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New(ish) Government
• New Conservative Government

• New Secretary of State with returning Ministers
• …but we have the same pressures:

o Population growth
o Droughts and floods
o Water resources and availability
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o Climate change
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Government manifesto

• …be the first generation to leave the environment in a better state…
• …produce a comprehensive 25 Year Environment Plan that will chart
how we will improve our environment as we leave the European
Union…
• …improve natural flood management, such as improving the quality
of water courses to protect against soil erosion and damage to
vulnerable habitats and communities
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Integrated management… what is it?
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• Integrated water management or integrated catchment management

• Government view:
• Historically – looking at
polices and targets
separately
• Not very efficient or effective
– burdensome and complex

• But this is changing: Through integrated management we are
managing our water in a different way
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Integrated management… to date
• This is not a new concept and progress has already been made with
success
• Robust integrated water management planning helps us direct
investment to improve the health of our waters

• WaterLIFE project
• The Catchment Based Approach framework
• All, and many more, deserve acknowledgement and praise for their
success
Text in footer
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Partnerships
• A key component of integrated water management are partnerships

• These are the back bone to what we are trying to achieve
• Examples include:
• In the North West – Local communities working with the EA and others to
develop flood management interventions
• In the South East – Engaging with local farming community to improve
water quality and take up measures to reduce pollution
• In the South West – Anglers and others working together with farmers to
avert pollution and help manage flood risk
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Pioneers

• Catchment (Cumbria)
• Landscape (North
Devon)
• Marine (North Devon &
Suffolk)
• Urban (Manchester)

• Different priorities but
with commonalities
including water
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• Four pioneer trials
testing out the principles
of integrated water
management
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What more do we want to achieve?
• Ultimately we want to build on the good work that has already been
achieved and go further
• We want all those who use and depend on water to share the
responsibility

• Develop stronger collaboration between interested parties locally to
set priorities and actions
• Encourage business and the 3rd sector to work together with
Government to ensure we have the right solutions
• Strengthen work on all water management issues
Text in footer
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Thank you

Contact details:
william.harrington@defra.gsi.gov.uk

[020] 8026 4273

Text in footer
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Upland vs Lowland catchment
management
Rob Cunningham
RSPB
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SCaMP:
Ancient history
2001: RSPB & UU start discussions about
catchment management .
2002: Coordinated effort to shift hostile
regulatory regime starts.
2003: SoS guidance gave clear support;
2004: SCaMP1 finally approved under
SSSI driver.
2005: The hard work of delivery begins

2010: SCaMP2 extends work to wider estate
2015: SCaMP3 extends work to Safeguard
Zones including non-owned catchment

Myth 1 – It was simple for UU because
they owned the land
SCaMP1: Critical for making case but
• Agricultural Holdings Act offers
lifelong tenure and inheritance rights.
• Tenant-landlord relationship are
always complex.
• There was only one vacant farm on
which the farm plan could be
imposed.
• All others were negotiated, with
farmers.
It is unclear if Ofwat understood risks.

More generally, control over land in the
uplands is complicated by:
• Shooting rights that disassociate
land management from ownership.
• Common land that requires
consensus for action.
• Access, including right to roam
which complicates fencing for stock
management
• Harsh operating environment
altitude, climate, ground conditions

Ownership ≠ Control

So why did SCaMP1 work?
Tackling policy

Delivering change

• Mature operational relationship.
• Passionate advocates within
RSPB & UU.
• Chief exec / Senior management
commitment.
• Agri-environment investment
from Natural England.
• Philip Fletcher’s personal
involvement.
• Not taking NO for an answer!

• Whole farm business approach.
• 2 way negotiation with farmers
• Business benefits for both parties

Myth 2 – Groundwater takes too long
to respond
Groundwater pollution can take years to
decades work through the system

Myth 2 – Groundwater takes too long
to respond
Groundwater pollution can take years to
decades work through the system

But aquifer behaviour is complex

And blanket bog
restoration is no quick fix!
2-5 years detectable
changes in
water quality /
Restoration rise in water
Works
table and peat
stabilisation
by vegetation.

10-15 years wet tolerant
vegetation
becoming
dominant (inc
Sphagnum
spp)

20-50 years
– Good
hydrological
and
ecological
functionality
possible.

There are shared risks &
opportunities
• Pesticide risks are concentrated in areas of
arable production but not just an issue for
the lowlands.
• Faecal pathogens risk from livestock is an
issue throughout England.
• Brexit signals structural reform of the
farming sector and land use policy more
generally.

Common catchment drivers
Resilience!: Towards Resilience
(Ofwat) & Defra SPS point to broad
concept of resilience
• Assessing all threats to systems &
services customers & wider society
rely on
• Long term performance
commitments
• Options that are cost:beneficial in
the long-term

Profits: Totex, efficiency challenge,
ODIs, partnership funding

Natural Capital: WISER (EA&NE), 25
Year Plan?, Defra SPS, WRMP guideline
UKWIR research

Drinking water safeguarding:
Safeguard Zones, DWI undertakings

Wastewater consenting: Tighter
standards, rural STWs, catchment
consents.

Trust & Confidence: Risk
management, customer experience,
public sentiment.

Business opportunity: Flood risk
management, multi-sector water
resource supply.

Thinking about Wildlife
NERC Act (2006) :
…have regard, so far as is consistent
with the proper exercise of their
functions, to conserving biodiversity.

Wildlife and Countryside Act,1981:
..take reasonable steps, consistent
with the proper exercise of their
functions to further the conservation
and enhancement of Sites of Special
Scientific Interest.

What are the opportunities?
Land purchase
/ management
agreements

Shared
landscape
vision

Integrated
catchment
flood and
water
resource
management

Final thoughts
• Upland & lowland catchment management
offer many of the same opportunities (&
challenges).
• The policy framework and expectations on
companies are more aligned now than ever.
• The big question is how do we align interests
of customers, investors, wildlife and
landowners?

Farmer behaviours, motivations,
triggers and barriers
Lowland Catchment Workshop 05 July 2017
Alex Inman
Senior Research Fellow, LEEP, University of Exeter
WWF Associate

Presentation overview
Farmer attitudinal and behavioural research from Defra Test Catchment
Programme

• Factors influencing farmers to adopt mitigation measures
• Barriers to measure uptake
• Guidance for future agri-environmental policy design to facilitate
measure uptake

Factors influencing behaviour

Source: Darnton and Evans’ Individual – Social – Material (ISM) model (2014)

Beliefs
.....a subjective probability that a given behaviour will produce a certain
outcome
• Beliefs determine an individual’s attitude towards a behaviour
• Farmers more likely to adopt a measure if they think it will deliver
tangible environmental benefits
Farmer perceptions of financial and environmental outcomes from adopted measures
Measure

Financial
Outcome
Cost
Benefit
Establish cover crops in Autumn
6%
47%
Cultivate compacted tillage soils
2%
94%
Loosen compacted soils on grassland
0%
89%
Exclude livestock from watercourses
19%
52%
Move livestock to avoid poaching
0%
93%
*means derived from a perceived scale of environmental
improvement from 1-5 where 1=’none at all’ and 5 = ‘a great
deal’
Base: All respondents to follow up attitudinal survey who
had adopted the stated measures

Neutral
3%
2%
0%
10%
7%

Unsure
44%
2%
11%
19%
0%

Environmental
Outcome
Mean*
3.2
3.8
3.6
4.0
3.7

Beliefs (cont)
• Information source characteristics, message characteristics and
motivation of farmers to process information important variables in
changing beliefs (Blackstock et al, 2010)
• Motivation to process information low because farmers not convinced
there is a case for action. Realisation of the problem first vital step
• Farmers recognise a link between farming practice and water pollution
but confused over scale and severity of DWPA compared to other sector
inputs. Also unsure whether they can make a difference
• Farmers have not been presented with chemical/ecological data at a
local level

Agency
...an individual’s belief that a behaviour can be performed and structural
factors that may help or hinder the behaviour from being implemented
• Many farmers appear to lack knowledge in DWPA measure
implementation e.g assessment of soil health

• Lack of control over events caused by changing weather patterns
‘When you get seven inches of rain falling in a few hours, which seems to
happen more often nowadays, there’s no soil that can handle that no
matter how well it is managed. You can do what you want but you can’t
control the weather’
• Time poverty is a barrier for many

Agency (cont)
• Lack of security of tenure (move from multi-generational to short-term
FBT’s)
• Debt levels preventing investment in much needed farm infrastructure
e.g manure storage, yards, tracks

• Lack of long-term financial security and feeling of financial
disempowerment ( perceive themselves as price takers not price makers,
uncertainty over Brexit)

Social Norms
...rules developed by a group of people that govern how individuals within
the group should/should not behave
• Farmer behaviour shaped by how strongly they feel important
‘referents’ want them to behave and whether they care what these
people think
• Family, neighbours, farming groups more likely to exert influence than
the conservation community
• The norm within farming communities is productivist. To act in
contradiction to this mainstream ideology carries reputational risk
(Blackstock et al, 2010)
‘If I were to get the same money as my neighbour but I’m getting it from
the environment whilst he is producing food, I’d feel a fraud. I suppose
it’s a macho thing us farmers have got in us’

Social Norms (cont)
• Farmers do not seek recognition from their peers for undertaking
pollution mitigation behaviour
Response to attitude statement – ‘If I’m going to take on a
measure, I want it to be something that other farmers will
recognise’
Response profile
Strongly agree
Agree
Neither/Nor
Disagree
Strongly disagree

6%
18%
52%
15%
9%

Base: All respondents to follow up attitudinal survey

• Public pressure to deliver DWPA mitigation activity perceived as low
• Supply chain pressure to deliver DWPA mitigation activity perceived as
low but growing due to lobbying activity of environmental NGOs

Identities
.....a frame of reference from which an individual can judge the social
appropriateness of a given behaviour (Burke & Reitzes, 1981)
• Farmers demonstrate strong productivist identities where self-respect
derived first and foremost from production of food
‘All of us here, we’ve got a passion for producing a lamb, raising a cow or
growing a crop which someone will eat. That’s why we get up in the
morning’
‘You’ve got to produce your cows, your corn, your sheep, your pigs –
whatever it is you produce – to the best of your ability so that we can
feed the country’
• Farmers can have both strong productivist and pro-environmental
orientations but moves to challenge productivity goals likely to be met
with resistance

Identities (cont)
• Move towards a more multi-functional view of land is likely to be
difficult
‘This farm used to be known to everyone as a real gem, a really productive
bit of land. Then it got taken over by someone from outside – not a
farmer – and completely given over to the environment. I think you
could describe this as a complete waste’

• Identity theory suggests identities influenced through interaction with
others – double loop learning important

Networks & Relationships
• Measure uptake more likely to occur if an environmental practice
demonstrated by someone within a farmer’s social network
• What type of social network results in greatest acceptance of new
ideas? Densely interconnected individuals likely to have a cohesiveness
which enables new ideas to be processed and accepted
• However, acceptance of new ideas may prove limited where social
norms favouring status quo are strong
• Farmers see value in localised networks populated by farmers with
similar farming systems
• Farmers prefer to learn from other farmers due to perceived applied
experience and lack of external agenda (they fear being ‘outnumbered
by others’)

Collaboration

Collaborative activity

Discussion group

4.1

Sharing machinery

3.4

Joint Countryside Stewardship

3.6

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

Mean willingness to participate
(1 = Definitely not, to 5 = Definitely)

4.0

4.5

5.0

Conclusions
 Shift in identities and normative beliefs will be required before DWPA
mitigation becomes embedded within farming community
 Land use change represents a particular challenge (modelling suggests
this will be needed)
 Group (double/triple loop) learning needed to assist farmers on a
‘voyage of discovery’
 Local discussion groups likely to be best way forward
 There is a need for the wider supply chain to work with the farming
community
 Delivery of tailored one-to-one advice is crucial for farm scale
implementation ( a challenge as successive govts have not wanted to
fund this. A role for the supply chain?)
 Structural barriers to mitigation (e.g lack of time) a real problem.
Possibly only solution is through structural shifts in the industry

