public goods which provide value to society.  Describing 
the stock of natural capital (for instance in a register of natural capital assets) involves 
identifying its extent (amount and location) and its condition. 

Source: Natural Capital Coalition https://naturalcapitalcoalition.org/natural-capital/  

15 http://www.naturalcapitalcommittee.org/natural-capital/ 
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6.7 In relation to future agri-environment policy, the 25 YEP states 
that the Government will “move to a system of paying farmers 
public money for public goods. The principal public good we want 
to invest in is environmental enhancement”.  In relation to 
landscape character and quality, the 25 YEP includes a 
commitment to “Identifying opportunities for environmental 
enhancement in all of England’s 159 National Character Areas and 
monitoring indicators of our landscape’s character and quality to 
improve landscapes for people, places and nature”. 

6.8 Briefing material from Defra to stakeholders states that the ELM 
will address six of the public goods set out in the 25 YEP (see 
Figure 36). Landscape character and quality will fall within the 
objective: ‘Beauty, heritage and engagement’. It is understood 
that ‘Conservation and enhancement of landscape character’ is a 
draft goal under the content of Beauty, Heritage and Engagement 
objective.  

6.9 In addition to the 25 YEP, there are numerous other publications 
which will feed into the development of new agri-environment 
policy. The Climate Change Committee (CCC) has recently 
produced a series of reports which will inform and influence 
Government policy, including the ELM. Of key importance to land 
use are the ‘Land Use: Policies for a Net Zero UK’ and ‘Land use: 
Reducing emissions and preparing for climate change’ reports.  

6.10 The Reducing emissions and preparing for climate change report 
was published in 2018 and the Land Use: Policies for a Net Zero 
UK Report was published in 2020 (providing an update to the 2018 
report). Both reports provide recommendations on land use 
changes in the UK which will help to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions and sequester carbon. Recommended changes to land 
use which will be relevant to future agri-environment schemes 
include a reduction of grassland by approximately one-third (to 
free up land for other uses), peatland restoration to store carbon, 
new hedgerow and tree planting, increased levels of bioenergy 
crop planting and low carbon-farming practices.  

 
16 Defra (2020).  Environmental Land Management. Policy discussion document February 2020 

6.11 It is estimated that these recommendations will require changes to 
approximately one fifth of existing agricultural land. Agri-
environment schemes will provide an important mechanism for 
delivering some of these measures. It is also important to consider 
that these recommendations will impact on landscape character 
and quality and therefore need to be located in the right places 
with landscape character forming a key consideration when 
implementing these measures. 

Figure 36: Objectives of the ELM  

 

Source: Powerpoint presentation by Defra ELM team to the CAAV, March 2019 

ELM design principles and components 

6.12 The Policy discussion document published by Defra in February 
202016 set out a series of design principles for ELM, including the 
following: 

 Focus on achieving environmental outcomes, helping to 
deliver our 25 Year Environment Plan and net zero target.  
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 Ensure national and local environmental priorities are 
supported and balanced effectively. 

 Ensure that ELM includes actions that most farmers, foresters 
and other land managers could deliver and encourage 
delivery of outcomes at all spatial scales through 
collaboration as well as individual participation. 

 Enable farmers, foresters and other land managers to have 
greater flexibility over how they deliver environmental 
outcomes. 

 Ensure minimal complexity and administrative burden for 
participants and administrators. 

 Seek to continuously improve all elements of the scheme and 
its administration, through monitoring, evaluating, learning 
and innovating, while providing sufficient certainty and clarity 
to applicants.  

6.13 At the heart of ELM agreements will be a Land Management 
Plan prepared by the land manager.  This will provide an 
assessment of natural capital across the whole holding, providing a 
baseline of current assets. 

6.14 The Policy discussion document published in February 2020 
describes three potential ELM tiers: 

 Tier 1. To incentivise environmentally sustainable farming 
and forestry and help to deliver environmental benefits.  Will 
be attractive to farmers across the country, paying them to 
adopt or maintain effective actions that address the 
environmental impacts of farming and forestry practices and 
enhance the environment   Will focus on practices that are 
most effective when delivered at scale.  Examples relevant to 
landscape character and quality include livestock 
management; soil management; field margins (buffer strips); 
field cover (cover crops); and water storage/efficient water 
use. 

 Tier 2. To incentivise the management of land in a way that 
delivers locally targeted environmental outcomes.  Will target 

agreed priority outcomes in the most strategic locations, 
encouraging collaboration between farmers and/or land 
managers.  Actions may be more complex for some land 
managers to deliver.  Examples relevant to landscape 
character and quality include: tree, shrub and/or hedge 
planting and maintenance, habitat creation, restoration and 
management; and natural flood management measures. 

 Tier 3. To deliver land use change projects at a landscape 
scale to deliver environmental outcomes.  Will focus on 
projects that can deliver over and above tiers 1 and 2, 
delivering substantial contributions to our environmental 
commitments such as nature recovery and net zero target.  
Will involve collaboration at a local level and landscape scale, 
in the most strategic locations to provide best value for 
people and the environment.  Examples relevant to landscape 
character and quality include: forest and woodland creation, 
restoration and improvement; peatland restoration; and 
creation or restoration of coastal habitats such as wetlands 
and salt marsh. 

Ongoing developmental work 

6.15 As stated above, Defra has committed to undertaking a range of 
‘tests and trials’ for the ELM between 2019 and 2027, and to a 
large-scale pilot of the scheme from 2021 to 2024.   

6.16 Defra’s ELM team invited proposals for tests and trials from 
stakeholders in two phases, to 30 September 2018 and 
subsequently (phase 2) to 1 April 2019.  Some 140 proposals were 
received to the first of these requests and 44 Phase 1 projects 
were approved by Defra for funding.  A further 200 proposals were 
made in Phase 2, of which 25 were selected for further 
development.  Approved projects include those led by protected 
landscape bodies, landowning bodies such as the National Trust 
and the Wildlife Trusts, and Natural England’s 25 YEP Pioneers.  
Summaries of some of the Phase 1 projects (selected by the 
authors as broadly representative of the range of projects relevant 
to this study and showing information from the projects’ original 
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proposals in February 2019) are shown in Table 7.  While it is 
understood that none of the proposed Phase 1 projects have 
landscape character and quality as their primary objective, several 

(particularly those led by Protected Landscape Bodies) will be 
addressing this as part of their tests and trials. 

Table 7: Selected examples of Phase 1 ELM tests and trials short-listed by Defra 

Organisation Title  Summary 

CLA Wildlife Estates Delivery mechanism for a public goods model at a landscape scale; seeks to test an accreditation scheme.  

CLA Land 
Management 
Contracts 

A Land Management Contract as a delivery mechanism for a public goods model in 3 primary areas – 
environmental land management, sustainable farming practices and sustainable forestry management.  

Clinton Devon Clinton Devon 
Estates 

Aims to develop 2 broad scale fully costed ELM schemes across two sub-catchments, with a broad alliance of 
stakeholders, built around the foundations of natural capital accounting. 

Dartmoor 
National Park 

A plan-based 
approach building 
on Dartmoor 
Farming Futures 

The proposal offers to test an integrated plan approach to pay land managers to deliver pre-agreed 
outcomes reflecting local priorities.   

Defra Nature 
Strategy Team 

ELM and Net 
Gain: Blending 
public and private 
sector funding  

A proposal from a Defra policy team seeking to test and trial a variety of different mechanisms that could be 
used to deliver environmental outcomes including net gain, nature recovery networks and blended finance. 

Environment 
Agency  

Developing 
markets in 
environmental 
Outcomes 

A proposal to develop the emerging market-based approach by: 
1. Adding more functionality into the existing reverse auction tool e.g. tracking outcomes and spending; 2. 
Trialling the tool for other environmental outcomes in different places; 3. Establishing joint funding of 
outcomes through the tool, including private sector funding. 

Exmoor 
National Park 

Using natural 
capital in upland 
and pastoral 
landscapes 

To test the preparation of a simple map-based register of natural capital assets at both farm and landscape 
scale to inform local priorities. Test and trial annual revenue and capital payments for retention 
/enhancement for categories of natural capital assets, based on a natural capital valuation approach. Trial 
impacts of different payment levels and land use and management enterprise and landscape scales. 

Forestry 
Commission 

Whole Holding 
Plans - additional 
to previous 
submission 

Testing of the skills needed and the potential approach taken to build on historic woodland management 
plans to develop whole holding management plans, involving private consultants. 

Foundation for 
Common Land 

N/A Test how future Environmental Land Management schemes will work on commons. 
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Organisation Title  Summary 

NAAONBs Farming for the 
Nation  

NAAONB to provide a central hub that provides support and oversight to locally devised trials and tests 
within each local AONB with aim of delivering AONB mg plans.  Specific proposals from Cornwall (adaptive 
learning approach); Quantocks (whole holding); Blackdowns (nature networks through reverse auctions); 
Cranborne (farm clusters); Forest of Bowland (integrating environment with growth); Kent Downs (access 
and public use); Cotswolds (combining environment with efficiency); Kent Downs (water); etc.. 

National Trust Whole Farm Plans The proposal seeks to test the development process of land management plans with tenant farmers. Project 
to initially test a 'whole farm plan' to develop solutions for delivery of environmental outcomes in a way that 
is economically sustainable for farming businesses.   

Natural England Catchment 
Sensitive Farming 

This is an offer to use CSF as a platform through which to conduct T&T. They are running a number of pilots 
currently. They have established relationships with farmers. 

Peak District 
National Park 

Using the White 
Peak National 
Character Area 
(NCA) for testing 
and trials ideas 

The proposal offers a platform to test land management plans and how to determine local priorities based on 
a national character area. It aims to use the White Peak national character area of Peak District National Park 
to inform / develop ELM scheme by testing whole land management plans, how to best to sustainably retain, 
maintain, and restore walls, link fragmented habitats for delivery of natural recovery networks and 
assessment of water vulnerable zones and soil health. 

RSPB Self-assessment 
of Environmental 
Land 
Management 
Schemes 

Developing and testing a method for the self-assessment of the performance of environmental schemes for 
the land manager deliverers, followed by a trial to properly inform further development. 

Wildlife Trusts A facilitated, 
farmer-led 
approach to 
delivery on a 
landscape scale 

Proposes to test land management plans with nearly 100 farmers in 8 clusters (Gloucestershire, 
Worcestershire, Berkshire, Buckinghamshire, Oxfordshire, Hampshire and the Isle of Wight) working together 
to determine local priorities for public goods.   

Source: Examples selected by the authors from the list of tests and trials circulated by Defra ELM team, February 2019 
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Implications for the monitoring of landscape 
character, quality and resilience 

6.17 The Government’s plans for agri-environment policy following 
Brexit are clearly still in a formative stage.  The following 
conclusions can therefore only be provisional and tentative at this 
time.  Nevertheless, it would appear that new policies and 
schemes will mark a significant break with the situation that has 
applied under the CAP since the introduction of agri-environment 
schemes in England in the 1980s.  The following conclusions focus 
on what may be the most significant impacts on landscape 
character and quality. 

Withdrawal of direct payments 

6.18 The withdrawal of direct payments to farmers (the Basic Payment 
Scheme) should remove the distorting and environmentally 
harmful effects of such schemes that have been evident over the 
last 20 years or so.  An example of this is the requirement in the 
BPS to disallow payments for uncropped areas (classified as 
‘Permanently Ineligible Features’) such as scrub, which has acted 
as a disincentive for farmers to leave such areas of potentially high 
landscape value.  In future, all payments will be made in return for 
farmers providing specific public goods. 

6.19 However, a potentially negative impact of the removal of direct 
payments could be that, without these payments, the viability of 
some extensive production systems (for instance low output beef 
and sheep farms) could be overturned.  The results of the Farm 
Business Survey commissioned by Defra17 have shown that, for 
many years, farm business incomes for most livestock farms, and 
many mixed and arable farms, in England have been negative 
without the inclusion of direct payments.   

 
17 http://farmbusinesssurvey.co.uk 

6.20 Negative farm business incomes for a significant proportion of 
farms would be likely to lead to major structural change in 
England’s landscapes such as a switch to more intensive forms of 
land use on more agriculturally productive land (for instance 
horticulture or dairy farming) or to land abandonment or low-cost 
‘ranching’ on less productive land.  Farm sales and amalgamations 
could lead to a significant change in the socio-cultural character of 
some rural areas, and also contribute to new innovation and 
enterprise, which could lead to impacts (positive or negative) on 
landscape character and quality. 

6.21 If it were deemed desirable to limit the extent, or influence the 
change, in such restructuring using ELM, for instance to maintain 
aspects of current landscape character, it is likely that high levels 
of payments, many times higher than has been the case for 
previous agri-environment schemes, would be needed to address 
the shortfall in direct payments from the BPS. 

Outcomes instead of prescriptions 

6.22 There has been interest in developing an outcomes-focused 
approach to agri-environment scheme agreements for several 
years.  This approach involves agreement holders agreeing to 
deliver specific environmental results and frees them to choose the 
actions that are best suited to producing these results.  The 
approach removes the prescriptive requirements from agreements 
and gives agreement holders more flexibility, but also places 
greater responsibility on agreement holders to adopt the 
necessary management techniques.  Recommended actions for 
delivering outcomes can remain part of the guidance given to 
agreement holders and evidence that these have been followed 
could demonstrate compliance with the scheme where outcomes 
are slow to materialise. There have been a number of trials of this 
approach in England, including Natural England’s outcomes-
focussed pilots (for instance on Dartmoor) and the Results-Based 
Agri-environment Payment Scheme (RBAPS) pilots in North 
Yorkshire and Norfolk/Suffolk.  
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6.23 Defra has made clear that it favours this approach for ELM but will 
be subjecting it to tests and trials during the next few years.  At 
the time of writing, there is no information from Defra on how the 
outcomes agreed with agreement holders will reflect landscape 
objectives.  There would appear to be no reason in principle, why 
outcomes to maintain, conserve or strengthen specific aspects of 
landscape character could not be included in ELM Farm 
Management Plans.  For instance, these could refer to the patterns 
of landcover, density and structure of field boundaries, use of local 
materials and protection of historic features.  The manifestation of 
these landscape attributes within the agreement holding would be 
described in the Farm Management Plan. 

6.24 In terms of future monitoring of landscape character and quality, 
an outcomes-focussed approach may require a different 
experimental framework, since it will no longer be possible to 
identify the adoption of particular management prescriptions (for 
instance levels of grazing or fertiliser applications to grassland, or 
the width of field margins around arable fields).  Where 
agreements were based on delivery of specified landscape 
outcomes, it is likely that these could be monitored in relation to 
the presence and condition of landscape features.  However, it 
might be more difficult to develop a monitoring framework for 
detecting the impacts on landscape character and quality from 
outcomes for say water or air quality or mitigation of climate 
change, when it is not known what land management actions 
agreement holders will choose to adopt to deliver these outcomes.   

6.25 However, if there is careful selection in ELMs agreements of 
approaches to deliver multiple outcomes, there would be 
opportunities to enhance landscape character while meeting a wide 
range of other objectives.  Such multiple outcome approaches 
could include bringing rivers back into continuity with their 
floodplains, increasing woodland cover, no-till approaches to 

 
18 Forestry Commission (2018). Natural Capital Account 2017-2018.  
https://www.forestry.gov.uk/forestry/beeh-b3mdhx  
19 Natural England (2018).  Natural Capital Indicators: for defining and measuring change in 
natural capital. NERR076. September 2018 
 

arable cropping, favouring permanent pasture over grass leys, or 
landscape-scale habitat restoration. 

6.26 Indeed, following a multi-benefit approach, the monitoring 
framework that has been developed for this and the previous 
study, looking at the contribution of AES to conserving and 
enhancing landscape character can still be directly relevant to the 
future monitoring of landscape character and quality.  The current 
approach identifies the key characteristics of individual NCAs and 
the objectives relevant to conserving and enhancing these.  This 
provides a comprehensive framework for assessing change to 
landscape character and quality.  The difference is that the effects 
will no longer be judged against inputs (uptake of AES options) but 
against outcomes which in some cases will take time to mature.  
Thus rather than relying on input data it will require assessment of 
physical changes in the landscape, for example, through fixed 
point photography as in the NALS (New Agricultural Landscapes 
Studies). 

Natural capital and landscape 

6.27 As noted earlier (Figure 35) the concept of natural capital 
originated in environmental economics.  Most practical examples 
of the use of natural capital have taken place at a high level (for 
instance annual natural capital accounts prepared by the Forestry 
Commission18, Natural England’s recent research on natural capital 
indicators19 and area-based projects such as the natural capital 
assessment of the Cholderton Estate in Hampshire20) in which the 
stock of natural capital is based on the extent of broad land use or 
habitat types.  These high-level approaches have not sought to 
describe the presence of finer-grained landscape features or 
categorisations of landscape character.   

6.28 These studies have tended to focus on the value of ‘instrumental’ 
public goods provided by natural capital such as water quality, 

20 Eftec (2018).  Cholderton Estate Natural Capital Account.  An Illustration of How Good 
Farming Pays.  27 September 2018 
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carbon sequestration or recreational provision, rather than 
‘intrinsic’ public goods such as natural beauty or cultural heritage.  
As a result, they have not sought to measure the cultural or 
aesthetic aspects of natural capital.  The Natural Capital 
Committee, in its workbook on how to use natural capital in 
practice, includes ‘landscapes’ as an example of a natural capital 
asset21 but does not provide further guidance on how the stock of 
this asset can be recorded for the purpose of natural capital 
accounting.  

6.29 Historic England, which is familiar through its sponsoring body, 
DCMS, with the concept of cultural capital, published a research 
paper on how natural capital relates to the historic environment22 
and commissioned a series of nine research projects on particular 
aspects of this relationship23.  Historic England may therefore be 
relatively well-placed to contribute thinking to the design of 
natural capital registers and farm management plans for the ELM, 
in order to deliver historic environment objectives.  The authors 
are not aware of any similar number studies that have sought to 
apply the concept of natural capital to landscape character and 
quality24.  

 

 
21 Natural Capital Committee (2016).  How to do it: a natural capital workbook.  See Figure 2.  
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/608852/ncc-
natural-capital-workbook.pdf  
22 Fluck and Holyoak (2017).  Ecosystem Services, Natural Capital and the Historic 
Environment.  Historic England Research Report Series No 19/2017.  
http://research.historicengland.org.uk/Report.aspx?i=15572&ru=%2FResults.aspx%3Fp%3D1
%26n%3D10%26rn%3D19%26ry%3D2017%26ns%3D1 
23 These studies are located in the Peak District (focussing on stone walls), the Essex coastal 
grazing marshes, the Blackdown Hills AONB (boundaries and linear landscape features), the 

Trent Valley, the Kent Coast (marine and coastal heritage), Lower Severn Vale (field 
boundaries), Dorset Stour (water meadows and other water management features), Tyne to 
Tees (marine) and historic buildings and boundaries. 
24  One such study that has sought to do so is Deane R and Walker A (2018). Towards a 
Register of Natural Capital on Exmoor – A study for the Exmoor Society, the technical appendix 
of which includes a chapter on Natural Capital and the Cultural Services – a short literature 
review. https://www.exmoorsociety.com/content/publications/reports-2  



 

Appendix 1  
Example of potential new stock data 
 

NCA Countryside Survey 
hedgerow data used in 
2013 and current 
assessment (km) 

Ordnance Survey Rural 
Land Feature Layer 
hedge data (2018) 
(km) 

1 886 1394 

2 1185 1030 

3 1010 1792 

4 108 106 

5 644 590 

6 3082 6698 

7 1626 2815 

8 1410 2900 

9 923 2344 

10 415 472 

11 630 1125 

12 1448 2280 

13 1318 1519 

14 1015 945 

15 1186 1333 

16 1531 2630 

17 94 339 

18 28 78 

19 1402 2118 

20 980 1890 

21 840 1369 

22 2581 3835 

23 3384 3771 

NCA Countryside Survey 
hedgerow data used in 
2013 and current 
assessment (km) 

Ordnance Survey Rural 
Land Feature Layer 
hedge data (2018) 
(km) 

24 2225 3205 

25 3530 4454 

26 1599 2185 

27 3924 4466 

28 3772 4714 

29 841 1022 

30 4820 5433 

31 384 503 

32 3881 3642 

33 1496 2845 

34 181 296 

35 1200 1580 

36 1085 1243 

37 1111 1244 

38 5400 4921 

39 5990 4105 

40 2318 2587 

41 632 249 

42 2134 1939 

43 2965 3484 

44 2575 2731 

45 1747 1503 

46 7970 3302 

47 1971 1871 

48 6010 8505 

49 1708 1768 

50 1241 1813 

51 1176 963 



 

NCA Countryside Survey 
hedgerow data used in 
2013 and current 
assessment (km) 

Ordnance Survey Rural 
Land Feature Layer 
hedge data (2018) 
(km) 

52 676 1086 

53 518 1128 

54 745 634 

55 586 152 

56 1214 858 

57 241 72 

58 608 164 

59 607 756 

60 1715 993 

61 13820 20629 

62 909 1271 

63 264 664 

64 1638 2289 

65 2725 5369 

66 3203 3485 

67 2102 1683 

68 2923 5120 

69 1310 1086 

70 530 749 

71 738 962 

72 1145 1541 

73 623 638 

74 2373 3605 

75 2544 2651 

76 2989 3139 

77 75 80 

78 1948 2862 

79 585 1003 

NCA Countryside Survey 
hedgerow data used in 
2013 and current 
assessment (km) 

Ordnance Survey Rural 
Land Feature Layer 
hedge data (2018) 
(km) 

80 1140 1368 

81 1501 1301 

82 1977 2580 

83 8150 8952 

84 3397 3784 

85 4043 1870 

86 12500 10778 

87 3225 2588 

88 8840 8196 

89 3229 3948 

90 1016 832 

91 1287 1325 

92 1901 1740 

93 2091 3446 

94 2392 3880 

95 3695 5285 

96 2801 3628 

97 5000 5041 

98 1376 2580 

99 761 657 

100 3652 4375 

101 1495 377 

102 786 416 

103 366 321 

104 2320 2915 

105 1382 700 

106 8680 10781 

107 9900 12273 



 

NCA Countryside Survey 
hedgerow data used in 
2013 and current 
assessment (km) 

Ordnance Survey Rural 
Land Feature Layer 
hedge data (2018) 
(km) 

108 7220 8392 

109 1574 1765 

110 5010 4105 

111 7240 5755 

112 233 36 

113 1677 1648 

114 755 308 

115 2743 1004 

116 3476 3216 

117 2560 3824 

118 3122 4760 

119 3880 3604 

120 4810 3471 

121 6700 7063 

122 6340 6187 

123 731 568 

124 213 185 

125 2774 2350 

126 833 1150 

127 979 1499 

128 1131 913 

129 4150 2304 

130 4300 3203 

131 2340 1430 

132 3610 2495 

133 3007 5206 

134 3490 5189 

135 1704 1285 

NCA Countryside Survey 
hedgerow data used in 
2013 and current 
assessment (km) 

Ordnance Survey Rural 
Land Feature Layer 
hedge data (2018) 
(km) 

136 401 527 

137 24 11 

138 435 713 

139 654 1085 

140 2919 5451 

141 1224 1746 

142 1863 1604 

143 1837 3311 

144 352 275 

145 4740 8746 

146 1956 3359 

147 3558 6105 

148 4103 6810 

149 14100 22812 

150 2345 3277 

151 5090 8461 

152 10420 18204 

153 1462 1839 

154 622 825 

155 735 1862 

156 933 2290 

157 665 1282 

158 
 

155 

159 9 8 

Total 396918 474223 



 

Appendix 2  
Land Cover Map 2007 versus 2015 
 

2007 LCM habitat  Area (ha)  2015 LCM habitat  Area (ha) 
Acid grassland  319578  Acid grassland  469100 
Arable and horticulture  5365800  Arable and horticulture  4774900 
Bog  203583  Bog  196000 
Broad leaved, mixed and yew woodland  934087  Broadleaf woodland  976300 
Built up areas and gardens  1171796       
Calcareous grassland  36320  Calcareous grassland  81400 
Coniferous woodland  304934  Coniferous woodland  297100 
Dwarf shrub heath  366879       
Fen marsh and swamp  6786  Fen, marsh and swamp  11900 
Freshwater  78868  Freshwater  96500 
      Heather  173900 
      Heather grassland  95600 
Improved grassland  3584938  Improved grassland  4286500 
Inland rock  42593  Inland rock  23400 
Littoral rock  2321  Littoral rock  3700 
Littoral sediment  37290  Littoral sediment  14600 
Montane habitats  36991       
Neutral grassland  112777  Neutral grassland  60800 
Rough low‐productivity grassland  501281       
      Saltmarsh  45600 
Salt water  2818  Saltwater  15300 
      Suburban  1086400 
Supra‐littoral rock  907  Supralittoral rock  3700 
Supra‐littoral sediment  16482  Supralittoral sediment  18300 
      Urban  335000 



 

 

2007 LCM habitat  2007 LCM sub‐habitat  Code 
Acid grassland  Acid grassland  Ga 
Acid grassland  Bracken dominated grassland  Br 
Arable and horticulture  Arable bare  Aba 
Arable and horticulture  Arable Stubble  Ast 
Arable and horticulture  Arable unknown  Au 
Arable and horticulture  Arable wheat  Aw 
Arable and horticulture  Orchard  O 
Bog  Bog  Bo 
Bog  Bog, grass dominated  Bg 
Bog  Bog, heather dominated  Bh 
Broad leaved, mixed and yew woodland  Deciduous  D 
Broad leaved, mixed and yew woodland  Mixed  M 
Broad leaved, mixed and yew woodland  Scrub  Sc 
Built up areas and gardens  Bare  Ba 
Built up areas and gardens  Suburban  Us 
Built up areas and gardens  Urban  U 
Built up areas and gardens  Urban industrial  Ui 
Calcareous grassland  Calcareous grassland  Gc 
Coniferous woodland  Conifer  C 
Coniferous woodland  Felled  Fd 
Coniferous woodland  Recent (<10 years)  Cn 
Dwarf shrub heath  Burnt heather  Hb 
Dwarf shrub heath  Gorse  Hg 
Dwarf shrub heath  Heather and dwarf shrub  H 
Dwarf shrub heath  Heather grass  Hga 
Fen marsh and swamp  Fen marsh and swamp  F 
Freshwater  Flooded  Wf 
Freshwater  Lake  Wl 



 

2007 LCM habitat  2007 LCM sub‐habitat  Code 
Freshwater  River  Wr 
Improved grassland  Hay  Gh 
Improved grassland  Improved  Gi 
Inland rock  Despoiled land  Ud 
Inland rock  Inland rock  Ib 
Littoral rock  Littoral rock  Lr 
Littoral sediment  Littoral mud  Lm 
Littoral sediment  Littoral sand  Ls 
Littoral sediment  Saltmarsh  Sm 
Littoral sediment  Saltmarsh grasing  Smg 
Montane habitats  Montane habitats  Z 
Neutral grassland  Neutral grassland  Gn 
Rough low‐productivity grassland  Rough low‐productivity grassland  Gr 
Salt water  Estuary  We 
Salt water  Sea water  Ws 
Supra‐littoral rock  Supra‐littoral rock  Sr 
Supra‐littoral sediment  Sand dune  Sd 
Supra‐littoral sediment  Sand dune with shrubs  Sds 
Supra‐littoral sediment  Shingle  Sh 
Supra‐littoral sediment  Shingle vegetated  Shv 



 

Appendix 3  
Master table of objectives and options 

 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

Theme A: Woodland and tree cover 

A1 Active woodland management % of woodland managed 
under ES/CS 

10 % CS WD2 Woodland improvement ha 

A1 Active woodland management % of woodland managed 
under ES/CS 

10 % HLS HC7 Maintenance of woodland ha 

A1 Active woodland management % of woodland managed 
under ES/CS 

10 % HLS HC8 Restoration of woodland  ha 

A3 Woodland creation Woodland creation under 
ES/CS as % of existing 
woodland 

1 % CS WD1 Woodland creation - 
maintenance payments 

ha 

A3 Woodland creation Woodland creation under 
ES/CS as % of existing 
woodland 

1 % HLS HC10 Creation of woodland outside 
Severely Disadvantaged 
Areas 

ha 

A3 Woodland creation Woodland creation under 
ES/CS as % of existing 
woodland 

1 % HLS HC9 Creation of woodland in 
Severely Disadvantaged 
Areas  

ha 

A4 Semi-natural woodland 
regeneration 

% of scrub maintained as 
successional areas under 
ES/CS 

10 % CS WD7 Management of successional 
areas and scrub 

ha 

A4 Semi-natural woodland 
regeneration 

% of scrub maintained as 
successional areas under 
ES/CS 

10 % CS WD8 Creation of successional areas 
and scrub 

ha 

A4 Semi-natural woodland 
regeneration 

% of scrub maintained as 
successional areas under 
ES/CS 

10 % HLS HC15 Maintenance of successional 
areas and scrub 

ha 

A4 Semi-natural woodland 
regeneration 

% of scrub maintained as 
successional areas under 
ES/CS 

10 % HLS HC16 Restoration of successional 
areas and scrub 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

A4 Semi-natural woodland 
regeneration 

% of scrub maintained as 
successional areas under 
ES/CS 

10 % HLS HC17 Creation of successional areas 
and scrub 

ha 

A5 Protection  of in-field trees Number of in-field trees 
protected under ES/CS 

180 per NCA CS BE1 Protection of in-field trees on 
arable land 

ha 

A5 Protection  of in-field trees Number of in-field trees 
protected under ES/CS 

180 per NCA CS BE2 Protection of in-field trees on 
intensive grassland 

ha 

A5 Protection  of in-field trees Number of in-field trees 
protected under ES/CS 

180 per NCA ELS EC1  Protection of in-field trees on 
arable land  

ha 

A5 Protection  of in-field trees Number of in-field trees 
protected under ES/CS 

180 per NCA ELS EC2  Protection of in-field trees on 
grassland  

ha 

A5 Protection  of in-field trees Number of in-field trees 
protected under ES/CS 

180 per NCA ELS OC1 Protection of in-field trees on 
rotational land 

ha 

A5 Protection  of in-field trees Number of in-field trees 
protected under ES/CS 

180 per NCA ELS OC2 Protection of in-field trees on 
organic grassland 

ha 

A5 Protection  of in-field trees Number of in-field trees 
protected under ES/CS 

180 per NCA HLS HC1 Protection of in-field trees on 
arable land 

ha 

A5 Protection  of in-field trees Number of in-field trees 
protected under ES/CS 

180 per NCA HLS HC2 Protection of in-field trees on 
grassland 

ha 

A5 Protection  of in-field trees Number of in-field trees 
protected under ES/CS 

180 per NCA HLS HC5 Ancient trees in arable fields ha 

A5 Protection  of in-field trees Number of in-field trees 
protected under ES/CS 

180 per NCA HLS HC6 Ancient trees in intensively 
managed grass fields 

ha 

A5 Protection  of in-field trees Number of in-field trees 
protected under ES/CS 

180 per NCA HLS OHC1 Protection of in-field trees on 
rotational land 

ha 

A5 Protection  of in-field trees Number of in-field trees 
protected under ES/CS 

180 per NCA HLS OHC2 Protection of in-field trees on 
organic grassland 

ha 

A7 Renewal of hedgerow trees Number of hedgerow trees 
established under ES/CS 

500 per NCA CS TE1 Planting Standard Hedgerow 
Tree 

Number 

A7 Renewal of hedgerow trees Number of hedgerow trees 
established under ES/CS 

500 per NCA ELS EC23  Establishment of hedgerow 
trees by tagging NEW in 2010  

Number 

A7 Renewal of hedgerow trees Number of hedgerow trees 
established under ES/CS 

500 per NCA ELS OC23 Establishment of hedgerow 
trees by tagging NEW in 2010 

Number 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

A8 Management of riverside / 
bankside trees 

Number of bankside trees 
coppiced 

500 per NCA Capital CBT Coppicing bankside trees Number 

A8 Management of riverside / 
bankside trees 

Number of bankside trees 
coppiced 

500 per NCA CS TE10 Coppicing Bank-side Trees Number 

A9 Management and extension of 
traditional orchards 

% of traditional orchards 
managed under ES/CS 

5 % CS BE4 Management of traditional 
orchards 

ha 

A9 Management and extension of 
traditional orchards 

% of traditional orchards 
managed under ES/CS 

5 % CS BE5 Creation of traditional 
orchards 

ha 

A9 Management and extension of 
traditional orchards 

% of traditional orchards 
managed under ES/CS 

5 % HLS HC18 Maintenance of high-value 
traditional orchards 

ha 

A9 Management and extension of 
traditional orchards 

% of traditional orchards 
managed under ES/CS 

5 % HLS HC19 Maintenance of traditional 
orchards in production 

ha 

A9 Management and extension of 
traditional orchards 

% of traditional orchards 
managed under ES/CS 

5 % HLS HC20 Restoration of traditional 
orchards 

ha 

A9 Management and extension of 
traditional orchards 

% of traditional orchards 
managed under ES/CS 

5 % HLS HC21 Creation of traditional 
orchards 

ha 

A10 Strengthening of woodland 
boundaries adjacent to arable 

% of woodland boundaries 
strengthened 

0.2 % CS WD3 Woodland edges on arable 
land 

ha 

A10 Strengthening of woodland 
boundaries adjacent to arable 

% of woodland boundaries 
strengthened 

0.2 % ELS EC4  Management of woodland 
edges  

ha 

A10 Strengthening of woodland 
boundaries adjacent to arable 

% of woodland boundaries 
strengthened 

0.2 % ELS OC4 Management of woodland 
edges 

ha 

A10 Strengthening of woodland 
boundaries adjacent to arable 

% of woodland boundaries 
strengthened 

0.2 % HLS HC4 Management of woodland 
edges 

ha 

A10 Strengthening of woodland 
boundaries adjacent to arable 

% of woodland boundaries 
strengthened 

0.2 % HLS OHC4 Management of woodland 
edges 

ha 

Theme B: Field patterns and boundary types 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital HF Hedgerow supplement – 
removal of old fence lines 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital HR Hedgerow restoration 
including laying, coppicing 
and gapping up 

km 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital HR2010 Hedgerow restoration 
includes laying, coppicing and 
gapping up 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital HSC Hedgerow supplement – 
substantial pre-work 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital HSL Hedgerow supplement – top 
binding and staking 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS BE3 Management of hedgerows km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS BN10 Hedgerow Supplement - Top 
Binding and Staking 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS BN5 Hedgerow laying km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS BN6 Hedgerow Coppicing km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS BN7 Hedgerow Gapping km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EB1  Hedgerow management on 
both sides of a hedge  

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EB10  Combined hedge and ditch 
management (incorporating 
EB3 Enhanced hedgerow 
management) 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EB14 Hedgerow restoration km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EB2  Hedgerow management on 
one side of a hedge  

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EB3  Enhanced hedgerow 
management  

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EB8  Combined hedge and ditch 
management (incorporating 
EB1 Hedgerow management) 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EB9  Combined hedge and ditch 
management (incorporating 
EB2 Hedgerow management) 

km 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OB1 Hedgerow management on 
both sides of a hedge 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OB10 Combined hedge and ditch 
management(incorporating 
OB3/EB3 Enhanced hedgerow 
management) 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OB14 Hedgerow restoration km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OB2 Hedgerow management on 
one side of a hedge 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OB3 Enhanced hedgerow 
management 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OB8 Combined hedge and ditch 
management (incorporating 
OB1/EB1 Hedgerow 
management) 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OB9 Combined hedge and ditch 
management (incorporating 
OB2/EB2 Hedgerow 
management) 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HB11 Management of hedgerows of 
very high environmental 
value (both sides) 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HB12 Management of hedgerows of 
very high environmental 
value (one side) 

km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UB14  Hedgerow restoration  km 

B1 Management and restoration of 
hedgerows 

% of hedgerows managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UOB14 Hedgerow restoration km 

B2 Creation of new hedgerow 
lengths 

Length of new hedgerows 
planted 

10 km per 
NCA 

Capital PH Hedgerow planting – new 
hedges 

km 

B2 Creation of new hedgerow 
lengths 

Length of new hedgerows 
planted 

10 km per 
NCA 

CS BN11 Planting new hedges km 

B3 Management and restoration of 
ditches / dykes 

Length of ditches / dykes 
managed under ES/CS 

500 km per 
NCA 

Capital DR Ditch, dyke and rhine 
restoration 

km 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

B3 Management and restoration of 
ditches / dykes 

Length of ditches / dykes 
managed under ES/CS 

500 km per 
NCA 

Capital WDC Creation of ditches – rhines 
and dykes 

km 

B3 Management and restoration of 
ditches / dykes 

Length of ditches / dykes 
managed under ES/CS 

500 km per 
NCA 

Capital WGC Creation of gutters km 

B3 Management and restoration of 
ditches / dykes 

Length of ditches / dykes 
managed under ES/CS 

500 km per 
NCA 

CS WN3 Ditch, Dyke and Rhine 
Restoration 

km 

B3 Management and restoration of 
ditches / dykes 

Length of ditches / dykes 
managed under ES/CS 

500 km per 
NCA 

CS WN4 Ditch, Dyke and Rhine 
Creation 

km 

B3 Management and restoration of 
ditches / dykes 

Length of ditches / dykes 
managed under ES/CS 

500 km per 
NCA 

CS WT3 Management of ditches of 
high environmental value 

km 

B3 Management and restoration of 
ditches / dykes 

Length of ditches / dykes 
managed under ES/CS 

500 km per 
NCA 

ELS EB6  Ditch management  km 

B3 Management and restoration of 
ditches / dykes 

Length of ditches / dykes 
managed under ES/CS 

500 km per 
NCA 

ELS EB7  Half ditch management  km 

B3 Management and restoration of 
ditches / dykes 

Length of ditches / dykes 
managed under ES/CS 

500 km per 
NCA 

ELS OB6 Ditch management km 

B3 Management and restoration of 
ditches / dykes 

Length of ditches / dykes 
managed under ES/CS 

500 km per 
NCA 

ELS OB7 Half ditch management km 

B3 Management and restoration of 
ditches / dykes 

Length of ditches / dykes 
managed under ES/CS 

500 km per 
NCA 

HLS HB14 Management of ditches of 
very high environmental 
value NEW in 2010 

km 

B4 Management and restoration of 
stone walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital TW Stone wall supplement – top 
wiring 

km 

B4 Management and restoration of 
stone walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital WR Stone wall restoration km 

B4 Management and restoration of 
stone walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital WR2010 Stone wall restoration km 

B4 Management and restoration of 
stone walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital WRD Stone wall supplement – 
difficult sites 

km 

B4 Management and restoration of 
stone walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital WRQ Stone wall supplement – 
stone from quarry 

km 

B4 Management and restoration of 
stone walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital WRS Stone wall supplement – 
stone from holding 

km 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

B4 Management and restoration of 
stone walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS BN12 Stone Wall Restoration km 

B4 Management and restoration of 
stone walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EB11  Stone wall protection and 
maintenance  

km 

B4 Management and restoration of 
stone walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OB11 Stone wall protection and 
maintenance 

km 

B4 Management and restoration of 
stone walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UB11  Stone wall protection and 
maintenance on or above the 
Moorland Line  

km 

B4 Management and restoration of 
stone walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UB17  Stone wall restoration  km 

B4 Management and restoration of 
stone walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UOB11 Stone wall protection and 
maintenance on/above the 
moorland line 

km 

B4 Management and restoration of 
stone walls 

% of stone walls managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UOB17 Stone wall restoration km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital EC Creation of new earth banks 
NEW in 2010 

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital ER Earth bank restoration km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital ER2010 Earth bank restoration km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % Capital ERC Casting up supplement – 
hedge bank options 

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS BN1 Stone-faced bank repair km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS BN2 Stone faced bank restoration km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS BN3 Earth bank creation km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS BN8 Hedgerow Supplement - 
Casting Up 

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EB12  Earth bank management on 
both sides NEW in 2010  

km 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EB13  Earth bank management on 
one side NEW in 2010  

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EB4  Stone-faced hedgebank 
management on both sides  

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EB5  Stone-faced hedgebank 
management on one side  

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OB12 Earth bank management on 
both sides NEW in 2010 

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OB13 Earth bank management on 
one side NEW in 2010 

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OB4 Stone-faced hedgebank 
management on both sides 

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OB5 Stone-faced hedgebank 
management on one side 

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UB12  Earth bank management on 
both sides on or above the 
Moorland Line  

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UB13  Earth bank management on 
one side on or above the 
Moorland Line  

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UB15  Stone-faced hedgebank 
restoration  

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UB16  Earth bank restoration  km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UB4  Stone-faced hedgebank 
management on both sides 
on or above the Moorland 
Line  

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UB5  Stone-faced hedgebank 
management on one side on 
or above the Moorland Line  

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UOB12 Earth bank management 
(both sides) on/above the 
moorland line 

km 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UOB15 Stone-faced hedgebank 
restoration 

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UOB16 Earth bank restoration km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UOB4 Stone-faced hedgebank 
management (both sides) 
on/above ML 

km 

B5 Management and restoration of 
banks 

% of banks managed 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UOB5 Stone-faced hedgebank 
management (one side) 
on/above ML 

km 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

CS AB10 Unharvested cereal headland ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

CS AB9 Winter bird food ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

CS SW1 4-6m buffer strip on 
cultivated land 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

CS SW11 Riparian management strip ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

CS SW2 4-6m buffer strip on intensive 
grassland 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

CS SW4 12-24m watercourse buffer 
strip on cultivated land 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

CS WT1 Buffering in field ponds and 
ditches in improved grassland 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

CS WT2 Buffering in-field ponds and 
ditches on arable land 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS EE10  6 m buffer strips on intensive 
grassland next to a 
watercourse NEW in 2010  

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS EE12  Supplement to add 
wildflowers to buffer strips 
and field corners 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS EE2  4 m buffer strips on 
cultivated land  

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS EE3  6 m buffer strips on 
cultivated land  

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS EE5  4 m buffer strips on intensive 
grassland  

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS EE6  6 m buffer strips on intensive 
grassland  

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS EE9  6 m buffer strips on 
cultivated land next to a 
watercourse NEW in 2010  

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS EF10  Unharvested cereal headlands  ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS EF11  Uncropped cultivated margins 
for rare plants  

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS EF9  Unfertilised cereal headlands  ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS EJ9  12 m buffer strips for 
watercourses on cultivated 
land NEW in 2009  

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS OE2 4 m buffer strips on rotational 
land 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS OE3 6 m buffer strips on rotational 
land  

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS OE9 6 m buffer strips on rotational 
land next to a  

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS OJ9  12 m buffer strips for 
watercourses on rotational 
land NEW in 2009 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

ELS REF10 No longer used Non payment 
version of EF10 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HE10 Floristically enhanced grass 
buffer strips (non-rotational) 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HE2 4 m buffer strips on 
cultivated land 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HE3 6 m buffer strips on 
cultivated land 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HF10 Unharvested cereal headlands ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HF10NR Unharvested cereal headlands 
NR 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HF11 Uncropped, cultivated 
margins for rare plants 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HF14 Unharvested, fertiliser-free 
conservation headland  

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HF14NR Unharvested, fertiliser-free 
conservation headland NR 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HF9 Unfertilised cereal headlands ha 



 

Objective 
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Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
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code 

Option name Units used 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HJ9 12 m buffer strips for 
watercourses on cultivated 
land 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS OHE2 4 m buffer strips on rotational 
land 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS OHE3 6 m buffer strips on rotational 
land 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS OHE9 6 m buffer strips on rotational 
land next to a  

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS OHJ9 12 m buffer strips for 
watercourses on cultivated 
land NEW in 2009 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS RHF10 No longer used Non payment 
version of HF10 

ha 

B6 Use of wide buffer strips to 
reinforce field patterns in arable 
and intensive grassland areas 

Area of wider buffer strips 
/ yr round headlands 
created under ES/CS 

1000 ha per 
NCA 

HLS RHF14 No longer used Non payment 
version of HF14 

ha 

B7 Minimal negative landscape 
impact from deer fencing 

Length of ES/CS deer 
fencing 

5 km per 
NCA 

Capital FD Deer fencing km 

B7 Minimal negative landscape 
impact from deer fencing 

Length of ES/CS deer 
fencing 

5 km per 
NCA 

CS FG10 Temporary deer fencing / m km 

B9 Management and restoration of 
stone gateposts 

Number of stone gateposts 
 

per NCA Capital LSP Stone gate post Number 

B9 Management and restoration of 
stone gateposts 

Number of stone gateposts 
 

per NCA CS FG13 Stone Gate Post Number 

Theme C: Agricultural land use 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % CS AB11 Cultivated areas for arable 
plants 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % CS AB13 Brassica fodder crop ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % CS AB14 Harvested low input cereal ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % CS AB15 Two year sown legume fallow ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % CS AB16 Autumn Sown BumbleBird 
Mix 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % CS AB2 Basic Overwinter stubble ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % CS AB6 Enhanced overwinter stubble ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % CS AB7 Wholecrop cereals ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % CS OP1 Overwintered stubble ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % CS SW5 Enhanced management of 
maize crops 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % CS SW6 Winter cover crops ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS EC4  Management of woodland 
edges  

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS EF15  Reduced herbicide cereal 
crops followed by 
overwintered stubble NEW in 
2010  

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS EF22  Extended overwintered 
stubble NEW in 2010  

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS EF6  Overwintered stubble  ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS EG4  Cereals for whole-crop silage 
followed by overwintered 
stubble  

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS EG5 Brassica fodder crops 
followed by over-wintered 
stubbles 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS EJ10  Enhanced management of 
maize crops to reduce soil 
erosion and run-off NEW in 
2009  

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS EJ13  Winter cover crops NEW in 
2010  

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS OEF15 Reduced herbicide cereal 
crops followed by 
overwintered stubble NEW in 
2010 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS OEF22 Extended overwintered 
stubble NEW in 2010 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS OF6 Overwintered stubble ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS OG4 Cereals for whole-crop silage 
followed by overwintered 
stubble 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS OG5 Brassica fodder crops 
followed by over-wintered 
stubbles 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS REF6 No longer used Non payment 
version of EF6 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS REG4 No longer used Non payment 
version of EG4 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS REG5 No longer used Non payment 
version of EG5 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS ROF6 No longer used Non payment 
version of OF6 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS ROG4 No longer used Non payment 
version of OG4 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % ELS ROG5 No longer used Non payment 
version of OG5 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS HF15 Reduced herbicide cereal 
crops followed by 
overwintered stubble 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS HF15NR Reduced herbicide cereal 
crops following overwintered 
stubble NR 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS HF6 Overwintered stubble ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS HG4 Cereals for whole-crop silage 
followed by overwintered 
stubble 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS HG5 Brassica fodder crops 
followed by overwintered 
stubble 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS HJ10 Enhanced management of 
maize crops to reduce soil 
erosion and run-off NEW in 
2009 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS HJ13 Winter cover crops ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS OHC4 Management of woodland 
edges 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS OHF6 Overwintered stubble ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS OHG4 Cereals for whole-crop silage 
followed by overwintered 
stubble 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS OHG5 Brassica fodder crops 
followed by over-wintered 
stubbles (org) 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS RHF15 No longer used Non payment 
version of HF15 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS RHF6 No longer used Non payment 
version of HF6 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS RHG4 No longer used Non payment 
version of HG4 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS RHG5 No longer used Non payment 
version of HG5 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS ROHF6 No longer used Non payment 
version of OHF6 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS ROHG4 No longer used Non payment 
version of OHG4 

ha 

C1 Enhanced diversity of arable 
landscapes 

% of arable land positively 
helping increase the 
landscape diversity of 
arable land 

20 % HLS ROHG5 No longer used Non payment 
version of OHG5 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % CS GS2 Permanent grassland with 
very low inputs (outside 
SDAs) 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % CS GS4 Legume and herb-rich swards ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % CS GS5 Permanent grassland with 
very low inputs in SDA 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % CS SW13 Very low nitrogen inputs to 
groundwaters 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % CS SW7 Arable reversion to grassland 
with low fertiliser inputs 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % CS SW8 Management of intensive 
grassland adjacent to a 
watercourse 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EK2  Permanent grassland with low 
inputs  

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EK3  Permanent grassland with 
very low inputs  

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EL2  Permanent grassland with low 
inputs in SDAs  

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EL3  Permanent grassland with 
very low inputs in SDAs  

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OK2 Permanent grassland with low 
inputs 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OK3 Permanent grassland with 
very low inputs  

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OL2 Permanent grassland with low 
inputs in SDAs 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OL3 Permanent grassland with 
very low inputs in SDAs 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HJ3 Arable reversion to 
unfertilised grassland to 
prevent erosion or run-off  

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HJ4 Arable reversion to grassland 
with low fertiliser input to 
prevent erosion or run-off 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK2 Permanent grassland with low 
inputs 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK3 Permanent grassland with 
very low inputs 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HL2 Permanent grassland with low 
inputs in SDAs 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HL3 Permanent grassland with 
very low inputs in SDAs 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS OHK2 Permanent grassland with low 
inputs 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS OHK3 Permanent grassland with 
very low inputs 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS OHL2 Permanent grassland with low 
inputs in SDAs 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS OHL3 Permanent grassland with 
very low inputs in SDAs 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UL21  No cutting strip within 
meadows  

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UOL21 No cutting strip within 
meadows 

ha 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % UHLS UHL21 No cutting strip within 
meadows 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

C2 Retention of mixed/pastoral 
character 

% of improved grassland 
managed as low input 
grassland under ES/CS 

20 % UHLS UOHL21 No cutting strip within 
meadows 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS GS10 Management of wet grassland 
for wintering waders and 
wildfowl 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS GS11 Creation of wet grassland for 
breeding waders 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS GS12 Creation of wet grassland for 
wintering waders and wildfowl 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS GS9 Management of wet grassland 
for breeding waders 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EK4  Management of rush pastures  ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EL4  Management of rush pastures 
in SDAs  

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OK4 Management of rush pastures ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OL4 Management of rush pastures 
in SDAs 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HD10 Maintenance of traditional 
water meadows 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HD11 Restoration of traditional 
water meadows 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK10 Maintenance of wet grassland 
for wintering waders and 
wildfowl 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK11 Restoration of wet grassland 
for breeding waders 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK12 Restoration of wet grassland 
for wintering waders and 
wildfowl 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK13 Creation of wet grassland for 
breeding waders 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK14 Creation of wet grassland for 
wintering waders and wildfowl 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK4 Management of rush pastures ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK9 Maintenance of wet grassland 
for breeding waders 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HL4 Management of rush pastures 
in SDAs 

ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS OHK4 Management of rush pastures ha 

C3 Retention and management of 
wet grasslands 

% of rough grassland 
managed as wet grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS OHL4 Management of rush pastures 
in SDAs 

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS GS13 Management of grassland for 
target features 

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS GS14 Creation of grassland for 
target features 

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-

20 % CS OT6 Organic Land Management - 
Enclosed Rough Grazing 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS UP1 Enclosed rough grazing ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS UP2 Management of rough grazing 
for birds 

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS EL5  Enclosed rough grazing  ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % ELS OL5 Enclosed rough grazing ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK15 Maintenance of grassland for 
target features 

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK16 Restoration of grassland for 
target features 

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK17 Creation of grassland for 
target features 

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HL5 Enclosed rough grazing ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HL7 Maintenance of rough grazing 
for birds 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HL8 Restoration of rough grazing 
for birds 

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS OHL5 Enclosed rough grazing ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UL22  Management of enclosed 
rough grazing for birds  

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UL23  Management of upland 
grassland for birds  

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UOL22 Management of enclosed 
rough grazing for birds 

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % UELS UOL23 Management of upland 
grassland for birds 

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % UHLS UHL22 Management of enclosed 
rough grazing for birds  

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % UHLS UHL23 Management of upland 
grassland for birds 

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % UHLS UOHL22 Management of enclosed 
rough grazing for birds  

ha 

C4 Retention and management of 
rough pasture 

% of rough grassland 
managed as semi-
improved/rough grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % UHLS UOHL23 Management of upland 
grassland for birds 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

C6 Retention and management of 
traditional water meadows 

Area of traditional water 
meadow management 
under ES/CS 

100 ha per 
NCA 

CS HS7 Management of historic water 
meadows through traditional 
irrigation 

ha 

C6 Retention and management of 
traditional water meadows 

Area of traditional water 
meadow management 
under ES/CS 

100 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HD10 Maintenance of traditional 
water meadows 

ha 

C6 Retention and management of 
traditional water meadows 

Area of traditional water 
meadow management 
under ES/CS 

100 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HD11 Restoration of traditional 
water meadows 

ha 

Theme D: Traditional farm buildings 

D1 Retention of historic farm 
buildings 

%  of historic buildings 
maintained under ES/CS 

10 % CS HS1 Maintenance of Weatherproof 
Traditional Farm Buildings 

Number 

D1 Retention of historic farm 
buildings 

%  of historic buildings 
maintained under ES/CS 

10 % CS HS8 Maintenance of Weatherproof 
Traditional Farm Buildings in 
Remote Areas 

Number 

D1 Retention of historic farm 
buildings 

%  of historic buildings 
maintained under ES/CS 

10 % ELS ED1  Maintenance of weatherproof 
traditional farm buildings  

Number 

D1 Retention of historic farm 
buildings 

%  of historic buildings 
maintained under ES/CS 

10 % ELS OD1 Maintenance of weatherproof 
traditional farm buildings  

Number 

D1 Retention of historic farm 
buildings 

%  of historic buildings 
maintained under ES/CS 

10 % HLS HD1 Maintenance of weatherproof 
traditional farm buildings 

Number 

D1 Retention of historic farm 
buildings 

%  of historic buildings 
maintained under ES/CS 

10 % HLS OHD1 Maintenance of weatherproof 
traditional farm buildings 

Number 

D1 Retention of historic farm 
buildings 

%  of historic buildings 
maintained under ES/CS 

10 % UELS UD12  Maintenance of weatherproof 
traditional farm buildings in 
remote locations  

Number 

D1 Retention of historic farm 
buildings 

%  of historic buildings 
maintained under ES/CS 

10 % UHLS UHD12 Maintenance of remote 
weatherproof traditional farm 
buildings 

Number 

D1 Retention of historic farm 
buildings 

%  of historic buildings 
maintained under ES/CS 

10 % UHLS UOHD12 Maintenance of remote 
weatherproof traditional farm 
buildings 

Number 

D2 Restoration of historic farm 
buildings 

Number of features with 
historic building 
restoration 

3 per NCA Capital HTB Restoration of historic 
buildings 

No of 
agreements 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

D2 Restoration of historic farm 
buildings 

Number of features with 
historic building 
restoration 

3 per NCA CS HE2 Historic building restoration ha 

Theme E: Historic environment 

E1 Retention and management of 
archaeology on arable 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable under 
relevant ES/CS  
archaeology options for 
arable 

50 % CS HS3 Reduced depth, non-inversion 
cultivation on historic and 
archaeological features 

ha 

E1 Retention and management of 
archaeology on arable 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable under 
relevant ES/CS  
archaeology options for 
arable 

50 % CS HS9 Restricted depth crop 
establishment to protect 
archaeology under and arable 
rotation 

ha 

E1 Retention and management of 
archaeology on arable 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable under 
relevant ES/CS  
archaeology options for 
arable 

50 % ELS ED2  Take out of cultivation 
archaeological features 
currently on cultivated land  

ha 

E1 Retention and management of 
archaeology on arable 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable under 
relevant ES/CS  
archaeology options for 
arable 

50 % ELS ED3  Reduced-depth, non-inversion 
cultivation on archaeological 
features (minimum till)  

ha 

E1 Retention and management of 
archaeology on arable 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable under 
relevant ES/CS  
archaeology options for 
arable 

50 % ELS OD2 Take out of cultivation 
archaeological features 
currently on rotational land  

ha 

E1 Retention and management of 
archaeology on arable 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable under 
relevant ES/CS  
archaeology options for 
arable 

50 % ELS OD3 Reduced-depth, non-inversion 
cultivation on archaeological 
features (minimum till) 

ha 

E1 Retention and management of 
archaeology on arable 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable under 
relevant ES/CS  
archaeology options for 
arable 

50 % HLS HD2 Take archaeological features 
out of cultivation 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

E1 Retention and management of 
archaeology on arable 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable under 
relevant ES/CS  
archaeology options for 
arable 

50 % HLS HD3 Low depth, non-inversion 
cultivation on archaeological 
features 

ha 

E1 Retention and management of 
archaeology on arable 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable under 
relevant ES/CS  
archaeology options for 
arable 

50 % HLS HD6 Crop establishment by direct 
drilling (non-rotational) 

ha 

E1 Retention and management of 
archaeology on arable 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable under 
relevant ES/CS  
archaeology options for 
arable 

50 % HLS HD7 Arable reversion by natural 
regeneration 

ha 

E1 Retention and management of 
archaeology on arable 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable under 
relevant ES/CS  
archaeology options for 
arable 

50 % HLS OHD2 Take archaeological features 
out of cultivation (Org) 

ha 

E1 Retention and management of 
archaeology on arable 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable under 
relevant ES/CS  
archaeology options for 
arable 

50 % HLS OHD3 Low depth, non-inversion 
cultivation on archaeological 
features 

ha 

E2 Retention and management of 
archaeology  on arable as part of 
wider conservation objectives 

% of archaeological 
resource on arable 
protected by ‘other’ ES/CS 
options that  have a 
positive impact on 
archaeology 

25 % HLS GIS 
arch E2 

  ha 

E3 Retention and management of 
archaeology on grass 

% of archaeological 
resource on grassland 
under relevant  ES/CS  
archaeology  options for 
grassland 

50 % CS HS4 Scrub control on historic and 
archaeological features 

ha 

E3 Retention and management of 
archaeology on grass 

% of archaeological 
resource on grassland 
under relevant  ES/CS  
archaeology  options for 
grassland 

50 % CS HS5 Management of historic and 
archaeological features on 
grassland 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

E3 Retention and management of 
archaeology on grass 

% of archaeological 
resource on grassland 
under relevant  ES/CS  
archaeology  options for 
grassland 

50 % ELS ED4  Management of scrub on 
archaeological features  

ha 

E3 Retention and management of 
archaeology on grass 

% of archaeological 
resource on grassland 
under relevant  ES/CS  
archaeology  options for 
grassland 

50 % ELS ED5  Management of 
archaeological features on 
grassland  

ha 

E3 Retention and management of 
archaeology on grass 

% of archaeological 
resource on grassland 
under relevant  ES/CS  
archaeology  options for 
grassland 

50 % ELS OD4 Management of scrub on 
archaeological features 

ha 

E3 Retention and management of 
archaeology on grass 

% of archaeological 
resource on grassland 
under relevant  ES/CS  
archaeology  options for 
grassland 

50 % ELS OD5 Management of 
archaeological features on 
grassland  

ha 

E3 Retention and management of 
archaeology on grass 

% of archaeological 
resource on grassland 
under relevant  ES/CS  
archaeology  options for 
grassland 

50 % HLS HD4 Management of scrub on 
archaeological features 

ha 

E3 Retention and management of 
archaeology on grass 

% of archaeological 
resource on grassland 
under relevant  ES/CS  
archaeology  options for 
grassland 

50 % HLS HD5 Management of 
archaeological features on 
grassland 

ha 

E3 Retention and management of 
archaeology on grass 

% of archaeological 
resource on grassland 
under relevant  ES/CS  
archaeology  options for 
grassland 

50 % HLS OHD4 Management of scrub on 
archaeological features 

ha 

E3 Retention and management of 
archaeology on grass 

% of archaeological 
resource on grassland 
under relevant  ES/CS  
archaeology  options for 
grassland 

50 % HLS OHD5 Management of 
archaeological features on 
grassland 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

E4 Removal of archaeological 
features from cultivation 

Land removed from 
cultivation as % of 
vulnerable SMAR area 

50 % CS HS2 Take historic and 
archaeological features 
currently on cultivated land 
out of cultivation. 

ha 

E4 Removal of archaeological 
features from cultivation 

Land removed from 
cultivation as % of 
vulnerable SMAR area 

50 % ELS ED2  Take out of cultivation 
archaeological features 
currently on cultivated land  

ha 

E4 Removal of archaeological 
features from cultivation 

Land removed from 
cultivation as % of 
vulnerable SMAR area 

50 % ELS ED3  Reduced-depth, non-inversion 
cultivation on archaeological 
features (minimum till)  

ha 

E4 Removal of archaeological 
features from cultivation 

Land removed from 
cultivation as % of 
vulnerable SMAR area 

50 % ELS OD2 Take out of cultivation 
archaeological features 
currently on rotational land  

ha 

E4 Removal of archaeological 
features from cultivation 

Land removed from 
cultivation as % of 
vulnerable SMAR area 

50 % ELS OD3 Reduced-depth, non-inversion 
cultivation on archaeological 
features (minimum till) 

ha 

E4 Removal of archaeological 
features from cultivation 

Land removed from 
cultivation as % of 
vulnerable SMAR area 

50 % HLS HD2 Take archaeological features 
out of cultivation 

ha 

E4 Removal of archaeological 
features from cultivation 

Land removed from 
cultivation as % of 
vulnerable SMAR area 

50 % HLS HD3 Low depth, non-inversion 
cultivation on archaeological 
features 

ha 

E4 Removal of archaeological 
features from cultivation 

Land removed from 
cultivation as % of 
vulnerable SMAR area 

50 % HLS HD6 Crop establishment by direct 
drilling (non-rotational) 

ha 

E4 Removal of archaeological 
features from cultivation 

Land removed from 
cultivation as % of 
vulnerable SMAR area 

50 % HLS HD7 Arable reversion by natural 
regeneration 

ha 

E4 Removal of archaeological 
features from cultivation 

Land removed from 
cultivation as % of 
vulnerable SMAR area 

50 % HLS OHD2 Take archaeological features 
out of cultivation (Org) 

ha 

E4 Removal of archaeological 
features from cultivation 

Land removed from 
cultivation as % of 
vulnerable SMAR area 

50 % HLS OHD3 Low depth, non-inversion 
cultivation on archaeological 
features 

ha 

E5 Retention and increased visibility 
of archaeology on moorland 

Number of features with 
archaeological resource on 
moorland under  relevant 

10 per NCA CS/ES GIS 
arch E5 

  Number 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

ES/CS option for 
archaeology 

E6 Retention and management of 
parkland/wood pasture 

% of parkland/wood 
pasture under ES/CS 
options for parkland/wood 
pasture 

10 % CS WD4 Management of wood pasture 
and parkland 

ha 

E6 Retention and management of 
parkland/wood pasture 

% of parkland/wood 
pasture under ES/CS 
options for parkland/wood 
pasture 

10 % CS WD5 Restoration of wood pasture 
and parkland 

ha 

E6 Retention and management of 
parkland/wood pasture 

% of parkland/wood 
pasture under ES/CS 
options for parkland/wood 
pasture 

10 % CS WD6 Creation of wood pasture ha 

E6 Retention and management of 
parkland/wood pasture 

% of parkland/wood 
pasture under ES/CS 
options for parkland/wood 
pasture 

10 % HLS HC12 Maintenance of wood pasture 
and parkland 

ha 

E6 Retention and management of 
parkland/wood pasture 

% of parkland/wood 
pasture under ES/CS 
options for parkland/wood 
pasture 

10 % HLS HC13 Restoration of wood pasture 
and parkland 

ha 

E6 Retention and management of 
parkland/wood pasture 

% of parkland/wood 
pasture under ES/CS 
options for parkland/wood 
pasture 

10 % HLS HC14 Creation of wood pasture ha 

E9 Conservation of veteran trees Number of veteran trees 
receiving surgery 

5 trees CS BE6 Veteran Tree Surgery Plant 

Theme F: Semi-natural habitats 

F5 Management/restoration/creation 
of lowland heathland 

% of lowland heathland 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

20 % CS LH1 Management of lowland 
heathland 

ha 

F5 Management/restoration/creation 
of lowland heathland 

% of lowland heathland 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

20 % CS LH2 Restoration of forestry and 
woodland to lowland 
heathland 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

F5 Management/restoration/creation 
of lowland heathland 

% of lowland heathland 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

20 % CS LH3 Creation of heathland from 
arable or improved grassland 

ha 

F5 Management/restoration/creation 
of lowland heathland 

% of lowland heathland 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

20 % HLS HO1 Maintenance of lowland 
heathland 

ha 

F5 Management/restoration/creation 
of lowland heathland 

% of lowland heathland 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

20 % HLS HO2 Restoration of lowland 
heathland 

ha 

F5 Management/restoration/creation 
of lowland heathland 

% of lowland heathland 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

20 % HLS HO3 Restoration of forestry areas 
to lowland heathland 

ha 

F5 Management/restoration/creation 
of lowland heathland 

% of lowland heathland 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

20 % HLS HO4 Creation of lowland heathland 
from arable or improved 
grassland 

ha 

F5 Management/restoration/creation 
of lowland heathland 

% of lowland heathland 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

20 % HLS HO5 Creation of lowland heathland 
on worked mineral sites 

ha 

F6 Management/restoration/creation 
of fen, lowland raised bog and 
reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % CS WT10 Management of lowland 
raised bog 

ha 

F6 Management/restoration/creation 
of fen, lowland raised bog and 
reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % CS WT6 Management of reedbed ha 

F6 Management/restoration/creation 
of fen, lowland raised bog and 
reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % CS WT7 Creation of reedbed ha 

F6 Management/restoration/creation 
of fen, lowland raised bog and 
reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % CS WT8 Management of fen ha 

F6 Management/restoration/creation 
of fen, lowland raised bog and 
reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % CS WT9 Creation of fen ha 

F6 Management/restoration/creation 
of fen, lowland raised bog and 
reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HQ10 Restoration of lowland raised 
bog 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

F6 Management/restoration/creation 
of fen, lowland raised bog and 
reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HQ3 Maintenance of reedbeds ha 

F6 Management/restoration/creation 
of fen, lowland raised bog and 
reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HQ4 Restoration of reedbeds ha 

F6 Management/restoration/creation 
of fen, lowland raised bog and 
reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HQ5 Creation of reedbeds ha 

F6 Management/restoration/creation 
of fen, lowland raised bog and 
reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HQ6 Maintenance of fen ha 

F6 Management/restoration/creation 
of fen, lowland raised bog and 
reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HQ7 Restoration of fen ha 

F6 Management/restoration/creation 
of fen, lowland raised bog and 
reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HQ8 Creation of fen ha 

F6 Management/restoration/creation 
of fen, lowland raised bog and 
reedbed 

% of fen marsh and 
swamp managed as 
wetland under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HQ9 Maintenance of lowland raised 
bog 

ha 

F7 Maintenance and restoration of 
moorland 

% of moorland managed 
as such under ES/CS 

50 % CS UP3 Management of Moorland ha 

F7 Maintenance and restoration of 
moorland 

% of moorland managed 
as such under ES/CS 

50 % ELS EL6  Unenclosed moorland rough 
grazing  

ha 

F7 Maintenance and restoration of 
moorland 

% of moorland managed 
as such under ES/CS 

50 % HLS HL10 Restoration of moorland ha 

F7 Maintenance and restoration of 
moorland 

% of moorland managed 
as such under ES/CS 

50 % HLS HL11 Creation of upland heathland ha 

F7 Maintenance and restoration of 
moorland 

% of moorland managed 
as such under ES/CS 

50 % HLS HL6 Unenclosed moorland rough 
grazing 

ha 

F7 Maintenance and restoration of 
moorland 

% of moorland managed 
as such under ES/CS 

50 % HLS HL9 Maintenance of moorland ha 

F7 Maintenance and restoration of 
moorland 

% of moorland managed 
as such under ES/CS 

50 % UELS UL17  No supplementary feeding on 
moorland  

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

F7 Maintenance and restoration of 
moorland 

% of moorland managed 
as such under ES/CS 

50 % UELS UOL17 No supplementary feeding on 
moorland 

ha 

F7 Maintenance and restoration of 
moorland 

% of moorland managed 
as such under ES/CS 

50 % UHLS UHL17 No supplementary feeding on 
moorland  

ha 

F7 Maintenance and restoration of 
moorland 

% of moorland managed 
as such under ES/CS 

50 % UHLS UOHL17 No supplementary feeding on 
moorland  

ha 

F8 Rewetting of areas of blanket 
bog, mires and flushes 

% of blanket bog rewetted 20 % CS UP5 Moorland re-wetting 
supplement 

ha 

F8 Rewetting of areas of blanket 
bog, mires and flushes 

% of blanket bog rewetted 20 % HLS HL13 Moorland re-wetting 
supplement 

ha 

F10 Management/restoration/creation 
of species-rich grassland 

% of acid, rough, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as 
species-rich grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS GS6 Management of species-rich 
grassland 

ha 

F10 Management/restoration/creation 
of species-rich grassland 

% of acid, rough, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as 
species-rich grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS GS7 Restoration towards species-
rich grassland 

ha 

F10 Management/restoration/creation 
of species-rich grassland 

% of acid, rough, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as 
species-rich grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS GS8 Creation of species-rich 
grassland 

ha 

F10 Management/restoration/creation 
of species-rich grassland 

% of acid, rough, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as 
species-rich grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS OR2 Organic conversion - 
unimproved permanent 
grassland 

ha 

F10 Management/restoration/creation 
of species-rich grassland 

% of acid, rough, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as 
species-rich grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % CS OT2 Organic Land Management - 
unimproved permanent 
grassland 

ha 

F10 Management/restoration/creation 
of species-rich grassland 

% of acid, rough, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as 

20 % HLS HK6 Maintenance of species-rich, 
semi-natural grassland 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

species-rich grassland 
under ES/CS 

F10 Management/restoration/creation 
of species-rich grassland 

% of acid, rough, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as 
species-rich grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK7 Restoration of species-rich, 
semi-natural grassland 

ha 

F10 Management/restoration/creation 
of species-rich grassland 

% of acid, rough, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as 
species-rich grassland 
under ES/CS 

20 % HLS HK8 Creation of species-rich, 
semi-natural grassland 

ha 

F11 Management/restoration of hay 
meadows 

% of rough, acid, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as hay 
meadow under ES/CS 

10 % CS GS15 Haymaking supplement ha 

F11 Management/restoration of hay 
meadows 

% of rough, acid, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as hay 
meadow under ES/CS 

10 % HLS HK18 Haymaking supplement ha 

F11 Management/restoration of hay 
meadows 

% of rough, acid, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as hay 
meadow under ES/CS 

10 % UELS UL20  Haymaking  ha 

F11 Management/restoration of hay 
meadows 

% of rough, acid, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as hay 
meadow under ES/CS 

10 % UELS UOL20 Haymaking ha 

F11 Management/restoration of hay 
meadows 

% of rough, acid, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as hay 
meadow under ES/CS 

10 % UHLS UHL20 Haymaking ha 

F11 Management/restoration of hay 
meadows 

% of rough, acid, 
calcareous and neutral 
grassland managed as hay 
meadow under ES/CS 

10 % UHLS UOHL20 Haymaking ha 

F12 Retention/restoration of cattle 
grazing as a conservation tool 

% of semi-natural habitat 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

5 % CS SP6 Cattle grazing supplement ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

F12 Retention/restoration of cattle 
grazing as a conservation tool 

% of semi-natural habitat 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

5 % UELS UL18  Cattle grazing on upland 
grassland and moorland  

ha 

F12 Retention/restoration of cattle 
grazing as a conservation tool 

% of semi-natural habitat 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

5 % UELS UOL18 Cattle grazing on upland 
grassland and moorland 

ha 

F12 Retention/restoration of cattle 
grazing as a conservation tool 

% of semi-natural habitat 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

5 % UHLS UHL18 Cattle grazing on upland 
grassland and moorland 

ha 

F12 Retention/restoration of cattle 
grazing as a conservation tool 

% of semi-natural habitat 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

5 % UHLS UOHL18 Cattle grazing on upland 
grassland and moorland 

ha 

F13 Conservation of Native breeds at 
risk 

% of semi-natural habitat 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

5 % CS SP8 Native breeds at risk 
supplement 

ha 

F13 Conservation of Native breeds at 
risk 

% of semi-natural habitat 
managed as such under 
ES/CS 

5 % HLS HR2 Native breeds at risk grazing 
supplement 

ha 

Theme G: Coast 

G1 Conservation and management 
of salt marsh 

% of salt marsh managed 
as such under ES/CS 

10 % CS CT3 Management of coastal 
saltmarsh 

ha 

G1 Conservation and management 
of salt marsh 

% of salt marsh managed 
as such under ES/CS 

10 % HLS HP5 Maintenance of coastal salt 
marsh 

ha 

G1 Conservation and management 
of salt marsh 

% of salt marsh managed 
as such under ES/CS 

10 % HLS HP6 Restoration of coastal salt 
marsh 

ha 

G2 Conservation and management 
of sand dunes 

% of sand dunes managed 
as such under ES/CS 

10 % CS CT1 Management of coastal sand 
dunes and vegetated shingle 

ha 

G2 Conservation and management 
of sand dunes 

% of sand dunes managed 
as such under ES/CS 

10 % HLS HP1 Maintenance of sand dunes ha 

G2 Conservation and management 
of sand dunes 

% of sand dunes managed 
as such under ES/CS 

10 % HLS HP2 Restoration of sand dunes ha 

G3 Creation of new coastal habitats Area of new coastal 
habitat created on 
farmland under ES/CS 

100 ha per 
NCA 

CS CT2 Creation of coastal sand 
dunes and vegetated shingle 
on arable land improved 
grassland 

ha 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

G3 Creation of new coastal habitats Area of new coastal 
habitat created on 
farmland under ES/CS 

100 ha per 
NCA 

CS CT4 Creation of inter-tidal and 
saline habitat on arable land 

ha 

G3 Creation of new coastal habitats Area of new coastal 
habitat created on 
farmland under ES/CS 

100 ha per 
NCA 

CS CT5 Creation of inter-tidal and 
saline habitat by non-
intervention 

ha 

G3 Creation of new coastal habitats Area of new coastal 
habitat created on 
farmland under ES/CS 

100 ha per 
NCA 

CS CT7 Creation of inter-tidal and 
saline habitat on intensive 
grassland 

ha 

G3 Creation of new coastal habitats Area of new coastal 
habitat created on 
farmland under ES/CS 

100 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HP4  Creation of coastal vegetated 
shingle and sand dunes on 
grassland 

ha 

G3 Creation of new coastal habitats Area of new coastal 
habitat created on 
farmland under ES/CS 

100 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HP7 Creation of inter-tidal and 
saline habitat on arable land 

ha 

G3 Creation of new coastal habitats Area of new coastal 
habitat created on 
farmland under ES/CS 

100 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HP8 Creation of inter-tidal and 
saline habitat on grassland 

ha 

G3 Creation of new coastal habitats Area of new coastal 
habitat created on 
farmland under ES/CS 

100 ha per 
NCA 

HLS HP9 Creation of inter-tidal and 
saline habitat by non-
intervention 

ha 

Theme H: Water management 

H1 Creation, retention and 
management of larger water 
features 

Number of larger water 
features (over 100m2) 
managed under ES/CS 

20 per NCA CS WN6A Pond Management - creation 
- (areas more than 100 sq. 
m) 

Number 

H1 Creation, retention and 
management of larger water 
features 

Number of larger water 
features (over 100m2) 
managed under ES/CS 

20 per NCA CS WN6B Pond Management - 
restoration - (areas more 
than 100 sq. m) 

Number 

H1 Creation, retention and 
management of larger water 
features 

Number of larger water 
features (over 100m2) 
managed under ES/CS 

20 per NCA CS WN7 Restoration of large water 
bodies 

Number 

H1 Creation, retention and 
management of larger water 
features 

Number of larger water 
features (over 100m2) 
managed under ES/CS 

20 per NCA CS WT5 Management of ponds of High 
Wildlife value (more than 100 
sq. m) 

Number 



 

Objective 
code 

Objective Indicator Threshold Threshold 
unit 

Scheme 
group 

Option 
code 

Option name Units used 

H1 Creation, retention and 
management of larger water 
features 

Number of larger water 
features (over 100m2) 
managed under ES/CS 

20 per NCA HLS HQ2 Maintenance of ponds of high 
wildlife value (more than 100 
m2) 

Number 

H2 Creation, retention and 
management of small ponds 

Number of small ponds 
(under 100m2) managed 
under ES/CS 

20 per NCA CS WN5A Pond Management - creation 
(first 100 sq. m) 

Number 

H2 Creation, retention and 
management of small ponds 

Number of small ponds 
(under 100m2) managed 
under ES/CS 

20 per NCA CS WN5B Pond Management - 
restoration - first 100 sq. m 

Number 

H2 Creation, retention and 
management of small ponds 

Number of small ponds 
(under 100m2) managed 
under ES/CS 

20 per NCA CS WT4 Management of ponds of High 
Wildlife value (100 sq. m or 
less) 

Number 

H2 Creation, retention and 
management of small ponds 

Number of small ponds 
(under 100m2) managed 
under ES/CS 

20 per NCA HLS HQ1 Maintenance of ponds of high 
wildlife value (less than 100 
m2)  

Number 

H3 Making space for water on 
agricultural land 

Area of land reserved as 
space for water under CS 

1 ha per 
NCA 

CS SW12 Making space for water ha 

H3 Making space for water on 
agricultural land 

Area of land reserved as 
space for water under CS 

1 ha per 
NCA 

CS SW15 Flood mitigation on arable 
reversion to grassland 

ha 

H3 Making space for water on 
agricultural land 

Area of land reserved as 
space for water under CS 

1 ha per 
NCA 

CS SW16 Flood mitigation on 
permanent grassland 

ha 

H4 Creating well-vegetated water 
bodies 

Area of well-vegetated 
water bodies under CS 

 
ha per 
NCA 

CS RP8 Constructed wetlands for the 
treatment of pollution 

Pounds 

H5 Enhanced wetland management Area of enhanced wetland 
management under CS 

3 ha per 
NCA 

CS WN2 Creation of scrapes and 
gutters 

ha 



 

Appendix 4  
Detailed assessment proformas (separate volume) 


