
 
 

 
 

REVIEW AND ASSESSMENT OF 
AGRI-ENVIRONMENT SCHEMES 

ON BIODIVERSITY  
AND 

FARMING LANDSCAPES 
IN EUROPEAN ISLANDS 

 

Case Study of Isle of Wight, Shetland and Texel 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Nathalie Pion 
ENSAT DAA SPET Final Project  
September 2007   



SUMMARY 
 
 
 
 
 
Ten European island organisations involved in agriculture and environmental conservation have initiated a 

cooperation project to share experiences arising from their similar environment, the European Island Farm Landscapes 
(EIFL) project. This six-month work has been carried out in the framework of this project and has focused on reviewing 
the agri-environment schemes set up under the European Union Common Agricultural Policy Reform in three case 
study islands, namely Isle of Wight (England), Shetland (Scotland) and Texel (Netherlands) and compare islands’ 
approaches to the implementation and outcomes of schemes in order to eventually identify common issues and 
opportunities for their further development in a European island context.   

Agri-environment schemes have on the whole provided the case study islands with an opportunity to maintain farm 
and croft activities whilst preserving and enhancing the farming environment. Island agriculture offers a scope for 
further conservation and improvement of landscape and biodiversity, provided adjustments are made to schemes that 
support it. This study has in particular highlighted a need for recognition of specific island characteristics and values 
which could reflect in a greater flexibility and site-specificity in scheme measures. It has also been put forward that 
currently monitoring programmes are few and on the whole not fully focused on agri-environment scheme monitoring 
and certainly not closely linked to the full range of biodiversity and landscape needs. Suggested developments include 
the use of new technologies - Geographic Information System in particular - to implement a landscape approach to the 
designing of measures, and an increased participation of farmers in monitoring. 

The joint study carried out here between three of the EIFL partners could be extended to other islands in order to 
fully establish an overview of the impacts and opportunities of agri-environment schemes in European islands.  
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Islands are land masses surrounded by water. Arising from this common physical characteristic, islands meet 

similar constraints and opportunities, in particular as regards to natural environment and agriculture. In Europe ten 
island organisations involved in agriculture and environmental conservation have initiated a cooperation project - the 
European Island Farm Landscape (EIFL) project, funded under the Leader + Initiative - to share experiences on the 
implementation of the European agri-environment programmes at the island scale, and try to develop common 
initiatives to encourage sustainable land use and maintain island characteristic farming landscapes and biodiversity.    

 
This six-month work has been carried out in the framework of the EIFL project and is the final project for a degree 

in agricultural engineering at the National School of Agronomy in Toulouse (ENSAT), France. The objectives were the 
following: 

• To review the effectiveness of the agri-environment schemes set up under the European Union Common 
Agricultural Policy Reform in partner islands;  

• To compare islands’ approaches to the implementation and outcomes of the schemes; and  
• To identify common issues and opportunities for their further development in a European island context.   

 
Given the limited time for the work placement, emphasis has been put on a detailed assessment of the situation in 

three of the ten island-partners, namely Isle of Wight (England), Shetland (Scotland) and Texel (Netherlands). The 
study was based on the Isle of Wight. Shetland was visited between June 10th to July 10th 2007, time during which a 
three-day Farmers For Nature (Interreg IIIB project) workshop on the theme ‘EU inter-knitting: unravelling the threads 
of biodiversity and agriculture’ was attended. Work was carried out in Texel between July 12th and July 26th. Each 
assessment was completed with the help of the organisation involved in the project, i.e. Hampshire and Isle of Wight 
Wildlife Trust, Shetland Crofting, Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group and De Lieuw Agricultural, nature and 
landscape trust (Vereniging voor agrarisch natuur- en landschapsbeheer De Lieuw) in Texel. In Isle of Wight Island 
2000 Trust has also been an involved and kindly provided office facility.  

 
A literature review has first been undertaken in order to understand the global and European environment in which 

the EIFL project and specifically this study fit into. Subsequently, a common methodology has been proposed to carry 
out the assessment in all three islands. It has been implemented and the results are presented for each case study. A 
comparative analysis of the outcomes has eventually led to the identification of potential common developments into 
the future.  
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1. FRAMEWORK OF THE STUDY 
The environment in which the EIFL project has been set up is introduced here, along with a review of existing 

studies focusing on the evaluation of agri-environment schemes, and the methodology adopted to carry out the 
assessment in the case-study islands.  

1.1 Europe’s agricultural landscape 
‘Landscape means an area, as perceived by people, whose character is the result of the action and interaction of 

natural and/or human factors’ (European Landscape Convention - ELC, 2000). Europe’s countryside and cultural 
landscapes have been shaped by farming over centuries. Farmland, including arable land and permanent grassland, is 
one of the dominant land covers in Europe. Varying farming traditions in conjunction with specific soil and climate 
conditions have resulted in diverse and characteristic agricultural landscapes. Apart from their aesthetic and cultural 
heritage value, traditional agricultural areas also host a rich flora and fauna. Consequently, some of the most critical 
conservation issues relate to changes of farming practices on habitats created by farming systems.  

Biodiversity as defined by the Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) consists of ‘the variability among living 
organisms from all sources including terrestrial, marine and other aquatic ecosystems and the ecological complexes of 
which they are part. This includes diversity within species, between species and of ecosystems’.  Agricultural 
biodiversity is ‘the variety and variability of animals, plants and micro-organisms, at the genetic, species and 
ecosystem levels, which are necessary to sustain key functions of the agro-ecosystem, its structure and processes’.  

1.2 International and EU obligations on biodiversity 

1.2.1 International framework for biodiversity conservation: the CBD 

1.2.1.1 General objectives of the Convention on Biological Diversity  
The Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) was signed in 1992 in Rio de Janeiro and has been ratified by more 

than 180 parties. The Convention has three main goals:  
• Conservation of biodiversity;  
• Sustainable use of the components of biodiversity; and  
• Sharing the benefits arising from the commercial and other utilisation of genetic resources in a fair and 

equitable way.  
The European Community ratified the CBD in 1993 and subsequently all Member States are required to develop 

national biodiversity strategies. In 2002 a definite goal was adopted: to achieve by 2010 a significant reduction of the 
current rate of biodiversity loss at the global, regional and national level (Decision VI/26).  

1.2.1.2 The CBD and agriculture  
In Europe the links between biodiversity and agricultural practices are extremely close, so that much of the 

conservation effort is concentrated on semi-natural habitats, particularly farmland. This is in contrast to many other 
parts of the world (e.g. USA, Australia, New Zealand) where more effort is directed at restoring and protecting 
‘pristine’ wilderness (Sutherland, 2004).  

The Conference of the Parties has established seven thematic programmes of work which correspond to some of the 
major biomes on the planet. One is dedicated to agricultural biodiversity. It focuses on assessing the status and trends 
of the world's agricultural biodiversity and of their underlying causes, as well as of local knowledge of its management. 
It also concentrates on identifying and promoting adaptive-management practices, technologies, policies and incentives. 
In addition, it promotes the conservation and sustainable use of genetic resources that are of actual or potential value for 
food and agriculture. 

1.2.1.3 The CBD and island biodiversity 
Another of the work programmes focuses on island biodiversity and offers a particularly unique opportunity for 

building bridges among all islands in efforts to conserve, sustainably use and equitably share island biological diversity.  
Islands are self-contained ecosystems with well defined geographical limits. Each island has its own unique, often 

very limited, assemblage of biodiversity. In terms of island biodiversity inheritances, these range from some of the 
richest on Earth, with extremely high levels of endemism, to some of the poorest, with little or no endemism. Both are 
seriously under threat and constitute global conservation priorities. Having evolved free from competition with large 
numbers of other species, island biodiversity can be particularly vulnerable to invasions by alien species.  

Islands incorporate all the existing thematic areas considered under the Convention, i.e. forests, inland waters, 
agricultural land, dry and sub-humid lands, marine and coastal ecosystems, and mountain ecosystems. The connectivity 
of ecosystems and the interface between marine and terrestrial realms creates specific issues and opportunities for the 
implementation of the CBD. 
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Because of their scale, and the scope for integrated management of biodiversity, small islands are microcosms of 
their continental counterparts, where strategies, policies and management regimes for sustainable development can be 
applied, tested and refined; where the components of cause and effect are more readily assessed, outcomes more rapidly 
seen and results more specifically tangible (Decision VII/31). 

1.2.1.4 EU implementation of the CBD 
The EU, in addition to playing a part in the negotiation and signing-up of international conservation conventions, 

has taken a number of initiatives to fulfil its obligations under the CBD which are briefly described in table 1. 
 

Table 1 : Instruments and treaties for the conservation of biodiversity in the EU 
Instruments and treaties Year Objectives 

Ramsar Convention 1971 
Protection and responsible utilisation of 
internationally significant wetlands 
Designation of Ramsar sites 

EC Council Directive on the Conservation of 
Wild Birds – the Birds Directive (79/409/EEC) 1971 

Protection, management and control of wild bird 
species and their habitats 
Designation of Special Areas of Protection (SPA)  

The Bonn  Convention  1979 Conservation of migratory species of wild animals and 
their habitats 

The Habitats Directive  1992 
Conservation of natural and semi-natural habitats and 
species of wild fauna and flora  
Designation of Special Areas of Conservation (SAC)  

Agri-environment Regulation (2078/92/EEC)  1992. Framework for the extension of agri- environment 
policy under CAP 

Pan-European Biological and Landscape 
Diversity Strategy 1995 

Removing the greatest threats and increasing the 
resilience and ecological coherence of European 
biodiversity 

EU Biodiversity Strategy  1998 

Policy framework to reverse the decline in 
biodiversity and improve the protection status of 
species and ecosystems 
Review in 2004 (Malahide) 

EU Communication on Halting The Loss Of 
Biodiversity By 2010 — And Beyond 2006 

Updated EU Biodiversity Strategy including EU 
Action Plan to 2010 and EU Biodiversity Headline 
Indicators COM (2006) 216 final 

1.2.2 Agricultural policies at the EU level: the CAP 
The Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) has its roots in 1950s Western Europe. It was set up in the early 1960s 

based on the Treaty of Rome. Its primary objectives were to secure supplies of food and provide the EU with a viable 
agricultural sector.  

The 1992 MacSharry reform reduced guaranteed output prices for agricultural products and introduced production 
limits to decrease surpluses. For the first time environmental protection was acknowledged as a significant matter in the 
debate. The introduction of a requirement on all Member States to operate agri-environment schemes was particularly 
significant.  

A new round of negotiations ended in 1999 by the ‘Agenda 2000’ agreement. The objectives were to make farmers 
more market-dependant with price cuts linked to increases in direct compensatory payments, and to incite them to lead 
more environment-friendly practices. A new element was introduced: a rural development policy, including agri-
environment support, encouraging rural initiatives and helping farmers to diversify, and improve marketing of their 
products.  Rural development was given the status of the ‘second pillar’ of the CAP, with measures grouped into a new 
Rural Development Regulation 1257/1999. The first pillar contains the commodity-related measures.  

In 2003 the Agenda 2000 was reviewed. Payments are now ‘decoupled’ from production, so that farmers are no 
longer paid just to produce food. They receive a Single Farm Payment (SFP), provided they keep their land in Good 
Agricultural and Environmental Condition, a condition known as ‘cross-compliance’.  

1.2.3 Tools to address environment - and biodiversity - concerns: agri-
environment schemes (AES) 

1.2.3.1 Development and design of AES 
In response to growing awareness of the effects of agriculture on the environment, agri-environmental policy 

measures have assumed a growing position in agricultural policies across the world over the last two decades. 
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Programmes vary greatly according to cultural and geographical context. Trends include the growing use of payments 
to support the adoption of less-intensive farming practices (EU, USA); land retirement payments to promote 
environmental objectives (EU, USA, Japan); and transitional payments to assist farmers in implementing structural 
changes intended to benefit the environment. By contrast, some countries make available payments administered 
through community-based schemes involving local governments and other community groups. The European Union, 
Norway and Switzerland support the continuation of farming in areas that are considered to be economically 
marginal because of difficult growing conditions or in danger of becoming depopulated (Diakosavvas, 2003). 

Overall, AESs are mechanisms for providing farmers with an incentive for environmentally sensitive 
management. AESs provide either a response to the pressures of farming on the environment or a means to encourage 
opportunities that agriculture creates for the environment (Bonnieux et al, 2006). In the EU, they give farmers the 
possibility to sign a five-year minimum agreement to commit themselves to adopt environmentally friendly 
techniques that go beyond usual Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition. In return farmers receive payments to 
compensate for costs and loss arising from altered farming practices.  

AES were introduced into EU agricultural policy during the late 1980s. The first measure to require all Member 
States to set up AES was Regulation 2078/92 and part of the CAP budget was allocated to such programmes (European 
Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund - EAGGF), thus reducing financial limitation that had prevented their 
development till then. The 1999 and 2003 CAP reforms have maintained the nature of the AES as being obligatory for 
Member States, whereas they remain optional for farmers. Agri-environment payments are co-financed by the EU 
and the Member States with a contribution from the Community budget of 85 % in Objective 1 areas (less developed 
regions) and 60 % in others. Agri-environment measures may be designed at national, regional or local level. 

1.2.3.2 Basic principles of European agri-environment measures 
Agri-environment measures follow a number of basic principles (EC DG Agriculture, 2005).  

− They are optional for farmers, thus promoting constructive cooperation and a positive attitude to the environment 
on the part of farmers. 
− Monitoring and evaluation are constrained by the fact that environmental effects may take time to be perceivable. 

They require consequently a long-term approach. 
− Agri-environment contracts compete economically with a search for the most profitable land use, so payment 

levels have to be set sufficiently high to attract farmers to join schemes. 
− Agri-environment payments are not considered to be trade-distorting subsidies as regard to the WTO Uruguay 

Agreement as long as they are limited to the extra-costs or loss of income involved and are in that case allowed the 
‘Green Box’ status. 

1.2.3.3 Implementation of agri-environment policy in the EU 
The CAP sets a unique framework for all Member States and provides the legal basis for AESs. The EU is involved 

in the financing of the programmes and controls the proper implementation of the Regulation. Within Member States, 
different administrative levels manage the programming, financing, implementation and control of AESs.  

Member States have reacted in different ways to the evolution of agriculture and to the increasing integration of 
environmental matters into the CAP. Implementation of the Rural Development Regulation relates to the different 
priorities and preoccupations of national and regional authorities which have the opportunity to adapt schemes to local 
conditions. The result is a broad range of objectives, measures to achieve them and obligations on farmers and a great 
diversity of scales at which the measures apply. The main environmental objectives of AESs are the overall reduction 
of pollution risks and the protection of biological diversity and landscapes. More specifically, measures can be 
classified as follows, according to the area of concern they address. 
− Measures related to productive land management 

• Maintenance of low input farming systems; 
• Reduction or control of pollution from agricultural land; 
• Conservation of valued habitats and landscapes; 
• Promotion of organic or ‘ecological’ agriculture; 
• Protection of plant varieties under threat of genetic erosion and breeds in danger of extinction; and 
• Crop management. 

− Measures related to non-productive land management  
• Set aside  
• Upkeep of abandoned farm land and woodland 
• Maintenance of the countryside and landscape features 
• Public access 
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1.3 The European Island Farm Landscape Project 

1.3.1 Objectives and activities 
The European Island Farm Landscapes network is a experience-sharing partnership between island farming 

communities and environmental organisations across Europe. It aims to explore how farmers, crofters and rural 
landowners use European Union agri-environment schemes to maintain their small and micro-businesses, supporting 
landscape and wildlife through sustainable land use, as well as to explore alternative viable or sustainable forms of farm 
diversification favouring landscapes.  

Each of the partners is carrying out local projects based on four themes: 
− Biodiversity and landscape monitoring to assess changes in agri-environmental management on island farms; 
− Farm advice, land management and awareness on agri-environment schemes and funding, and farmer 

consultation; 
− Farm diversification and agro-tourism opportunities; 
− European Island Farm Initiative towards continued international cooperation and secured sustainable island 

farm landscapes.  
Through a 2-year (2005-2007) on-the-ground and practical research project, each island partner explores locally 

one or more of the four project elements. International workshops are held twice a year to share experiences on ongoing 
projects and activities. Funding is provided mainly by local European Leader+ Initiative committees.  

1.3.2  Partners 

1.3.2.1 Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust - England 
The Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust is one of the 47 United Kingdom (UK) Wildlife Trusts. Created in 

1961, it is an independent charity whose primary concern is the conservation of nature within the two counties. It raises 
awareness on nature conservation issues through education, advice to landowners, data gathering and management of 
land purchased by the Trust. An island officer was appointed on the island for the first time in 1994.  

In addition to coordinating the EIFL project, the Wildlife Trust has proposed to undertake the following activities as 
part of the project:   
− Evaluation of agri-environment approaches and success of schemes, using island indicators and review of the 

role of designated areas; 
− Farm consultations to obtain feedback from farmers about conservation advice and the part the schemes plays in 

maintaining wildlife-rich farm landscapes; 
− Assessments of how the various farm diversification approaches are influencing the island farm landscape, 

identification of island diversification issues and opportunities and organisation of a farm diversification seminar for 
local island farmers; 
− Exploration of local existing models and international designations to develop an island farm landscape and 

biodiversity strategy and/or action plan. 

1.3.2.2 Shetland Crofting Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group - Scotland 
The Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group (FWAG) is a farmer-led charity which has 66 local groups throughout 

the UK. Its aim is to provide farmers and landowners with opportunities for environmental gain through cost effective 
and quality solutions. Practical advice on adapting farm operations and enhancing farm features in order to support 
wildlife, landscape, archaeology, access and other conservation issues is given by the advisers. Each branch focuses on 
local issues and is driven by local people involved in agriculture, wildlife management and landscape conservation. 

Shetland Crofting, Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group (SCFWAG) is the Shetland branch of the organisation. It 
is based in Lerwick and two Farm Conservation Advisers assist farmers and crofters to access agri-environment 
schemes and design environmentally valuable practices through participation in projects such as Farmers for Nature 
(Interreg IIIB) and EIFL. SCFWAG participation in the EIFL project involves the following activities:  
− Environmental monitoring focusing on the identification of key species which can be used as indicators to assess 

the effectiveness of agri-environmental management on farms/ crofts and socioeconomic assessment of the wider 
implications of AES and their value to the agricultural community; 
− Development of farm advice to enable participants in AES to make the best use of this form of support; 
− Review of the Shetland Organic Producers Group diversification experiences and comparison with other island 

initiatives; 
− Exploration of the possibility to build on the Living Shetland Biodiversity project and the Shetland Agricultural 

Biodiversity Action Plan approach to develop a sustainable framework for securing island farm landscape. 
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1.3.2.3 De Lieuw – Texel, Holland 
De Lieuw is an environmental co-operative (Association for Agricultural Nature and Landscape Management on 

Texel - Vereniging De Lieuw voor Agrarisch Natuur en Landschapsbeheer) whose aim is the conservation and 
restoration of natural landscape in agricultural areas on the island. It has around 200 members, all farmers and 
landowners seeking to improve the landscape value of the island through a sustainable and economically healthy 
agriculture. In addition to helping farmers to access and implement AES, De Lieuw is committed to the protection of 
the typical island landscape features.  Several projects are carried out to ensure that these elements remain on the scene. 

De Lieuw’s objectives in the EIFL project are:  
− Professionalisation of the use of a Geographic Information System (GIS) to assist farm advisors and farmers by 

exploring the accession to Public Administration data, looking at the potential of new technologies, and exchanging 
expertise with national organisations and international partners; 
− Ecological assessment using methods and criteria relevant to an island agricultural landscape. 

1.3.2.4 Other organisations 
− Arran: Ayrshire & Arran FWAG 
− Cyprus: Development Agency of Larnaca 
− Irish Offshore Islands: Comhdhail Oileain na hEireann - Irish Islands Federation 
− Islay: RSPB Scotland 
− Gothenburg Southern Archipelago (Sweden): Small Islands for Understanding – Carpe Mare Styrsö 

stadsdelsförvaltning 
− Malta: Genista Foundation   
− Menorca (Spain): GOB Menorca - Balearic Group for Ornithology and Defence of Nature and Menorca 

Biosphere Reserve Administration 

1.4 Agri-environment schemes: their impact on island farming & 
biodiversity 

1.4.1 Evaluation of AES: literature review 
Agri-environment schemes aim to counteract the negative effects of modern agriculture on the environment by 

providing financial incentives to farmers for adopting environmentally friendly agricultural practices. Lack of 
knowledge of the responses of farmland wildlife to the implementation of agri-environment schemes makes it 
impossible to perform cost-benefit analyses or to improve scheme performance when and wherever needed (Kleijn, 
2006). It is therefore essential to evaluate the ecological effects of agri-environment schemes. 

1.4.1.1 A few examples of AES evaluation 
Kleijn and Sutherland (2003) carried out a comprehensive search for studies that tested the effectiveness of AES in 

published papers or reports. The commonest experimental design was a comparison of biodiversity in AES and 
control areas. Other designs were the collection of baseline data, the comparison of trends or changes in 
biodiversity between areas with and without schemes or the pairing of scheme and control sites. They concluded that in 
the majority of studies, the research design was inadequate to assess reliably the effectiveness of the schemes. 

Negative ecological impacts or ineffectiveness of AES have been highlighted in the Netherlands by Kleijn et al 
(2001). They have evaluated the contribution of AES to the protection of biodiversity in intensively-used Dutch 
agricultural landscapes. They compared plants, birds, hover flies and bees on fields with AES management agreements 
or managed conventionally. They concluded that management agreements were not effective in protecting the species 
richness in the investigated species groups. Verhulst et al (2007) assessed the effectiveness of the combination of two 
agri-environment measures - postponed mowing and per-clutch payment – aimed at halting the decline of meadow 
birds. They found that these conservation measures did not support a higher abundance of waders.  

On the other hand, Peach et al (2001) observed a significant increase in the numbers of cirl bunting (Emberiza 
cirlus) on land under the English Countryside Stewardship Scheme compared to conventional land; and Carvell et al 
(2007) suggested that the establishment of 'floristically enhanced margins' under English Higher Level Stewardship 
could significantly provide diverse perennial communities of forage plants and support a greater range of Bombus 
spp. and other pollinators. 

From a landscape point of view, Whittingham (2007) suggests that AES are likely to increase biodiversity if a 
lower number of larger resource patches are provided, in contrast to current practice that promotes many small 
fragmented areas of environmental resource. In addition, Donald and Evans (2006) advocate AES as a proficient tool to 
restore connectivity and thus offset some of the negative impacts on biodiversity of the loss and fragmentation of non-
agricultural habitats, and contribute positively to the coherence of key biodiversity and protected area networks. 
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In a word, scattered evaluations of AES have been and are carried out but so far no clear conclusion as to their 
overall environmental effectiveness has been drawn, and no standardised methodology has been suggested to evaluate 
them on a European scale.   

1.4.1.2 Biodiversity indicators 
Indicators are meant to quantify and communicate complex phenomena in a simple manner (Bibby 1999). 

Biodiversity indicators are surrogate measures used to characterise it or indicate its status and trends. However, the 
basic question of whether an individual species, or group of species, can indicate anything about species and 
environmental health more broadly remains contentious (Gregory et al, 2005). As regards to the CBD’s 2010 
Biodiversity Target, a list of indicators has been recommended. Those focusing on status and trends of the 
components of biological diversity are:  

• trends in extent of selected biomes, ecosystems and habitats;  
• trends in abundance and distribution of selected species; and  
• coverage of protected areas.  

Areas under nature protection 
The International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) and the World Commission on Protected Areas 

(WCPA) define a Protected Area as ‘an area of land and/or sea especially dedicated to the protection and maintenance 
of biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural resources, and managed through legal or other effective 
means’. In most cases, protected areas are created to ensure the long term conservation of the biota, habitats, and 
landscapes contained within their boundaries. Examples are World Heritage Sites, Ramsar Sites, Biosphere Reserves, 
Prime Butterfly Areas or Important Bird Areas. In Europe, a consequence of the Birds and Habitats Directives was the 
creation of the Natura 2000 Network of Special Areas Protection Areas and Special Areas of Conservation.  

Protected area coverage has several advantages as an indicator: data are regularly compiled and stored; the 
surface area can be calculated and analysed at various scales and in relation to different political or bio-geographic 
features and the concept of protected area coverage as a means towards biodiversity conservation can be effectively 
communicated. One limitation is that number and surface of protected areas are a measure of action taken, not the 
effectiveness of that action. This indicator is widely used at the national regional and international levels, in part 
because it is a simple statistic to derive and use (CBD, Decision VII/30). 

High Nature Value (HNV) Farmland  
HNV Farmland comprises the hot spots of biological diversity in rural areas. They are often characterised by 

extensive farming practices, associated with a high species and habitat diversity or the presence of species of European 
conservation concern. Most of these farming systems are characterised by low stocking densities, low use of chemical 
inputs and often labour intensive practices.  

The need for measures to prevent the loss of HNV Farmland is widely acknowledged. Its conservation is an explicit 
objective in the framework of EU Rural Development Policy. According to the Kyiv resolution (2003), the 
identification, using agreed common criteria, of all HNV areas in agricultural ecosystems in the EU had to be completed 
by 2006, and by 2008 a substantial proportion of these areas should be under biodiversity-sensitive management by 
using appropriate mechanisms such as rural development instruments, agri-environmental programmes and organic 
agriculture. 

IRENA indicators 
The European Commission IRENA operation (Indicator Reporting on the Integration of Environmental Concerns 

into Agriculture Policy) has developed agri-environmental indicators for monitoring the integration of environmental 
concerns into the CAP (EEA, 2005). On biodiversity and landscapes, some of the suggested indicators are the 
following: 'area under agri-environment support' (IRENA 1), 'area under nature protection' (IRENA 4), 'land cover 
change' (IRENA 24), 'high nature value farmland areas' (IRENA 26) and 'populations of farmland birds' (IRENA 28).  

1.4.2 Approach adopted to evaluate AES impact on the case-study islands  
As part of the European Island Farm Landscape project, it has been proposed to undertake an assessment of AES at 

the island scale on three partner islands, using a common methodology described here. The aims are to compare local 
approaches to schemes, evaluate their relative success and identify similar issues and/or opportunities relating to island 
farming.   

1.4.2.1 Identification of island agriculture & conservation issues 
In order to understand the island challenges, the Local Biodiversity Action Plans have been consulted and key 

agricultural species and habitats highlighted, as well as landscape features of importance for landscape character and 
biodiversity.  
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1.4.2.2 AES applied on island farmland  
The questions are whether schemes are an answer to the issues previously identified and how farmers make use of 

the schemes and options available. Up-take statistics of previous and existing agri-environment schemes offered on the 
island have been analysed. 

1.4.2.3 High Nature Value areas and AES 
The aim is to appraise the relationship between schemes and sites of importance for nature conservation. 

Description and extent of local, national and international designations have been provided. Where information was 
available, island designated areas have been overlapped with AES areas to assess if AES were effective in helping to 
protect key sites.  

1.4.2.4 Analysis of field survey data 
The objective is to relate changes in the farming environment to implementation of AES. Biological surveys carried 

out on the island have been identified and relevant and accessible data put into suitable format to link to AES 
information. Farmers’ feedback has been solicited through direct interview or postal questionnaire so as to get a local 
overview of environmental changes on the ground and of the perception of socio-economic aspects of schemes.  

 
First this methodology has been implemented the three case study islands. Outcomes have then been compared to 

highlight similarities and differences between island approaches and some issues and opportunities for island farming in 
relation to agri-environment schemes have been identified. Findings for each case are first presented. Then the 
comparison will be made.    

2. ISLE OF WIGHT  

2.1 Identification of island agriculture & conservation issues 

2.1.1 Isle of Wight landscape  

Photo 2 : Enclosed pastures 

Photo 2 : Chalk downland  

The Isle of Wight is a 380 km2 island located in the south of England. It hosts 
132,731 inhabitants (2001 census) and has an economy dominated by the service 
sector, in particular tourism. The following description of the island is based on two 
publications: the Isle of Wight Natural Area Profile (English Nature) and the Isle of 
Wight Character Area (Countryside Agency). 

The Isle of Wight is the largest island off the English coast. It has a diverse 
island landscape, united by an overall maritime influence. Its complex geology 
gives rise to chalk downland (photo 1), arable farmland, wooded dairy pasture, 
small areas of heathland and hay meadows, sea cliffs and estuarine creeks. 
Settlement is dispersed with main concentrations at Newport in the centre and along 
the eastern coast from Cowes in the north to Ventnor in the south. The Isle of Wight 
is characterised by mixed agricultural use, showing examples of intensive arable 
farming on large open fields, sheep-grazed downlands, permanent grassland 
enclosed by established hedgerows (photo 2), small copses and a few large 
plantations, relicts of ancient wood-pasture and horticultural fields of vegetables, 
bulbs and flowers interspersed by a small number of orchards.  

Key landscape features of the historic environment, as listed in the Isle of 
Wight Area of Outstanding Natural Plan 2004-2009, include notably buried 
archaeology and palaeo-environments, historic buildings, historic parks and 
gardens, field patterns, managed and farmed landscapes, and boundaries.  

2.1.2 Agriculture on the Isle of Wight 
The Isle of Wight Lifescape Project final report (2002) includes an analysis of the agricultural sector on the Isle of 

Wight based on the results of the 2000 Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (DEFRA) June Census. 
The 2001 to 2005 DEFRA June Census results complete this study. 

2.1.2.1 Structure of the agricultural sector 
Isle of Wight figures have been compared to those of the region (South East of England) and of England as a whole. 

The island shows a higher proportion of small farmland holdings than elsewhere in the region or nationally but a 
relatively small number of larger holdings accounts for the majority of agricultural land. In the last years, there has been 
a significant increase in the number of farm types classified as ‘other’, i.e. farms which do not fit in with mainstream 
agriculture, such as specialist goats or horses, agri-tourism, or farms of limited economic importance. These can be 
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related on the Isle of Wight to the high number of small holdings and their associated activities, such as the keeping of 
horses.   

The island traditionally has had proportionately more dairy and grazing livestock farms than the South East and 
England, although in recent there has been a decrease in dairy farm due to changes in CAP and farm subsidies. On the 
other hand relatively fewer farms produce cereals. 

The proportion of agricultural land rented on the island is lower than in the South East and England. The total 
agricultural labour force on the island is small; and further restructuring of the sector may cause a continued fall in 
labour and may include the retirement or earlier departure of farmers from the livestock sectors and lead to a smaller 
number of farmers managing large areas of land.  

2.1.2.2 Land use 
The majority of the island’s agricultural area is used either for cropping or is permanent grassland. Grassland - in 

particular permanent - accounts for a higher percentage of agricultural land and less surface is cropped than on the 
English mainland. Woodland area is slightly lower than in South East England whereas rough grazing areas are more 
abundant. The cropped surface decreased between 1990 and 2001 and has stabilized since at around 8,800 ha. The 
permanent grassland area has followed a positive trend since 1990, with the exception of the year 2002. The woodland 
surface has remained roughly steady and so has the temporary grassland area.  

2.1.2.3 Livestock trends 
Overall livestock numbers have fallen since 1990. The sheep herd decreased by 4, 600 animals between 1990 and 

2002. After 2002 however, the number of sheep has clearly increased and exceeded the 1990 level. Dairy cow numbers 
have fallen since the introduction of milk quotas in 1984. The herd size is now about half of what it was 20 years ago. 
The beef herd did not increase on the Isle of Wight as dramatically as in other parts of England after the introduction of 
headage payments in 1988. The beef herd has remained fairly static since 1990 whereas the dairy herd has significantly 
declined, the result being an overall decrease of the cattle herd.  

By and large, in the livestock sector, falling livestock numbers, poor profitability and lack of investment threaten 
the sustainability of the industry and consequently the habitats and species dependant on grazing activities. The Isle 
of Wight has particularly suffered from the problems affecting the livestock industry in England - e.g. Foot and Mouth 
Disease outbreak in 2001 - due to factors such as: its isolated position from main markets, its increased cost basis, a 
higher proportion of agricultural areas in grassland than the mainland, a smaller average holding size and a small, and 
therefore relatively powerless, agricultural labour force. The livestock sector is particularly dependant on the future of 
profitable dairying and the presence of associated infrastructure on the island.  

2.1.3 Farmland Biodiversity Action Plan and local issues  

2.1.3.1 Farmland Biodiversity Action Plan 
In 1994, the United Kingdom published its Biodiversity Action Plan (UK-BAP) in response to the Convention on 

Biological Diversity. The UK-BAP describes the UK's biological resources and proposes a detailed plan for their 
protection. It presents a list of UK Priority Species and Habitats. The latest review of this list (June 2007) contains 
1,149 species and 65 habitats. The UK Biodiversity Partnership has been managing the UK-BAP since 2002. Four 
Country Biodiversity Groups (England, Scotland, Northern Ireland and Wales) have the responsibility to identify the 
directions and policy instruments that can be used to implement the action plans at the country-level. The England 
Biodiversity Group, chaired by DEFRA, involves stakeholders from public, private and the voluntary sector, and 
advises the Government on the implementation of the UK-BAP in England. 

Local Biodiversity Action Plans have also been prepared in order to translate national targets for species and 
habitats into effective action at the local level. They focus on targets important to the area, reflect the values of people, 
and encourage effective local partnerships. They also intend to raise awareness of the need for biodiversity conservation 
and enhancement in the local context. The Isle of Wight Biodiversity Action Plan Steering Group has prepared such 
a Biodiversity Action Plan which covers the period 2004-2014. Organisations involved in biodiversity conservation on 
the island have been consulted in the process. The focus is on habitats, as it has been assumed that the actions proposed 
in the Habitat Action Plans would also meet the requirements of the species associated with them. In addition, Species 
Action Plans have been produced for species with particular requirements, such as red squirrel and woodland bat.  

Along with other habitats such as calcareous grasslands, wetlands and Solent coast, an Isle of Wight Farmland 
Action Plan has been prepared. It is not defined as a habitat type of its own in the UK-BAP, but farmland is an 
assemblage of different habitat types which collectively can be of high biodiversity and nature conservation importance.  
Farmland contains a mosaic of four broad habitat types identified in the UK-BAP: arable and horticulture, improved 
grassland, boundary and linear features, and standing open water.  These also include two priority habitats: ancient 
and species rich hedgerows, and cereal field margins.  

Several factors have led to the identification of farmland habitats as a priority for action on the Isle of Wight. One is 
that farmland wildlife has undergone dramatic declines in diversity and abundance due to intensification of farming 
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practices. Besides, farming is necessary for the conservation of biodiversity both within typical farmland and semi-
natural grassland and grazed habitats not normally considered as farmland. Also, the future viability of agriculture is 
threatened by an economic crisis, and changes in farm support and policy at a national and international level are likely 
to impact deeply on the ways in which farmland on the Isle of Wight is managed. Finally, demand for food produced in 
an environmentally-friendly way is increasing.  The Action Plan recognises that the main objective of farming is food 
production, and farmland biodiversity is usually a by-product. It emphasises the need to take into account the economic 
viability of farm businesses in seeking to promote farming systems and practices which encourage biodiversity. 

The overall aim of the Isle of Wight Farmland Action Plan is to protect and enhance biodiversity of farmland, 
which translates into five objectives: 

• Promote actions that support a viable farming economy on the Isle of Wight in which the conservation of 
farm biodiversity is an integral component; 

• Maintain and where appropriate restore populations of key farmland species on the Isle of Wight; 
• Maintain and promote farming systems that conserve the historic landscape character of the Island; 
• Improve knowledge of farmland habitats and their associated species; and 
• Communicate with and provide information to farmers and the farming industry, statutory and voluntary 

organisations and the general public that increase the awareness of farming and farm biodiversity. 
The Isle of Wight Biodiversity Partnership has agreed to take a species-led approach to developing farmland 

biodiversity actions, based upon the identification of a number of ‘flagship’ or indicator species that are likely to be 
associated with biologically rich farmland landscapes. The objective is to ensure that farm management systems and 
farming practices are developed in accordance to these species’ ecological requirements. Species have been selected to 
represent a diversity of farmland micro-habitats or farming systems so that measures taken to meet the ecological needs 
of these species are also likely to benefit other ones. Most of the species are identified as species of concern on the Isle 
of Wight in the IW Biodiversity Audit and Assessment (2000). Others are good indicators of important farmland micro-
habitats or biologically rich farmland landscapes.  

2.1.3.2 Isle of Wight conservation and agricultural issues 
Farming, landscapes and biodiversity on the Isle of Wight are affected by a number of factors which are to be dealt 

with to secure a dynamic agricultural sector associated with a sustainable environment. The Isle of Wight AONB 
management plan 2004-2009 and the Isle of Wight Farmland BAP have identified the following: 

Economic health of the farming sector 
In recent years prices for agricultural produce have declined and consequently, so have farm incomes. 

Continued decline may lead farmers to abandon their activity altogether and the consequence would be a loss in 
farmland biodiversity, with scrub and woodland replacing open agricultural landscapes.   

Island marketing 
Transport costs to and from the island have profit and welfare implications. The lack of island-based facilities 

such as an abattoir is acknowledged, and these could help a local market to develop. EU regulations, high costs and 
insufficient number of livestock on the island are cited as why an abattoir does not exist to date. Demand for organic 
and locally produced food is growing too, and linking local consumers to local markets could support a viable farming 
sector, as well as impact positively on farmland biodiversity. So far, increases in organic food sales have been met 
mainly by imports, though a major organic farm shop has been established at Godshill with a Rural Enterprise Scheme.  

Grant funding and subsidies 
Guaranteed prices for agricultural produce have encouraged intensification and have modified farming practices, 

in particular in arable farming. The consequences for biodiversity are a decline in weed species of cultivation and 
farmland bird populations. Intensification also threatens a number of island landscape character types and features 
dependant on the continuation of traditional arable and mixed farming, e.g. chalk downland, ancient hedgerows and 
trees. Single Farm Payment with ‘cross-compliance’ requirements has been introduced in 2005, breaking the link 
between subsidies and production. Decoupling of subsidy for food production and introduction of other incentives - in 
particular agri-environment schemes - creates opportunities for new approaches.  

Diversification 
Innovative ways to supplement traditional farming incomes are sought, through production of goods or services 

bringing a higher margin. As an example, the conversion of redundant farm buildings to holiday accommodation 
facilities can provide income and retain buildings of local importance, provided that such development in carried out 
with regards to the historic environment and nature conservation. The risk is a resulting need for new functional farm 
buildings unfitted to the landscape character.   

Climate change  
This global phenomenon may have local consequences on land management due to irregular rainfall, with periods 

of drought and flash flooding, as well as open up opportunities to grow new and different crops. 
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2.2 AES on Isle of Wight farmland 

2.2.1 AES operating on the Isle of Wight 

2.2.1.1 Countryside and Environmental Stewardship 
Subsequent to the rapid intensification of agriculture in the last 50 years, negative effects of agriculture and threats 

to landscape, habitats and species have raised public concern. The Wildlife and Countryside Act of 1981 introduced the 
possibility to compensate farmers in designated areas for not carrying out practices damaging the environment. In the 
UK, emphasis has always been put on protection of wildlife and traditional rural landscapes with features such as 
hedges rather than on pollution issues. 

The first national environmental scheme introduced on the Isle of Wight has been the Countryside Stewardship 
Scheme (CSS), started in 1991. It has targeted sensitive habitats and landscape features on all land outside the 
designated Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESA, cf. 3.2.1.1). Participation was competitive and agreements were 
signed for 10 years. Environment-friendly production methods were encouraged and new public access supported.  

In England, the DEFRA Environmental Stewardship Scheme (ESS) has now replaced the ESA scheme and CSS 
since 2005. It is not restricted to designated areas and is open to all farmers. It comprises three elements: 

• Entry Level Stewardship (ELS) is a ‘whole farm’ scheme open to all farmers and land managers who farm 
their land conventionally. The objective is to address landscape scale environmental problems.  

• Organic Entry Level Stewardship (OELS) is a ‘whole farm’ scheme similar to the ELS, open to farmers who 
manage all or part of their land organically. 

• Higher Level Stewardship (HLS) aims at delivering significant environmental benefits in high priority 
situations and areas. HLS concentrates on the more complex types of management where land managers need advice 
and support and where agreements will be tailored to local circumstances.  

Environmental Stewardship goes beyond what is required under the Single Payment Scheme (SPS) cross 
compliance conditions. The main aim is to encourage a large number of farmers and land owners over a wide area 
to deliver simple and effective environmental management.  

Applicants are required to prepare a Farm Environment Record and are given a ‘points target’ according to the farm 
size. They have to choose from a range of options such as hedgerow management, low input grassland, buffer strips, 
management plans and options to protect soils, each earning ‘points’ per unit (hectare, meter). The ‘points target’ has to 
be met to enter the scheme.  

2.2.1.2 Other schemes 
The Woodland Grant Scheme (WGS) was launched by the Forestry Commission to help woodland owners 

manage their woodland for wildlife, landscape, recreation and timber production. The 15-year grants were a mixture of 
fixed payments for woodland management as well as capital payments. In 2005 these grants were re-launched as 
England Woodland Grant Schemes. 

The Joining and Increasing Grant for Semi-natural Ancient Woodlands (JIGSAW) Challenge was a specific 
woodland grant scheme awarded by the Forestry Commission to target areas. The aim was to encourage the expansion 
and linkage of semi natural woodland. It was launched on the Isle of Wight in 2000 after the success of the IW Red 
Squirrel Project. Farmers were encouraged to plant new native woodlands in arable or improved grassland areas to join 
or enlarge ancient woodlands.  

The Wildlife Enhancement Scheme (WES) is operated by English Nature (now Natural England) and applies to 
designated sites.  Short-term agreements provide financial support to land managers for the maintenance and 
enhancement of the site’s wildlife interest. Standard payments are made for achieving appropriate nature conservation 
management and for carrying out specific management works. 

2.2.2 Stakeholders 
Natural England 

Natural England is a new Public Body established in October 2006 by the amalgamation of three founder bodies 
(Countryside Agency, English Nature and Rural Development Service).  It is responsible for ensuring that England's 
natural environment is protected and enhanced. It is notably in charge of awarding environmental grants, designating 
statutory sites, and managing National Nature Reserves. As regards to AES, Natural England administers the DEFRA 
schemes.  

Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust – Living Landscapes Project 
Through the Red Squirrel Project, the Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust initiated in 1998 the process of 

talking to island farmers and landowners to discuss conservation issues and to give advice on management and grant 
funding opportunities. In 2004 the Wildlife Trust started the Isle of Wight Living Landscapes Project, funded by 
Leader +, with the aim of helping farmers and land managers to access agri-environment schemes by providing free 
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advice. It contributes to the positive management of the designated landscape and ecologically sensitive sites on the Isle 
of Wight whilst allowing a number of farmers and landowners to improve their income. It also coordinates the 
European Farm Landscape Project. 

Island 2000 – Land Care Project 
The Isle of Wight Land Care Project aims to help farmers, growers and landowners in the Medina and Eastern Yar 

catchments make the most of the opportunities AES can offer. It is funded by the Environment Agency and provides 
free advice and information about land management practices which conserve and improve soil, water and wildlife, 
and respond to climate change. 

FWAG 
The Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group (FWAG) is a UK charity which assists farmers and land owners in 

improving wildlife and conservation on the farm, helps to make the most of agri-environment schemes and gives advice 
on how to meet regulations regarding resource management and diffuse pollution. Farmers on the Isle of Wight can be 
given support from Surrey FWAG advisors.  

Landscape Therapy 
Landscape Therapy is a local independent organisation providing practical advice and carrying out projects relating 

to hedgerow planting and management. It is active in the implementation of AES measures on the Isle of Wight. 

2.2.3 Uptake statistics on Isle of Wight 
Natural England has provided a list of all the Environmental Stewardship agreements in May 2007 on the Isle of 

Wight with associated options and area or length of each element under stewardship. Options are detailed in annexe. No 
such information has been obtained for Countryside Stewardship. Additionally geographical information on ESS and 
CSS has been gathered from MAGIC database.  

On the Isle of Wight, a total of 79 ES agreements have been signed, essentially of Entry Level. 10,350 ha are 
under stewardship management (table 2). The 2005 DEFRA June Census has recorded 636 holdings and a total of 
26,200 ha of farmed area on the Isle of Wight. Using these figures, 12% of Isle of Wight holdings are under ES 
contract and 42% of the island farmland is under Environmental Stewardship management. 

Table 2 : Environmental Stewardship on the Isle of Wight 
 Number of agreements ELS/OELS Land area (ha) HLS Land area (ha) 
Entry Level Stewardship 63 7,402  
Organic Entry Level Stewardship 6 471  
Entry Level plus Higher Level Stewardship 9 1,806 598 
Organic Entry Level plus Higher Level Stewardship 1 669 141 
Total 79 10,348 739 

Table 3 summarises the information provided by Natural England. All schemes, Entry Level, Organic Entry Level 
and Higher Level, are added up. On the Isle of Wight, options relating to landscape or boundary features’ 
management show the highest up-take. More precisely, hedgerow management - on both sides, one side or enhanced 
management – accounts for 153 agreements. 460 km of hedgerows are under stewardship. 71 ditch management options 
– half ditch or both sides- are also applied, i.e. on 81 km of ditch. These figures include combined hedge and ditch 
management options. Up-take is significant for options for low-input grassland as well. 61 management of grassland 
with low or very low inputs options, and 617 ha of land, are integrated in Isle of Wight ES agreements. It represents 
about 6% of total grassland area on the island (14,000 ha, DEFRA June Census 2005). Options for historic and 
landscape features have very low uptake, an option to take archaeological features out of cultivation appears in only 
one agreement. 

Table 3 : Uptake of ES options on the Isle of Wight  

ES options Number of 
agreement Area (ha) Length (m) 

Number of 
feature 

(tree/ plot) 
Options for boundary features 189  502,388   
Options for trees and woodland 42 4 38,763 457 
Options for historic and landscape features 1 3     
Options for buffer strips and field margins 38 51     
Options for arable land 33 285   7 
Options to encourage a range of crop types 9 36     
Options to protect soils 5 43     
Options for lowland grassland outside the LFA 71 879     
Management plans 86 17,210     
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DEFRA Rural Development Service has published in 2005 a guidance note for Entry Level and Organic Entry 
Level Stewardship. It describes the environmental objectives for the Isle of Wight and proposes ELS/OELS options 
to put into application to achieve them. Uptake is presented in table 4. For instance, hedgerow and ditch management 
options should benefit key island species such as red squirrels and water voles. AES have been suggested as a proficient 
tool to restore connectivity between habitats and improve the coherence of key biodiversity and protected area 
networks (Donald and Evans, 2006). Given the uptake statistics (161 options), it seems that ES on the Isle of Wight 
contributes to these objectives. Uptake of options to favour rare arable plant is on the other hand extremely low (1).   

Table 4 : Uptake of Environmental Stewardship options according to environmental objectives 

Environmental objectives Number of ES 
sites 

Area 
(ha) Length (m) 

To maintain species-rich chalk grassland, riverside grassland, dry acid 
grassland and coastal grassland 61 617 

To provide habitats and food sources for farmland birds 56 324 
To encourage rare arable plants which may be present in seedbank 1 3 
To provide help for red squirrel, water voles and bats which are important or 
unique Island species 161 4 462,874

2.3 High Nature Value areas and AES 
The different local, national and international designations existing on the island have been identified. Information 
relating to Sites of Specific Scientific Interest (SSSI) has been collected through Natural England website. That same 
information is also mapped and can be used in GIS, as well as Ramsar sites, National Nature Reserves, Special Areas of 
Conservation and Special Protection Areas. Much of the island is covered by nature conservation and other 
designations.. The different categories are briefly presented here.  When information on the sites was available, Isle of 
Wight areas managed through agricultural activities have then been identified and related to AES.  

2.3.1 Site designations  
Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) 

SACs are areas which have been given special protection under the European Union’s Habitats Directive. They 
consequently exist throughout Europe and in particular in all three study islands. They have been adopted by the 
European Commission and formally designated by the government of the country in whose territory the site lies. SACs 
provide protection for a variety of wild animals, plants and habitats. Five sites are designated as SAC on the Isle of 
Wight (table 5). The Isle of Wight Downs is the only island SAC for which management relies primarily on farming 
practices.  

Table 5 : SAC habitats on the Isle of Wight 
SAC Main habitats 

Briddlesford Copse Broad-leaved deciduous woodland 

Isle of Wight Downs Dry grassland. Steppes  
Broad-leaved deciduous woodland 

Solent & Isle of Wight Lagoons Tidal rivers. Estuaries. Mud flats. Sand flats. Lagoons 

Solent Maritime 
Tidal rivers. Estuaries. Mud flats. Sand flats. Lagoons 
Salt marshes. Salt pastures. Salt steppes  
Marine areas. Sea inlets 

South Wight Maritime Marine areas. Sea inlets 

Special Protection Areas (SPA) 
SPAs are protected sites classified under the EU Birds Directive. They are designated for rare and vulnerable birds, 

and for regularly occurring migratory species. Again, they are present throughout Europe. One area in the north of Isle 
of Wight is part of the Solent & Southampton Water SPA, which also includes land on the mainland of England. The 
dominant habitat is Newtown estuary and does not involve agricultural management.  

Ramsar sites 
Ramsar sites are wetlands of international importance designated under the Ramsar Convention. Part of the island 

is included in the Solent & Southampton Water Ramsar site, which overlaps with the SPA of the same name. The 
site comprises estuaries and adjacent coastal habitats, and supports internationally important wintering waterfowl, 
breeding gull and tern populations and an assemblage of rare invertebrates and plants.  

National Nature Reserves (NNR) 
NNRs are places with a national wildlife interest. They have been established to protect the most important areas 

of wildlife habitat and geological formations in Britain, and as places for scientific research. One has been designated 
on the Isle of Wight: Newtown Harbour. It is owned and managed by the National Trust. Its main habitats are coastal 
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habitat and wood pasture. The reserve overlaps with the Solent Southampton Water SPA. It comprises areas of estuary 
and foreshore with extensive mudflats and saltmarsh, together with adjacent meadows and woodland. It is an important 
site for wildlife and presents geological interest as well. 

Local Nature Reserves (LNR) 
LNRs are places with wildlife or geological features that are of special interest locally. Management priorities are 

the conservation of nature and/or the maintenance of special opportunities for study, research or enjoyment of nature. 
There are eight LNRs on the Isle of Wight.  

Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) 
Notification of a site as a SSSI gives legal protection to the best sites for wildlife and geology in the UK. The first 

SSSIs were identified in 1949. Natural England now has responsibility for identifying and protecting the SSSIs in 
England under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 2000. It advises the owners of sites to make sure that they are managed 
in the best possible way in order to conserve the special wildlife and geological features of SSSIs. Examples of the 
types of management needed to maintain sites include grazing animals at particular times of year, coppicing, controlling 
water levels and clearing scrub. There are currently 41 SSSIs on the Isle of Wight. 

Sites of Interest for Nature Conservation (SINC) 
A site can be recorded as a SINC in order to raise awareness of its importance for wildlife and make it a focus 

for nature conservation resources. SINCs provide an essential network of habitats that can be used to help re-build 
biodiversity on a landscape scale. It is a non-statutory designation and no restriction on agricultural management is 
imposed. Identification as a SINC highlights the importance of a site when applying for funding through Environmental 
Stewardship schemes and can assist in a successful application.  It may also make a site eligible for other sources of 
grant aid for management. Local authorities have schedules of SINCs within their area and include policies in their 
Local Plans and Local Development Frameworks to safeguard these sites from inappropriate development. The Isle of 
Wight Council has identified 275 SINCs on the island. These include woodlands, unimproved grasslands, and mosaics 
of heathland, scrub and hedgerows, as well as coastal and estuarine habitats. Management of 79 sites involves primarily 
agricultural practices.  

Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) 
AONBs are an English and Welsh landscape designation. The concept of AONB was developed in the 1949 

National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act. Landscapes of equal value were designated as either AONBs or 
National Parks; and have equivalent value in terms of Government Policy. Their care has been entrusted to the local 
authorities, organisations, community groups and the individuals who live and work within them or who value them. 
Designation seeks to protect and enhance natural beauty whilst recognising the needs of the local community and 
economy. This includes the protection of flora, fauna and geological as well as landscape features. The conservation of 
archaeological, architectural and vernacular features in the landscape is also important. There is a recognition that this 
natural beauty relies upon the management of the landscape through agriculture and forestry, and the economic and 
social activities which occur within it.  

The Isle of Wight AONB was designated in 1963. The area is made up of five distinct land parcels and covers 189 
square kilometres, about half of the island. It has been designated for its complex and diverse landscape, including 
among others traditional enclosed pastures, chalk downs, intensive agricultural land and coastal farmland, all dependent 
on the continuation of agricultural activities. The Isle of Wight AONB Partnership is in charge of the its management. 

Private reserves 
HNV farmland can also be managed as private reserves, such as the Wildlife Trust nature reserves, the National 

Trust land, Royal Society for the Protection of Bird (RSPB) reserves, the People’s Trust for the Protection of 
Endangered Species etc. All these organisations own and manage land on the Isle of Wight for conservation purposes. 

2.3.2 AES on High Nature Value areas in Isle of Wight 
 The objective is to understand the relationship between 

AES and HNV areas on the Isle of Wight. Natural England 
has provided GIS maps representing the areas under English 
AES, and statutory designated sites on the Isle of Wight. 
CSS and ES files are 1:10,000 maps, dated 31/05/2006 
(CSS) and 07/02/2007 (ESS). Open source GIS softwares 
(gvSIG and OpenJump) have been used to overlap the HNV 
areas with scheme areas, and calculate the surface of 
overlay. The results are summarized below.  

Table 6 : Area (ha) of statutory site designations 
under AES on the Isle of Wight and proportion of 
designated area under AES  

 
 IoW Downs SAC SSSIs 

Total site area 458.1 1259.8 
CSS 267.8 58% 829.55 66% 
ELS + HLS 25.9 6% 115.5 9%  Table 6 shows the area of designation category under 

scheme management, and the proportion of the total 
designated area which is under the various schemes. Data 
for Newtown Harbour NNR and Solent & Southampton 

ELS   81.0 6% 
OELS + HLS   72.6 6% 
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Water SPA and Ramsar Site are available, but not mentioned here as they are not primarily agricultural sites and thus 
are of little interest as regards to AES. For the same reason, only the Isle of Wight Downs SAC is considered. As for 
SSSIs, sites which include some habitats whose management involves farming activities have been extracted from a 
complete list of Isle of Wight SSSIs (41 sites). The following habitats have been selected: acid grassland, arable and 
horticulture, boundary and linear features, calcareous grassland, dwarf shrub heath, and neutral grassland. The resulting 
list contains 29 sites, of which 27 are - at least partly - managed under ES and/or CSS. A significant proportion of HNV 
areas under statutory designations benefits from CSS and/or ES. CSS is the scheme the most widely applied on these 
sites, followed by the HLS.   

 Natural England assesses the conditions of SSSIs, using six agreed condition categories. On the Isle of Wight, the 
latest assessment has been carried out in most cases between 2000 and 2005, whereas ESS have started after 2005. 
Therefore the site condition cannot be used as an indicator of the success of the scheme. However the targets of the 
ESS regarding HNV farmland can be highlighted.  

Figure 1 shows the distribution of the different ESS which apply to SSSIs. Again, only ‘agricultural’ SSSIs are 
taken into account here. HLS is the main scheme applied on SSSIs. In total, management under HLS (HLS+ELS and 
HLS+OELS) covers about 188 ha of SSSI (15% of agricultural SSSI area). A great part of the sites under HLS are in 
‘unfavourable recovering’ condition, i.e. SSSI units are not yet fully conserved but all the necessary management 
measures are in place. 47 ha are in ‘favourable’ condition, the land is adequately conserved and there is scope for 
enhancement of units. 39 ha are in ‘unfavourable declining’ condition meaning the conservation of the site units 
requires changes in the current management. HLS targets SSSIs, in particular sites in need for enhancement. The 
scheme potentially offers an opportunity for improvement of the condition status and the conservation value of these 
sites. ELS applies on 81 ha of SSSI, exclusively to units in favourable or recovering condition. It should help preserve 
this condition status.  
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Figure 1 : Condition and area (ha) of Isle of Wight SSSIs under ES management  

 
The area and condition of SSSIs under CSS management is illustrated in Figure 2. Area designated as SSSI under 

CSS is significantly larger than under ES: 830 ha, compared to 270 ha. This might be either because HNV farmland has 
been specifically targeted under the CSS, or the 10-year scheme is still running and shift to the new ES has not occurred 
yet on these sites. Most units are in ‘favourable’ (376 ha) or ‘recovering’ (417 ha) condition. This would need to be 
compared to the condition of these sites at the start of the scheme to assess if CSS has helped to improve the condition 
of SSSIs. At any rate it can be concluded that CSS has at least helped to maintain a good conservation value.  
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Figure 2 : Condition and area (ha) of Isle of Wight SSSIs under CSS management  

 
The same analysis could be done with data on SINCs and LNRs, provided geographical information on these areas 

is made available. In addition, a more detailed analysis could be carried by including in the database used to overlap 
SSSI and AES information relating to the reason for designation of SSSI, habitats and species of conservation 
importance, scheme options etc to eventually help targeting schemes to specific needs.    

2.4 Analysis of field survey data 

2.4.1 Isle of Wight Farmland Bird survey of the Military Road by Island2000/ 
IWOG  

2.4.1.1 Survey area and methodology 
This study identified that there was one major long term 

monitoring site on the Isle of Wight that could be used to 
assess if ESS and CSS were influencing biodiversity and 
landscapes. An annual survey of breeding farmland birds 
along the Military Road (A3055), which runs parallel to the 
southern coast of the island (photo 3), has been conducted by 
Dave Hunnybun (Isle of Wight Ornithological Group - 
IWOG) on behalf of Island 2000 Trust since 2002. The target 
species for the survey were based on the main UK 
Biodiversity Action Plan farmland bird species and include 
amongst others the grey partridge (Perdrix perdrix), lapwing 
(Vanellus vanellus), skylark (Alauda arvensis) and corn 
bunting (Miliaria calandra) – all of which are listed as 
conservation priorities under the IOW Farmland BAP. Other 
species of Red or Amber UK conservation status occurring on 
Isle of Wight have been recorded.  

Land use is mostly arable, both winter and spring crops in the western part of the survey area. A dairy farm (Jersey 
cattle) is present in the central part, and a large sheep farm occupies the western part. There are also a number of chines 
along the road, which are small wooded valleys created by water erosion.  

The survey area has been divided into five sections of approximately the same length (1 to 5, from east to west), 
each surveyed at least four times, with the same route followed on each visit. During each visit all species recorded 
were plotted on a map. For a breeding territory to be registered, the bird had to be observed at least on two occasions on 
the same location. Land use has also been documented. Surveys were conducted every year between April and June. 
(Hunnybun, 2002-2006)  

A database has been created in Excel and all data collected from 2002 to 2006 entered into it. The 2007 data has 
been collected but was not available at the time of writing. The database links survey results to information on sites 

Photo 3 : Survey area, the Military Road looking 
towards the west
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where birds have been recorded: farm name, land use at the survey time, designated site and AES if any. Areas under 
Stewardship management have been identified using information provided by Natural England (MAGIC database). In 
addition, the survey route has been followed and fixed landscape features such as field boundary types, features in 
fields and farm buildings have been recorded and also entered in the database.  

The following analysis focuses on the survey’s target species. It intends to draft a relationship between these 
species habitat requirement, land use in the survey area and evolution in farmland conservation actions.     

2.4.1.2 Data analysis 
Data was analysed species by species comparing their habitat preferences along with changes in distribution and 

population numbers.  
Skylark was one of the main species surveyed on the military road study area. It is on the UK Red List Species and 

is a SPEC 3 species (Species of European Concern not concentrated in Europe). It is also a target species of the Isle of 
Wight Farmland BAP. Breeding skylark population is concentrated on the eastern side of the survey area (figure 3), 
which is mostly arable farmland. Overall trend on the Military Road indicates a decrease from 2002 to 2004, followed 
by an increase until 2006.  

Nationally its breeding population has suffered a rapid decline across the UK over the last 25 years. Its preferred 
habitats are arable land and grassland, particularly spring sown cereals with significant areas of bare ground. Areas 
under CSS show a stable population: 4 breeding skylarks every year. CSS management may have favoured skylark 
management and normal agriculture practices probably maintain the bare ground required for this species. As there is 
only one year of data since the AES was started , little can be concluded as for ESS impact on skylark population. 
However a continued monitoring oprogramme may show changes in population size. The ELS option ‘skylark plot’ in 
winter cereal fields specifically targets skylark conservation. Over_wintered stubbles, beetle banks and low-input 
grasslands may also benefit skylark populations.   

Yellowhammer (Emberiza citronella) is another of the main species surveyed on the military road study area. It is 
on the UK Red List Species as well, and is an Isle of Wight Farmland BAP target. It breeds in low bushes or ground in 
tall herbaceous vegetation: nettle, crops and feeds in open farmland and country lanes. Chicks are fed on invertebrates. 
In the survey area, the population of yellowhammer increases from east to west (figure 4). They are found mostly in 
boundaries of autumn sown cereal fields and grazed and ungrazed pastures. On the whole, numbers are constant over 
time; they vary from a minimum of 59 territories in 2004 and 2006 to a maximum of 66 in 2003. Like for the skylark, 
not enough information on yellowhammer populations in relation to AES areas is available yet to draw any conclusion 
as to the impact of AES on yellowhammers. The ESS options with the most potential to help yellowhammers are wild 
bird covers, buffer strips, conservation headlands and hedgerow management.  

The SSSI Compton Chine to Steephill Cove has been designated in 2003. It covers the whole length of the coast 
along the survey area. It has been notified among other things for its vegetated maritime cliffs and slopes and its 
species-rich unimproved chalk grassland. It is recommended that the site should be managed through light grazing to 
prevent vegetation becoming dominated by rank grasses and to avoid the accumulation of dead plant litter, and adjacent 
agricultural operations avoid applying chemicals to the features of interest. Three bird species occur in the SSSI: linnet 
(Carduelis cannabina), meadow pipit (Anthus pratensis) and skylark. Figure 5 shows the changes in their population in 
that particular site since the area has been protected and the land set aside. A significant improvement for all three 
species is observed.  

Linnet is another UK Red List species which has declined rapidly in the last 25 years, and is a target species of the 
Isle of Wight BAP. Overall population in the survey area has remained rather stable, it has varied between 53 in 2006 
and 69 in 2002 and 2003 with the exception of a lower number in 2004 (36). They commonly nest in scattered scrub or 
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hedges with outgrowths and feed the chicks on 
seeds. By looking at the distribution of linnet 
according to land use, it can be seen that in the 
survey area linnets favour chines and boundary 
features of pastures. One possible explanation 
to the increase in the SSSI might be a move of 
breeding linnets from conventional agricultural 
land to the SSSI. Indeed in 2002, 12 linnets had 
been recorded in autumn sown cereal fields. 
This figure has been decreasing gradually to 
only 2 birds in 2006. Linnets should benefit 
from the hedgerow management options under 
the ELS. 10 such options are currently being 
implemented over 36 km in the area.    

Meadow pipit’s population is stable in the 
UK and it is not a species included in the Isle of 
Wight Farmland BAP. Its preferred habitat is 
made up of open areas, not too dry: grassland, 
heath, saltmarsh, fallow or arable land. In the 
survey area, the population concentrates on set-
aside and pasture land. Outside the SSSI the 
meadow pipit population is relatively small and 
tends to diminish over time: 13 in 2003, 12 in 
2004, 5 in 2005 and 7 in 2006. In the protected 

site it has grown steadily from 35 individuals in 2003 to 54 in 2006. The designation of the SSSI, by encouraging the 
creation of a set-aside zone along the coast, has clearly 
benefited the meadow pipit in the Military Road area. 

As it is the case for meadow pipit, the skylark 
population does not follow the same trend inside and 
outside the SSSI. It is steadily increasing inside, from 18 
in 2003 to 55 in 2006. In 2005 and 2006 the skylark 
population in the SSSI accounted for half of the total 
Military Road population whereas it was only 25% in 
2003. With regards to distribution of skylarks according 
to land use, their numbers have significantly decreased in 
arable fields from 43 in 2002 to 18 in 2006 in autumn 
sown cereal fields and from 24 to 7 in spring sown cereal 
fields, and increased in set-aside fields from none to 18 in 
2006. An assumption could be that they have moved from 
arable fields to set-aside grounds. Grazed and ungrazed 
pastures also support a relatively important but variable 
skylark population (table 7).  

Corn bunting (Miliaria calandra) is a UK Red List species because its 
population has experienced a rapid decline in the last 25 years in the UK and 
specifically on the IOW. It is also a target species of the Isle of Wight BAP. 
It nests in margins of arable fields, particularly of barley and next to 
boundary features. It over-winters in seed-rich stubble or fallow fields. On 
the whole island over the last few years, the only known breeding population 
has been in the eastern part of the survey area. 5 territories have been 
recorded in the first two years of the survey, 2 in 2004, 1 in 2005 and none in 
2006. One was again seen in 2007. Also in spring 2007, one farm located in 
the focus area has started implementing a HLS plan with the specific aim to 
create favourable conditions for breeding corn bunting (field margin sown 
with flower mix, photo 4). One male has been sighted in the course of the 
2007 survey, but the breeding success is not known yet.  

Grey partridge and lapwing are also target species for the survey. However both populations demonstrate little 
success in the area. Grey partridge is a UK Red List and SPEC 3 species included in the local Farmland BAP. Its 
preferred habitat is made up of short grass with longer grass nearby, mixed cereal and pasture fields with thick hedges 
and wide field margins. Lapwing is a local BAP species as well and it is a farmland bird which favours crops sown in 
spring adjacent to grazed pasture and bare land. Grey partridge territories vary annually between 2 and 4 on the whole 
survey area. They seem to favour the set-aside area along the coast. One lapwing territory has been recorded in 2002 
and another one in 2003. Since then, none has been sighted. It 2002 it was nesting in a cereal field sown in spring at 

Land use 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
Autumn sown cereal 43 18 33 23 18
Spring sown cereal 24 11 6 7 7
Oil seed rape   6  10 5
Miscellaneous crop 9 1    
Grazed pasture 13 8 7 10 15
Ungrazed pasture 23 17 5 20 30
Set aside   2 12 13 18
Other  8 10 3 3 12
 Total 120 73 66 86 105

Table 7: Number of skylark territory according to 
land use  
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Atherfield Farm. It 2003, the breeding lapwing was recorded at Hulverstone Farm, again in a spring sown cereal field. 
Grey partridges should benefit from wild bird cover, over-wintered stubbles, hedgerow management, conservation 
headlands, beetle banks and arable field margin ELS options. Arable reversion to grassland would be favourable to 
lapwings. (source: RSPB)     

2.4.1.3 Discussion  
This survey is led in an area of the Isle of Wight where agricultural operations are particularly influential on 

biodiversity and landscape. Even if so far it is too early to measure the actual impact of the ES scheme, it offers 
baseline data to follow up biodiversity trends and impacts of the scheme, as well as of other factors, in future years. It 
provides an estimation of the distribution of farmland bird species along the Military Road, which could be used to 
target schemes to species requirements where they are present. 

The analysis of the results of the bird survey could be strengthened by a spatial analysis on GIS. This could be 
carried out by digitalising the records currently on paper maps: location of breeding sites, land use and designated sites, 
and adding the information relating to field boundaries and other landscape features. Also, detailed data of AES options 
is available through Natural England. So it would be possible to analyse spatially the evolution of bird populations in 
relation to changes in land use and farm management. A landscape aspect could also be included in the analysis.   

In addition the database leaves an opportunity for further data to be included. Other biological groups could be 
surveyed in the area so as to understand more completely the natural processes occurring along the Military Road and 
maybe more generally on the island, and their relationship to farming activities.    

2.4.2 Countryside Stewardship Access survey 
In the course of the EIFL, a survey of permissive Country Walks created under AES has been carried out on the Isle 

of Wight (Drucker and Shelley, 2007). Incentives for creating and maintaining ‘permissive access’ to farmland have 
been introduced under the Countryside Stewardship Scheme and later by the HLS in 2006/7. In the Isle of Wight there 
are now fourteen of these Country Walks. Twelve were created under the Countryside Stewardship Scheme between 
1999 and 2004, and two under the Higher Level Stewardship Scheme in 2006. The aim of the survey was to determine 
whether the access schemes were meeting their objectives on the Isle of Wight, i.e. payments were encouraging farmers 
and other land managers to enhance and conserve the landscapes, their wildlife and history and helping people to enjoy 
them. A thorough assessment of the footpaths has been carried out during which the following features were recorded: 
structural quality of boundary, accessibility, signage, and quality of path.  

On the whole the quality of the boundary crossing structures was good. In a few occasions poor-condition or unsafe 
features have been observed. Accessibility frequently suffered from a lack of vegetation management resulting in 
overgrowth. Mandatory information signs at either end of each walk were often lacking or of poor maintenance state.  
Path quality was generally good, with specific issues according to the location of the path (pasture, field boundary, 
arable field). Taken as a whole, the new farm access was deemed to be not frequently used by walkers.  

Recommendations include the need for improvement of access structures such as gates, an increase in the public’s 
awareness of the existence of the permissive access and the development of the educational aspect of the walks to 
promote understanding of working farm landscapes. 

2.4.3 Consultation with Farmers 

2.4.3.1 Aim and methodology 
The objective was to understand farmers’ position regarding AES and identify alternative solutions to sustain 

farming on the island. A questionnaire has been prepared, relating to observed changes in wildlife and perceived 
impacts of AES. It was decided to first concentrate on farms along the Military Road area. It was expected that elements 
regarding the evolution of farming in that area – in recent times and longer term - could be gathered at the same time. 
This would help strengthen the interpretation of the results of the breeding bird survey. So a sample of farmers in that 
area has been interviewed.  

However after coming back from Shetland and Texel where interviews had been carried out across the islands, it 
became apparent that the sample of farmers in the Isle of Wight should include farmers from different regions of the 
island, and more varied farm types to represent more accurately the agricultural sector of the island. The outbreak of 
Foot-and-Mouth Disease in the south of England at the beginning of August 2007 has prevented from consulting 
farmers directly. For precaution, the Wildlife Trust has indeed recommended avoiding visiting farms. A postal 
questionnaire has subsequently been prepared and sent to all island farmers participating in the Environmental 
Stewardship Scheme. No result can be presented here because responses are still expected, but they will be of value for 
the remaining part of the EIFL project.  

2.4.3.2 Results 
A short overview of the outcome of the interviews carried out the Military Road farms is provided below as an 

indication of the perceived impacts of AES on the Isle of Wight. The duration of the interviews varied greatly between 
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farmers.  Notes were taken during the interviews and typed afterwards. An analysis table has been drawn, and includes 
the following fields: 

• Type of croft/ farm 
• AES entered 
• Reason for entering scheme 
• Scheme impact on agronomic management/ on landscape/ on biodiversity/ social aspects/ economic aspects 
• Percentage of income coming from scheme subsidy 
• Point of view on sustainable farming on the island 

Eight farmers have been consulted. Four were in the Entry Level Stewardship scheme and one was in Higher Level. 
One farm had been in the Woodland Grant Scheme. When asked what had motivated the application to AES, the most 
common answer was that they provided income support. Interest in wildlife conservation has also been mentioned. 
The level of financial support has been described as ‘sizeable’. It has also been put forward that entering schemes was 
the current trend for farming on the island. In the very specific HLS case, the entrance in the scheme had been 
offered by Natural England because the farm is located in a strategic area for the conservation of a species at risk (corn 
bunting). The preparation of the application was often said to be complicated, or even ‘a nightmare’. However they all 
had benefited from guidance from farm advisors. As for the impacts of the ES scheme on landscape and wildlife, no 
clear trend had been observed. The fact that the scheme is new and some had just started it was generally put forward. 
Changes in farm management were usually limited. Hedges were cut less often, or ditches cleared less frequently.  

It is hoped that the postal questionnaire will bring new elements or reinforce the ideas referred to by the farmers 
consulted. The questions relate to the following topics:  

• Feedback on agri-environment scheme(s): reason for entering, advice received on the preparation of the 
application and implementation of the measures, relative importance of agri-environment subsidies to sustain the farm 
business, relevance/suitability of options to the farm situation and to island farming, modifications to farm management 
as a consequence of the implementation of the scheme, observed changes in landscape and wildlife and suggestions to 
improve schemes to make them more adapted to Isle of Wight farming in the future. 

• Additional sources of income (farm diversification) to support the farm business: diversification activities or 
alternative source of income, time/labour involved in comparison to traditional farm work, relative importance of 
diversification activities to sustain the farm business, suggestions on ways of helping farmers to diversify. 

• Specific island farming needs:  advantages and disadvantages of island farming in comparison to the 
mainland, constraints and benefits to the farm resulting from an island location.  

 
On the Isle of Wight, the main agri-environment scheme has been the Countryside Stewardship, and now is the 

relatively new Environmental Stewardship, both implemented as a response to the local Farmland Biodiversity Action 
Plan. Measures under ESS largely focus on the management of field boundaries, i.e. hedgerows and ditches. On the 
other hand, measures for arable land and archaeological features have proven little successful as regards to uptake 
figures. Lack of balance between biodiversity targets on farmland has been highlighted. On High Nature Value 
farmland, CS has been implemented to preserve the status of the sites and currently Higher Level Stewardship offers an 
opportunity to maintain and enhance their value. As for monitoring the impact of AES on biodiversity and landscapes, a 
major annual breeding farmland bird survey has taken place since 2002 and if it is carried on it could potentially be very 
helpful in following up changes in distribution and trends in farmland bird populations. Propositions for improvements 
have been made. Farmers on the island have also been consulted in order to understand perceived impacts of AES on 
the ground and needs for future developments.  

3. SHETLAND 

3.1 Shetland agriculture and conservation issues 

3.1.1 Presentation of Shetland 

3.1.1.1 Location and climate 
Shetland is made up of a long, narrow archipelago of some hundred islands stretching 113 km above the 60° of 

latitude north line. It covers an area of 1,468 square kilometres and is roughly equidistant from the north coast of 
Scotland, Norway and the Faeroes. Only fourteen of the islands are inhabited, the most remote ones being Foula (43 km 
west of Scalloway) and Fair Isle (39 km south west of Sumburgh Head). The Shetland Islands support a population of 
around 23,000. Most of Shetland’s history has been shaped by its position at the meeting point of major maritime 
trading routes across the Atlantic Ocean, the North Sea and the Norwegian Sea, a stepping stone for travellers from 
Scandinavia and Iceland moving west and south. 

Shetland lies in the “Gulf of Winter Warmth” produced by the North Atlantic and Shelf Currents, giving Shetland a 
relatively small diurnal and seasonal range of temperature. Rainfall is not excessive but light rain and mist are very 
common, increasing the frequency of precipitations. The relative humidity is the highest in Britain (80 to 85%). The 
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frequent low-lying clouds reduce the amount of sunshine. It means that the ground is slow to dry in the spring and the 
crops slow to ripen in the summer. The sun is above the horizon for nearly 19 hours in midsummer (‘simmer dim’) but 
for only 5h30 in midwinter. Shetland is also one of the windiest places in Britain.  

3.1.1.2 Landscape  

Photo 6 : Peatland landscape 

Photo 6 : Lowland landscape 

Shetland is a land of moors and scattered crofting townships. Today’s 
landscape has been sculpted by the glaciers that have covered Shetland many 
times during the last two million years. The outline of the islands also owes 
much to the action of wind, rain and sea.  

Shetland is characterised by two broad types of landscapes. The first is the 
unenclosed peatland interiors (photo 5) where man's intervention has been 
limited. The second broad type is the settled, enclosed lowlands (photo 6), 
where long term settlement and land use patterns have modified the landscape 
character. These areas have been formed in large part by human activity and 
are characterised by the improved grassland vegetation and evidence of 
farming practices such as field boundaries and dwellings (Gillespies, 1998). 
Apart from a few plantations, woodland is practically absent. Typical 
landscapes features related to crofting practices include planticrubs (small 
enclosure formed by dry stone dykes used for cultivation of Shetland 
cabbage), crus (small enclosure formed by dry stone dykes used to gather or 
shelter stock), feely dykes (turf walls) or stone dykes and croft houses. Legacy 
is primarily Norse, which reflects in the pattern of land use, i.e. the division 
between the in-bye land and the ‘scattald’ (common grazing), and a number of 
Scheduled Ancient Monument (around 280).  

3.1.2 Agriculture in Shetland: a crofting community 
Agriculture is the main land use in Shetland, and it is of great cultural importance. The early settlers developed a 

small-scale mixed agriculture of low-intensity pastoral management on the hill and arable ground around the 
settlements. This pattern of land use was rather successful and therefore did not change over the centuries. Crofting, the 
small-scale subsistence farming system characteristic of the Scottish Highlands and Islands’ rural communities, still 
organises Shetland’s agricultural society today. A croft is defined as a small unit of land situated in the Highlands and 
Islands of Scotland. The tenant - the crofter - pays rent to the landlord of the croft. Rent is paid for the land only, as any 
house, agricultural building, fence etc is owned by the crofter. The existence of crofting has helped retain viable rural 
communities by providing low cost land and housing as a basis for other economic activity. Generally crofters either 
obtain the bulk of their income from other full-time or part-time employment or are retired (Scottish Executive 
Environment and Rural Affairs Department - SEERAD website).  

In Shetland today there are around 2,000 crofts and 20 farms, with 12% of the rural population involved in 
agriculture and the majority of crofts run on a part-time basis (Johnston, 1999). Commercial fishing, aquaculture and 
fish-processing dominate the economy, together with the oil industry based at Sullom Voe. Financially, crofting has 
little weight but it is the basis of Shetlanders’ way of life. The move from traditional mixed agriculture (photo 7) to a 
sheep-based monoculture has had a detrimental effect on arable hectarage and the environment in Shetland.  

Table 8 : Evolution of agriculture in Shetland (Shetland in statistics, 2005) 

 1971 1981 1991 2004 
Land Use (ha) 
Grass (except rough grazing) 6,998 7,338 13,563 22,934
Crops 1337 905 620 257
Rough/Common grazing 129,019 133,16 130,943 123,067
Livestock 
Beef cows and heifers 2,492 1,896 2,129 2,263
Dairy cows and heifers 791 593 655 660
Total cattle 6,945 5,103 5,701 6,110
Breeding ewes and gimmers n/a n/a 210,63 199,163
Total sheep 264,779 297,558 387,468 362,961
Pigs 9 83 28 38
Poultry 12,950 8,672 4,428 3,965
Milk 
Dairy units 23 23 16 6
Milk production (L) 1,428,975 2,069,550 2,584,564 2,295,510
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Photo 7 : Aspects of 
Shetland agriculture, 
cattle, sheep and kale 



Shetland’s agriculture relies heavily on sheep breeding. In the middle of the nineteenth century there were around 
50,000 sheep, mostly of indigenous Shetland breed, on the islands. Today, there are 8 times as many. Cattle numbers 
have roughly remained the same since the 1970s, but they are now concentrated on the large farms and are by and large 
absent from the crofts (Johnston, 1999). Sheep account for 61% of agricultural production value and cattle for only 
12% (table 8). The area under crops has been divided by 5 in 30 years. Crops including barley and oats, turnips, kale 
(cabbage), and potatoes covered an area of 257 ha in 2004. During the same period of time permanent grasslands have 
been increasing. Mixed arable systems remain only in the most fertile areas. Milk production by Holstein cattle has 
almost doubled in the last thirty years so that now Shetland is nearly self-sufficient. However, dairy production is 
concentrated on only six units. 

3.1.3 Shetland agricultural issues and Agri-BAP 
Like the Isle of Wight, Shetland is part of the United Kingdom and therefore the UK-BAP applies to it. The 

Scottish Biodiversity Group was set up in 1996 to oversee action in Scotland and Local Biodiversity Action Plans 
(LBAP’s) are being developed at local authority level to agree appropriate local actions to implement those strategies.  
In Shetland this process is being coordinated by Living Shetland, which is a partnership between local government, 
statutory and voluntary conservation organisations, industry representatives and other interested parties. Its members 
include SCFWAG, Crofters Commission, Community councillors, Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH), RSPB, and others.  
The farming and crofting community – on which the success of the plan truly relies - has been involved through 
questionnaires and provided with the opportunity to express its comments on the plan. 

The Agricultural Biodiversity Action Plan (Agri-BAP) stresses the importance of maintaining Shetland’s 
environment but also recognises that the landscape depends upon the continuation of active agriculture, both for 
biodiversity and for food production.  Shetland is not competitive in a global commodity market but the quality of its 
environment is a marketing asset and as such should be maintained and enhanced. Opportunities have been created by 
changes in agricultural support systems to move from intensive production to more environment-friendly practices and 
thinking.  The objective of the Shetland Agri-BAP is to encompass these opportunities for a sustainable agricultural 
industry working in harmony with the environment. It is a tool to be used by people involved in agriculture to maintain 
and enhance Shetland’s biodiversity.  

Shetland has chosen to adopt a sectoral approach to its biodiversity action plan, in an attempt to bring together the 
agricultural sector into a single plan. This is fairly uncommon in the UK, where plans have usually been designed for 
species (SAP) and habitats (HAP). Living Shetland has also produced local SAPs and HAPs, and the Agri-BAP takes 
into account relevant national plans, such as blanket bog, upland heathland, cereal field margins and coastal saltmarsh 
habitats, and corncrake, Shetland mouse-ear and Shetland pondweed species. The Agri-BAP focuses not only on 
biodiversity conservation. It seeks to develop the agricultural sector in a way that enhances biodiversity. In turn, the 
agricultural community of Shetland should benefit from a more sustainable industry, in environmental, economic and 
political terms. 

Concretely, the Agri-BAP is a response to the following issues currently faced by the agricultural sector in 
Shetland. 

Increasing reliance on sheep 
Native Shetland sheep are well adapted to their environment and so need little care, which fits well with most 

crofters working full-time away from the croft. Headage-based subsidies have also been a strong incentive to 
maximise sheep numbers. This has had effects on biodiversity. Many species and habitats have suffered from the 
resulting stronger grazing pressure. Soil erosion has also increased. Selective grazing patterns of sheep have impacted 
on plant species diversity to the detriment of sensitive species. In addition, agricultural development to suit sheep 
breeding has consisted in conversion of herb-rich grassland to species poor grassland. However there has been a notable 
decline in their numbers over the past decade as a result of uptake of the ESA scheme.  

Change in cattle management regimes 
Keeping a small cattle herd is eschewed because of high initial capital costs which are discouraging for smaller 

crofters who simply abandon the activity. In particular the number of native breeds of cattle has declined. The number 
of dairy farms in Shetland has dramatically declined, and cattle numbers in general have tended to become concentrated 
in fewer herds on larger units. Cattle are non-selective feeders, needing to feed on grass of a longer sward, therefore not 
reducing vegetation cover to the bare minimum. Increased numbers of heavier cows has caused more poaching of the 
land, reducing biodiversity. Dependency on artificial fertilisers has augmented due to intensification, as have levels of 
waste, silage and effluent, and associated management issues. 

Decline in production of winter keep and change from late-cut hay to more intensive silage production 
The loss of cattle from crofts has been accompanied by a fall in the production of hay and arable crops. Less 

time is committed to time-consuming activities such as haymaking, also dependant on weather conditions. Silage 
production is less hazardous and provides an early-cut nutritious crop. It also allows the keeping of cattle reliant on 
winter feed, given that importing food from the mainland tends to be costly. Yet, development of silage production has 
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led to a decline in biodiversity. Semi-natural grassland - habitat and food for associated invertebrates and birds - has 
been lost. Instead, bigger, improved fields have been created and field margins removed. 

Decline in arable production 
Imports of concentrated feed have replaced arable crops causing a decline in their local production. Most 

vegetable production for the market is concentrated on larger, specialist units on better soils. The size and cost of 
machinery generally favours larger scale production, particularly in grain crops. Shetland aets (oat) and bere (barley) 
still persist in very small quantities. 

Decline of arable plants and their associated invertebrates threatens bird species reliant on cultivated land. 
Conversion to a rye grass monoculture has reduced the overall range of biodiversity. Soil fertility is also reduced in 
areas subject to non-rotational land management methods. 

The Shetland Agri-BAP puts forward a series of objectives to address these issues.  
− Environmental Objectives 

• To encourage appropriate agricultural land management, of all habitats both in-bye and on the hills; 
• To support a better balance between cattle and sheep recognising the qualities of the indigenous breeds; 
• To promote the production of both native and other varieties of crops; and 
• To show special regard to the neuks (wild corners) of Shetland “where the wild things are”. 

− Community Objectives 
• To ensure that the Shetland community takes ownership of the Agri-BAP; 
• To promote a healthy environment in Shetland with communities maintaining responsible practices; 
• To encourage a varied agricultural industry that is financially viable and sustains rural communities 
• To use the Agri-BAP as a tool to lobby Government and agencies to ensure that further agricultural support 

and environmental schemes are tailored to fit Shetland; and 
• To encourage, through education, an appreciation of the role of agriculture in the environment. 

For each objective, a set of actions and associated targets are proposed. These follow directly from the CAP reform 
to decoupling of payments, of which it is intended to take advantage in order to benefit Shetland environment. In local 
terms the reform translates into a move away from a sheep monoculture into growing more crops and re-introducing 
appropriate cattle. 

3.2 AES on Shetland farmland 

3.2.1 AES in Shetland 
AES in Shetland include the Environmentally Sensitive Area scheme and the Rural Stewardship Scheme (both 

closed) as well as local schemes such as the De Voar/ F4N scheme.  

3.2.1.1 Environmentally Sensitive Areas Schemes (ESA) 
The ESA schemes were first introduced in 1987 and all ESAs closed to new applications on 31 December 2000. 

The ESA Scheme was introduced in Scotland to help conserve specially designated areas of the countryside where the 
landscape, wildlife or historic interest is of particular importance and where farming and crofting practices have helped 
create distinctive landscapes and have maintained wildlife habitats and historic features. The purpose of the scheme was 
to support the continuation of those farming practices and to encourage measures that would enhance the 
environment. 10 ESAs had been designated in Scotland, including the Shetland Islands ESA. Landholders could 
voluntarily enter the scheme and commit their land to an agreed management plan for 10 years. The scheme had two 
tiers of payment: 

• Tier 1 agreement, a basic level of payment was made for fulfilling certain ‘maintenance’ requirements over 
the total area of eligible land on each farm or croft. The management prescriptions were standard across all ESAs. 

• Tier 2 payments were designed to 'conserve, enhance or extend' prescribed habitats or features of 
conservation value, including archaeological sites. Payments were usually made on an area basis but ‘headage’ 
payments were made for removal of stock from the holding and, for example, tree planting. Each ESA had its own list 
of eligible habitats or features. 

By designating the Shetland Islands as an ESA, the Scottish Government recognised that the maintenance and 
enhancement of the wildlife and landscape interest of Shetland was dependant on the continuation of appropriate 
farming and crofting practices. Specific aims for the Shetland Islands ESA were the following: 

• To protect, enhance and extend the existing natural and semi-natural habitats of wetland, unimproved and 
herb-rich grassland, dunes, coastal grassland, maritime heath, heather moorland and serpentine heath; 

• To rectify the neglect of traditional dykes and stone crus and planticrubs; 
• To protect features or areas of historic or archaeological interest and allow for their management; 
• To encourage the introduction or continuation of rotational cropping or fodder production in a way which 

conserves and enhances the natural heritage value of the in-bye land.  
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In Scotland, the Countryside Premium Scheme (CPS), launched in 1996 and closed in 2000, applied to all land 
outside the ESAs. Unlike the ESA scheme, it was competitive. It focused on environmental enhancement rather than on 
protection. 

3.2.1.2 RSS Rural Stewardship Scheme (RSS) 
The Rural Stewardship Scheme (RSS), introduced in 2001, is currently the main agri-environment scheme in 

Scotland. It is now closed to entrants. Participants in the ESA scheme had a guaranteed entry into the RSS when their 
existing ESA agreements came to an end, thus insuring that the benefits gained under the previous scheme were not 
lost. The RSS applies across the whole of Scotland. The main thrust of the scheme is to 'maintain and enhance 
existing habitats and biodiversity' and, for some habitats, to create new areas. The RSS is also expected to contribute 
to the achievement of a wide range of rural policy objectives e.g. contributing to farm income, providing employment 
opportunities for contractors, and supporting the retention or development of rural skills. 

The scheme was opened to all occupiers of agricultural land, on a competitive basis, based on a point scoring 
application system leading to a 5-year contract. The scoring was taking into account the number of activities proposed 
and the contribution to national and local BAP. The scheme first used a Good Farming Practice requirement. This was 
replaced in 2005 by the obligation to maintain land in Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition as cross-
compliance for the Single Farm Payment. According to the objective pursued, over 30 management options had to be 
chosen from, each with its management prescriptions.  

3.2.1.3 Other national schemes  
The Habitats Scheme came into operation in November 1994. It provides assistance to encourage farmers and 

crofters to establish specific habitats of conservation value. The aim is to establish or improve certain types of habitat 
which are considered to be of significant conservation value. Participants could choose either to take the specified land 
out of agricultural production for 20 years or restrict the agricultural use of the land to limited grazing, managed in the 
interests of conservation, for a period of 10 years. In addition the farmer must follow certain management requirements 
to help establish and maintain the habitats identified. In return, farmers and crofters will receive annual payments for 
the duration of their participation in the Scheme. The Habitats Scheme is now closed to new applicants but existing 
plans will run until the end of their agreements. 

The Organic Aid Scheme (OAS) has closed in April 2006. It has provided payments for farmers to convert to 
organic methods of farming since 1994. The Maintenance Scheme provides continued support (5 years) for organic 
producers.  

The Land Management Contract Menu Scheme (LMCMS) was launched in 2005 as a prototype Tier 2 of the 
LMCs. Tier 2 provides further payments for delivering different combinations of economic, environmental or social 
benefits, additional to Tier 1 – the Single Farm Payment and cross-compliance. The aim of the LMC Menu Scheme is to 
deliver public benefits which would not otherwise be provided in a free market and improve the efficiency and 
competitiveness of Scottish agriculture to allow it to respond to challenges of decoupling and operating in a free market. 
The LMCMS is available to all farmers on a non-competitive basis. Farmers can choose from a menu of 17 measures. 
Farmers have a free choice of which combination of measures they want to take up.  

The Scottish Forestry Grant Scheme (SFGS) is the successor to the Woodland Grant Scheme. It offers grant aid 
for woodland expansion, restocking or stewardship to provide economic, environmental and social benefits. 

Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) offers management agreements on SSSIs under which payments are made for 
managing the land to maintain the notified features of the site.  Payments are primarily compensatory, based on the 
profit that would have resulted if the agricultural improvements had gone ahead. ‘Positive agreements’ to encourage 
beneficial changes are also available through the ‘Natural Care’ scheme.  

3.2.1.4 Local schemes 
Farmers For Nature (F4N) is a three-year Interreg IIIB project involving seven European groups scattered along 

the North Sea coast, including SCFWAG. Their shared goal is to preserve the nature, landscape and cultural identity of 
their countryside. To that extent, they look for management solutions that meet the farmers’ economical needs as well 
as maintaining a healthy ecosystem and compatibility with the European Union’s CAP requirements. The De Voar 
project is the Shetland local version of F4N. Through it, SCFWAG seeks to implement the Agri-BAP by encouraging 
the retention and reintroduction of native cattle and crops and promoting crofting landscapes and associated wildlife. It 
assists farmers and crofters through advice and financial support. 

Shetland Islands Council (SIC) Agricultural Development Strategy offers a variety of assistance towards 
production costs and is aimed at improving the quality of local produce.  It takes into account environmental objectives 
developed under the CAP reform, and the change from ESA to RSS, as well as the UK-BAP and Living Shetland. 

The SIC Access Scheme is a grant aid whose aim is to assist farmers with the creation of trails and for putting in 
gates and stiles on their land. The objectives are to raise the public’s awareness about Shetland agriculture and inform 
visitors on crofting activities with interpretation signs. It is also a method of managing access to farmland. 
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The RSPB ‘Neaps for Linties’ scheme, now closed, has encouraged the production of neaps (turnips), with 
associated arable weeds, in an attempt to provide winter habitat for the declining population of twite (Carduelis 
flavirostris). 

To enter these schemes and implement them, several organisations provide support to Shetland crofters and 
farmers. They are briefly introduced here. 

3.2.2 Stakeholders 
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) 

SNH is a Scottish Government body responsible for Scotland's natural heritage. It takes part in developing policy, 
provides grants, carries out research, supplies advice and information, and looks after designated sites. It also helps 
to implement national strategies, such as the Scottish Biodiversity Strategy. Some of the objectives of SNH in Shetland 
are the maintenance of the diversity of habitats and species on in-bye land, the restoration of locally endangered habitats 
and species and the preservation of the character of the Shetland landscape. 

Scottish Agricultural College (SAC) 
The SAC provides independent consultancy services for farmers and rural businesses. An agricultural consultant is 

based in Lerwick. Advice is given on environmental issues such as farm waste management plans, environmental 
impact assessments, biodiversity audits, and grant scheme applications.     

Shetland Islands Council (SIC) 
SIC recognises that agriculture has shaped the Shetland landscape like no other activity and that despite the 

difficulties facing the agricultural industry, it remains a key component of the rural economy (SIC, 2000). It offers 
support for farm/croft diversification and conservation-based land management regimes, including tree and shrub 
planting.  

Shetland Crofting, Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group (SCFWAG) 
In Shetland two Farm Conservation Advisers assist farmers and crofters to access agri-environment schemes and 

design environmentally valuable practices through participation in project such as Farmer for Nature (Interreg IIIB)/ 
De Voar (cf. 1.3.2.2). 

Croftplan 
A crofter gives advice on schemes and helps other crofters to prepare applications for agricultural subsidies. 

3.2.3 Uptake statistics in Shetland 
SEERAD has provided a list of scheme prescriptions with the associated number of ESA and RSS contracts and 

area managed for Shetland as a whole (table 9).  
624 ESA schemes are currently in application in Shetland, on 33,990 ha. The ESA measures showing the highest 

up-take are herb-rich pastures (483 agreements), wetland management (476), and grassland bird measures (393). Stock 
control and cropping have also proved popular in terms of number of agreement. The stock control option applies to the 
most extensive area under ESA management (87% of total area). Only 14 contracts include archaeological site 
management prescriptions - grazing control and stock exclusion.  

Table 9 : Uptake of ESA options in Shetland (July 2007) 

ESA prescriptions Contracts % of ESA 
contracts Area (ha) % of area under 

ESA contract 
Archaeological Site Grazing Control 14 2% 31 0,1%
Cover for Birds 1 0% 0,2 0,0%
Cropping 137 22% 46 0,1%
Grassland Bird Measures 393 63% 1,133 3,3%
Herb Rich Pasture 483 77% 1911 5,6%
Stock Control 286 46% 29,749 87,5%
Wetland Management (grazing control or stock exclusion) 476 76% 1,008 3,0%
Woodland Management (grazing control or stock exclusion) 122 20% 19 0,1%

 
As for RSS, 129 agreements have been signed, covering an area of 10,931 ha (table 9). The most common 

measures applied in Shetland relate to bird protection. Extensive management of mown grassland and grazed 
grassland for birds have the highest up-take (respectively 95 and 64 contracts). The Agri-BAP mentions species-rich 
grassland and coastal heath as Priority Habitats in Shetland. These appear in a significant number of RSS contracts (97 
species-rich grasslands and 5 coastal heaths). Wetlands are managed under 103 contracts.  
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Arable land, including field margins, is also a Priority Habitat. The introduction or retention of extensive cropping 
appears in 21 RSS agreements, and 9 include unharvested crops.  Field margins management show little up-take, only 5 
contracts are dedicated to the management of grass margins or beetle banks.  

As it is the case for the ESA option, management of archaeological sites through grazing control or stock exclusion 
accounts for a small number of contracts (21).  

As for area under contract, the widest relates to moorland habitat: management (40% of total RSS area) and stock 
disposal (34%).  

 
Table 10 : Uptake of RSS options in Shetland (July 2007) 

RSS prescriptions Contracts Area 
(ha) 

% of area under RSS 
contract 

Prescriptions Predominantly For Bird Life  195 1,229 11 
Prescriptions For Species Rich Areas  102 555 5.1 
Prescriptions For Moorland  78 8,119 74.3 
Prescriptions For Wetland Features  122 380 3.5 
Prescriptions For Field Margins And Boundaries  8 1 0.0 
Prescriptions For Arable Areas  30 26 0.2 
Prescriptions For Woodland And Scrub  30 10 0.1 
Prescriptions For Historic And Archaeological Sites  21 8 0.1 
Small Unit Prescriptions (Inc. Introduction/Retention Of Native Cattle) 67 603 5.5 
  
Up-take figures are significantly higher for the ESA scheme than for RSS. ESA is first an older scheme, and more 
importantly, RSS competitiveness has prevented a number of applications from being accepted in Shetland. 

3.3 High Nature Value areas and AES 
Documentation regarding national and international designated sites is available from SNH website (reasons for 

designation, management and condition). GIS data on statutory designated sites has been accessed through SNH 
website.  

Conservation designations 
The same national and international designations as in the Isle of Wight apply to Shetland. There is no local 

designation. Shetland currently has the following designations: 3 National Nature Reserves; 81 Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest; 12 Special Areas of Conservation; 12 Special Protection Areas; 1 Ramsar site; and 4 Marine 
Consultation Areas.  

42 SSSIs have been designated because of biological features of interest, 32 for geological features and 7 for both. 
The total area of SSSI in Shetland is 19,745 ha - 13.5% of total land area. SACs cover 13,346 ha, i.e. 10.5% of 
Shetland. 15,157 ha - 10.3% - have been designated as SPAs. 1,320 ha - 0.9% - are NNRs. Designated areas do not add 
up because many sites are protected under several designation, such as Ronas Hill which is at the same time a SPA, 
SAC, Ramsar site and SSSI. 

SEERAD has been contacted to supply GIS information on areas under ESA scheme and RSS. Such data does not 
currently exist. Consequently it has not been possible to overlap AES and designated areas in Shetland as was done in 
Isle of Wight. 

SNH provides payments under management agreements to compensate for the management of land designated as 
a nature reserve or as a SSSI. Of the 18,842 ha of SSSIs designated for biological features of interest, 5,611 ha are 
under SNH agreements, i.e. 29% of the area. Most of these sites are managed by extensive sheep grazing. All land 
designated as NNR is under agreement. 

National Scenic Area 
NSAs were introduced by the Countryside Commission for Scotland in 1980 to preserve and enhance the character 

or appearance of nationally important areas of outstanding beauty.  They are intended to be examples of the type of 
natural beauty associated with Scotland. Local authorities are required to consult SNH in respect of certain specified 
categories of development in NSAs. However, there are no funds attached to the designation. There is one NSA in 
Shetland.  

 Scenic interest in Shetland is predominantly coastal. Seven separate small areas of coastal landscape in Shetland 
have been identified as of outstanding scenic interest. They lie principally in the south-west and northern extremities 
of the archipelago and include Fair Isle, Foula, the western flank of Dunrossness and the Deeps, part of Muckle Roe, 
Esha Ness, Uyea Isle and Fethaland, and Herma Ness.  
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3.4 Analysis of field survey data 
 A review of previous studies aiming at assessing the effectiveness of the ESA scheme in Shetland has first been 

carried out to get an overview of methodologies used, findings and recommendations. Biological data collected on 
farmland under the SCFWAG De Voar scheme has then been analysed and a sample of farmers and crofters has been 
consulted on their perception of the AES on the ground. Outcomes are presented here.  

3.4.1 Existing evaluations of the ESA scheme  

3.4.1.1 ESA monitoring report 1994-1999 
McGowan et al. (2000) produced a report dealing with work carried out between 1994 and 1999 as part of a ten 

year monitoring programme to evaluate the effectiveness of the Shetland Islands ESA scheme. Monitoring covered the 
following topics: landscape and vegetation, archaeology, and farmland wading birds.  The work was undertaken by a 
consortium led by Macaulay Land Use Research Institute (MLURI), the Institute of Terrestrial Ecology (ITE) and 
Biomathematics and Statistics Scotland (BioSS). 

Monitoring comprised two protocols: background monitoring to provide broad-scale information and examine 
trends of change, and prescription monitoring to supply detailed information about changes in quality rather than 
quantity, on land for which higher (tier 2) payments were made.  

On landscape and botanical monitoring, no changes were detected on the prescription plot as compared to out-
scheme ones. Results of the wading bird count were measured against those of an earlier survey, showing similar 
densities for oystercatcher (Haematopus ostralegus), redshank (Tringa totanus) and curlew (Numenius arquata), and an 
increase in the density of lapwings. Preference for wetland over grassland was also observed. Evaluation of the 
condition of archaeological site protected under scheme management suggested an improvement of sites, and a 
decrease in the extent of eroding ground, probably due to reduced grazing pressure.  

3.4.1.2 A study of the environmental, economic and social impacts of the Shetland Islands ESA scheme  
A five-week MSc research project was carried out by Sonia Stephen in 2005 with the aim of identifying perceived 

environmental, economic and social impacts of the ESA scheme in the Shetland Islands.  A series of semi-structured 
interviews with Shetland ESA stakeholders was conducted. ‘Purposeful’ and ‘snowball’ sampling strategies were used 
to select ten key-informants (from among others SAC, SIC, RSPB, FWAG, and National Farmers Union - NFU), fifteen 
ESA entrant and five non-ESA entrant crofters and farmers.  The main outcomes are presented below.  

One major environmental effect of the ESA scheme highlighted by all stakeholders interviewed is the 
improvement of heather moorland areas. A negative impact of the scheme was frequently observed in wetlands and 
herb-rich areas where stock was kept off during the flowering season: vegetation was becoming ‘ranker’ and less 
diverse. As for management of archaeological sites, despite a slight improvement of the state of the sites under scheme 
protection, regret was often expressed that cultural aspects associated with archaeological features were not taken into 
account in the scheme. Also, frustration came from payments made mainly to restore damaged sites, but not to help 
those already involved in the protection of sites. 

Overall, stakeholders agreed that the ESA scheme has had a positive economic impact in Shetland. As well as 
creating employment, the scheme has helped to maintain jobs in the agricultural sector, such as fencing contracting. The 
question of the ethics of using agri-environment schemes to subsidise agriculture has been raised, and diversification of 
crofting activities suggested as a way to sustain agriculture and the island economy. 

The ESA scheme has had a major negative social impact, which is to have encouraged older crofters to benefit 
from scheme money and hold on to their croft instead of transferring it to the next generation. It has also appeared that 
concern for the environment was fairly significant among all crofters and farmers interviewed, and the reasons for not 
participating in the scheme were based on economic considerations rather than on lack of interest in nature. 
Communication between crofters, and between the crofting community and conservationists, seems to have benefited 
from the scheme, and so has crofters’ awareness of environmental principles and matters.  

By and large it was recommended that future schemes involve an element of flexibility. A suggestion was that 
future monitoring became more transparent and involved participation of crofters and farmers, so as to improve 
overall relationships between crofters and farmers and the Government.  

3.4.1.3 Fair Isle case study 
Fair Isle is a 5 km-long and 3 km-wide island lying 40 km south-west of the southern tip of Shetland mainland. The 

population is of about 70 islanders who mostly live in traditional crofts on the more fertile and low-lying southern third 
of the island. The northern part is largely rough grazing and rocky moorland.  

In 2002, an evaluation of the extent to which environmental objectives of the ESA scheme had been achieved on 
the island of Fair Isle was carried out by Naomi Riddiford as an MSc research project (Riddiford, 2002). Only one of 
the scheme’s aims was evaluated, that of wetland and grassland habitat enhancement. A total of 12 fields were sampled 
randomly for the collection of botanical and avian data. Comparisons were made between fields in which ESA 
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management had been introduced and control fields where management had remained unchanged. The results showed 
that the scheme had begun to meet its objectives on Fair Isle, and had contributed to the already high conservation 
status and environmental value of the island.  

Recommendations for the future of the scheme emphasised the need for long-term management to achieve 
environmental objectives and greater site-specificity of management prescriptions. Advice was made to avoid 
inappropriate disruption of management known to be achieving environmental benefits.  

Fears were expressed regarding the then future RSS. One particular concern was the potential loss of benefits 
achieved through ESA scheme whilst future benefits would unlikely be realised if the scheme was abandoned. Indeed, 
its introduction would have seemed worthwhile if it was to replace a scheme that was not working. The interruption of a 
scheme which was beginning to meet its objectives might have been a retrograde step both from an environmental and 
socio-economic perspective. 

In fact, in Fair Isle, all crofters but one who were in the ESA scheme went into the RSS by continuing the same 
management. However the RSS system has failed in supporting specific conservation opportunities on the island. The 
following example has been given by a Fair Isle crofter. After 15 years of management under the ESA scheme, 
grassland fungi have started to colonise one field. The croft has been allowed in the RSS providing the same 
management regime was continued, including in that particular field. However if it was to be managed for fungi, 
grazing would have had to be adjusted so that grass was kept short. Choice was made not to enter the field in the agri-
environment scheme in order to preserve fungus. This case has evidenced that the scheme’s general management 
prescriptions could be detrimental for biodiversity in sites where a different approach would have been needed. 
Support for sensible tailored measures would have been more adapted here.  

3.4.2 Biological monitoring under the De Voar project 

3.4.2.1 Aim and methodology 
Monitoring and evaluation is one aspect of the De Voar project, aiming at assessing the wildlife and agricultural 

benefits of the project. Biological data has been collected on participating crofts and farms to understand the actual 
impact of keeping cattle and cropping in Shetland and bring ecological justification to environmental support payments. 
This data – the results of avian, botanical and invertebrate surveys on farmland – has been used to compare biodiversity 
on land having benefited from the ESA or RSS schemes to other surveyed land. The results had already been entered in 
Excel spreadsheets in the form of lists of biological records associated with the farm and field where they had been 
surveyed. Scheme and field options applied on survey sites have been identified using information held by SCFWAG. 
Biodiversity indicators on fields with and without agri-environment scheme have been statistically compared. The 
datasets are the following: 

• 2006 botanical quadrats 
• 2006 invertebrate pitfall traps 
• 2005/2006 and 2006/2007 wintering birds 
• 2006 breeding birds 

Invertebrate survey 
The survey was conducted under the supervision of the entomologist Edward Milner. Trios of pitfall-traps have 

been set in four fields of different management types (grazed by sheep, by cattle, ungrazed, arable) in nineteen crofts 
across Shetland during the first week of July 2006. Contents of the traps were collected twice, in early August and early 
September. Edward Milner carried out the identification of specimens. A broad count of all invertebrate groups has 
been done but the study has concentrated on spiders and beetles for which pitfall-traps are particularly adapted. Indeed 
they are good ecological site indicators because their mobility is limited. They have been identified to the species. For 
this study, only samples collected in grassland fields are considered.  Up-take of arable field options under ESA and 
RSS in Shetland is too limited to draw any conclusion, and more importantly all arable fields surveyed are under the De 
Voar scheme, which includes an incentive for cropping.   

Botanical survey 
A first study was conducted in 2005 to define a suitable methodology which was then been adopted in 2006. Plant 

surveys have been carried out in the same fields as the ones where the traps had been set, from mid-July to mid-August. 
Plant species have been recorded in ten one-square metre quadrats placed randomly in each field.  Presence/absence of 
species from an indicator list of 47 plant species has been collected.  

Bird surveys 
For the wintering bird surveys, each unit (field) was surveyed on two separate visits, the first between 20th 

December and 31st January, the second between 1st February and 10th March. All waders, wildfowl and larks, finches 
and buntings were recorded. Counts were made in favourable weather conditions.  Land use and number of each species 
observed were reported on IACS maps. A bird was recorded if present in a field, or standing on a fence.  

For the breeding bird survey, the primary aim was to obtain estimates of breeding pairs of waders in the in-bye. 
Each unit was surveyed on two separate visits, the first between 20th April and 10th May, the second between 20th May 
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and 10th June. Counts were made in favourable weather conditions, preferably in early morning. A mapped record was 
made if a bird was showing a breeding behaviour or if definite pairs were seen in a field. 

Six surveyors have been involved in the surveys and assigned sites by geographic regions. Each site was surveyed 
by a single person.  The same route was followed each time, and the maximum time spent on one farm/ croft was 
limited to one hour.  

3.4.2.2 Results  
Average number of species or species richness per field with AES has been compared and to non-AES fields. A 

Shapiro-Wilk test was first performed to check normality of datasets. When normal, difference between averages was 
tested with a Student t-test. When not normal, a Mann-Whitney U-test was applied. The software Analyse-it has been 
used to compute the tests.  

Botanical diversity 
21 of the fields surveyed were managed under ESA or RSS, and 38 had none of these schemes. Partial species 

richness in each field has been obtained from the data collected. The total number of species has first been compared, 
and then differences in plant groups have been assessed.  

Table 11 presents the average number of species on the indicator list which have been recorded. For all 
comparisons, non-parametric 2-tailed U-tests have been performed. A significant higher plant diversity in fields 
under AES management than in other fields was found when all species are considered together, and for dicotyledons 
and grasses (p<0.025).  

Table 11 : Average number of plant species in AES and non-AES fields 
 All species Dicotyledons Grasses Rushes Sedges 

Number of species in list 47 26 6 4 7 
AES fields 21.2 8.8 5.1 2.4 3.6 
Non-AES fields 15.2 5.7 4.1 2.6 2.3 

The different scheme prescriptions have not been considered because of the limited time available and sometimes 
lack of information. It could be interesting to analyse variations in vegetation according to habitat and scheme measures 
implemented.  

Invertebrates 
− Spiders 

21 successful samples have been collected in AES fields and 32 in non-AES fields.  42 species have been identified 
in the samples trapped in July, and 35 in August. Species richness and abundance have been compared. First all 
species have been considered. Then pioneer species (6 species), which are present in high numbers and poor indicators, 
have been excluded. 

Table 12 presents the average number of species and specimens identified. Non-parametric 2-tailed U-tests have 
been performed and no significant difference was detected (p>0.025), concerning spider diversity and abundance 
between fields under AES management and other fields, both when all species are included and when pioneer species 
are excluded. 

Table 12 : Average spider richness and abundance per sample 
 Species richness Abundance 
 All species Non-pioneer species All species Non-pioneer species 
 July August July August July August July August 

AES fields 7.5 4.1 3.7 2.0 53.4 20.5 22.1 4.5 
Non-AES fields 7.1 4.2 3.8 1.9 58.3 33.2 13.4 4.5 

 
− Beetles  

July samples included 21 AES samples and 32 non-AES. In 
August 22 samples have been collected in AES fields and 36 in 
non-AES. 83 species have been recorded in July and 106 in 
August. Parametric 2-tailed t-tests have been performed to 
compare species richness and abundance in fields managed 
under AES and other fields. The results indicate no significant 
difference (p>0.025), neither in species diversity nor in 
abundance with all species considered (table 13).  

 Species richness Abundance 
 July August July August 

AES fields 7.6 9.5 7.6 9.8 
Non-AES fields 8.8 11.0 8.9 11.0 

Table 13 : Average beetle species richness and  
abundance per sample  

The most frequently recorded families are staphylinids and carabids. In July, 3.7 carabids have been trapped on 
average in AES fields compared to 3.4 in non-AES fields; and average staphylinid population was respectively 2.5 and 
3.4. Hole et al (2005) carried out a review of studies comparing beetles in organically managed fields to conventional 
fields. They mentioned higher densities of carabids in organically managed fields and lower of staphylinids. Evidence 
suggested that the distribution and abundance of carabids is linked to variation in vegetation structure. As for the reason 
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why staphylinids are in lower numbers in organic fields, no clear explanation has been found except that competition 
with elevated numbers of carabids might suppress staphylinid abundance. Scheme options in place in Shetland 
commonly relate to ecological improvement of pastures, so these conclusions may well apply here: differences in beetle 
families might demonstrate variations in vegetation structure in AES and non-AES fields. 

Birds 
216 fields under AES management and 209 without have been surveyed for wintering birds in 2006. A total of 46 

species has been recorded, of which 43 in AES fields and 33 in non-AES. 12 species have been sighted only in AES 
fields and 2 in non-AES only. All of the species occurring in only one type of field were present in overall small 
numbers (from 1 to 6 birds), and in one or two fields in the whole survey. One of the agri-BAP target, the whimbrel 
(Numenius phaeopus), was never recorded. 

The 2006 breeding bird survey has included 85 fields under AES management and 88 with conventional 
management. A total of 26 species has been recorded, of which 19 were breeding. 6 species were breeding only in AES 
fields and 3 only in non-AES. The only breeding pair of whimbrel was seen in a grassland field with ESA bird 
measures. Two other BAP species, twite and meadow pipit, have never been recorded in the survey. 

No further analysis of the data collected in 2006 can be carried out because of an error in the Excel spreadsheet 
used to enter the results. It would be worth going into more details with a quantitative study of the data, once it is 
rectified. 

In 2007, birds wintering in 210 fields under AES management and 347 without AES have been recorded. In total 
47 species have been recorded, of which 35 species have been observed in the course of the first visit, and 31 in the 
second. 32 species have been sighted in AES fields, and 24 in non-AES. Of the Agri-BAP species (table 14), some have 
frequently been recorded, the most abundant BAP species being curlews (502 sightings during the first visit), lapwings 
(168 sightings during the first visit) and oystercatchers (268 during the second visit). As in 2006, the whimbrel was 
never recorded. Meadow pipits were rather scarce (8 at the second visit) and concentrated in AES fields. Twite 
population was also limited, more specifically during the latest visit. They have been seen mostly in non-AES fields.  

Table 14 : Agri-BAP bird species count in winter 2006-2007 
Number of bird Number of site 

total AES non-AES total AES non-AES  
W1 W2 W1 W2 W1 W2 W1 W2 W1 W2 W1 W2 

Curlew 502 329 312 202 190 127 79 82 32 42 47 40 
Golden Plover 108 58 91 18 17 40 6 2 5 1 1 1 
Lapwing 168 129 87 81 81 48 13 31 7 16 6 15 
Meadow Pipit 5 8 5 6 0 2 2 5 2 4 0 1 
Oystercatcher 96 268 62 175 34 93 14 58 4 30 10 28 
Redshank 160 60 66 20 94 40 42 28 20 11 22 17 
Snipe 78 82 31 36 47 46 33 34 15 19 18 15 
Twite 91 23 3 0 88 23 7 2 1 0 6 2 
Whimbrel 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

 
 Species richness and abundance have been compared; all species together and only BAP species (table 14). Non-

parametric 2-tailed U-tests have been used. The results show an overall significant higher diversity and abundance of 
birds in AES management fields, for both winter surveys in 2007 (p<0.025). When only BAP target species are 
compared, higher numbers of species and individuals per field under AES management are observed for both surveys 
but the difference is statistically significant only for the latest visit.  

Table 15 : Average bird species richness and abundance per field (winter 06-07) 
 Species richness Abundance 
 All species BAP species All species BAP species 
 Winter1 Winter2 Winter1 Winter2 Winter1 Winter2 Winter1 Winter2 

AES fields 0.75 0.93 0.41 0.59 6.32 4.94 3.13 2.56 
Non-AES fields 0.45 0.49 0.32 0.34 3.06 2.45 1.59 1.21 

3.4.2.3 Discussion  
The surveys have all been carried out in farms/crofts participating in the De Voar project, which is a local agri-

environment scheme and applies to the whole farm/croft. This may cause a bias towards environment-friendly 
management on all sites surveyed. Farms/ crofts surveyed may not be representative of Shetland average farm/ croft and 
benefits arising from ESA scheme or RSS cannot be distinguished from those resulting from the application of the De 
Voar measures.  

Anyhow, the results of the inventories of three different biological groups on Shetland farmland are a valuable 
opportunity to assess the impact of AES measures on biodiversity. Fields under AES management showed higher 
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botanical diversity than fields managed conventionally, and higher species richness and abundance of birds. It seems 
that a step towards the ESA objective to enhance herb-rich grassland habitat has been made. On the other hand 
invertebrates did not differ in overall abundance and diversity. Still, variation in beetle species tends to indicate an 
ecological improvement of the vegetation structure in AES fields.     

During the summer 2007, vegetation and invertebrates have been sampled again, using the same methodologies but 
on different sites. Results may be compared to those of 2006, so as to confirm or contradict findings, and start following 
trends. Hopefully, similar surveys will be carried out in the future to strengthen results and increase the understanding 
of biodiversity in Shetland farmland. Additionally, further development is being initiated: survey data will soon be put 
onto a GIS to improve knowledge of species and habitats distribution and trends in Shetland, and subsequently 
environmental advice. 

3.4.3 Consultation with Crofters and Farmers 

3.4.3.1 Aim and methodology 
In order to get an insight of the achievements of agri-environment schemes by those who were actually to benefit 

from them, a questionnaire has been submitted to farmers and crofters. The questions were similar to those asked in the 
Isle of Wight, with a few adaptations to fit in with Shetland situation.  

Because time was limited, it was decided to select a sample of around ten crofters. The aim was to obtain a 
diversity of point of views on AES, so the main selection criterion was the crofter’s situation as regards to AES. 
Geographic location was also considered, so as to include different regions and islands within Shetland. Sue White, 
SCFWAG Farm Advisor, helped to choose eleven crofters and farmers among SCFWAG customers and Douglas 
Forest, SCFWAG Administrative Assistant, arranged all interviews. These were in most cases carried out in crofts, one 
in SCFWAG office.  Like in the Isle of Wight, notes were taken during the interviews and typed afterwards. The 
number of interviewees is too limited to carry out any statistical analysis. However, a qualitative study can provide an 
overview of the perception of AES in Shetland, the impacts felt by crofters and farmers and their suggestions for 
improvement. The same analysis table as in the Isle of Wight was filled in.    

3.4.3.2 Results 
The sample has included eight crofters involved in the De Voar/ F4N project, eight had entered the ESA scheme, 

and for four of them it was still running, four were in the RSS and three in the Organic Aid Scheme. Some of them had 
also benefited from the RSPB Neap for Linties scheme, from the SFGS, or from SIC grants. As for geographic 
distribution, two crofters/ farmers were from South Mainland, two from the North, two from the South West 
(Scalloway), three from Central Mainland, one from Yell and one from Whalsay. 

Scheme entrance 
Motivations for entering agri-environment schemes – which is voluntary – always involved economic 

considerations. More precisely, the money provided by AES was often a way to “keep the croft going” and helped to 
make improvements or start new activities such as cattle breeding and cropping under F4N scheme. Personal interest in 
the environment and willingness to improve biodiversity were also frequently mentioned. Schemes could be a means 
to try and balance environment and agriculture. Those who had decided not to enter the ESA scheme felt the measures 
available did not fit in the management they were carrying out and payment levels were not sufficient to make changes 
worthwhile. As for the RSS, the requirements were simply not designed for Shetland crofters so they could not compete 
with mainland farmers. 

Croft/ farm management 
The different AES have modified more or less significantly the way crofts are managed. The major changes 

mentioned are stock reduction under the ESA scheme in Shetland. This is seen as positive, especially on common 
grazings. Stock exclusion during the flowering season has brought logistics problems on small crofts with a limited 
number of fields, when ewes, rams, and cattle need to be kept apart. When late mowing for silage was carried out, one 
common disappointment was that the silage quality was often of lower quality, and grass was even sometimes ruined 
in fast-growing fields. This also has introduced logistics issues because silage is generally made by contractors who end 
up having to do all the work at the same time. Some crofters have started cropping and ploughing arable land under 
the F4N scheme, which has also helped some to get cattle back on the croft and keep them inside during the winter.  

Schemes have allowed crofters to come back to less intensive practices, more in adequacy with Shetland 
characteristics. Some crofters have noticed their stock is healthier when reared in accordance with the environment, 
especially when they have returned to using native breeds, more resistant. Products are also described as of better 
quality, such as slow-reared seaweed lambs. However one general agreement was that ESA scheme and RSS lacked 
flexibility, and rules were too strict. Measures with dates involved were sometimes too restrictive and did not leave 
crofters with the possibility to intervene before, for example, losing their silage quality, or plough later than required 
when the weather conditions had been too wet. The fact that scheme requirements do not include any consideration for 
natural variations in climate has caused frustration among crofters.  
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Landscape  
The ESA scheme has provided crofters with resources to fence off fields. Existing fencing has been repaired, or 

new fencing set up. Money has also been given to rebuild stone dykes. Drainage has sometimes been carried out. F4N 
scheme has helped to reinstall typical kale yards.  

Since the introduction of AES, landscape diversity has been seen increasing, a mosaic is being created. As for the 
impact of incentives aimed at tree plantation and protection, opinions are divided. Some crofters feel there are more 
trees in Shetland today than there used to be and appreciate it. Others believe that trees are not doing well because they 
do not belong to the island; trees are not part of Shetland landscape. Therefore they think money should not be invested 
in them.  

It has been put forward once that, because the time of carrying out croft/ farm activities on land under scheme is 
decided by scheme rules, the landscape mosaic created by the time-lag between crofts and areas has been lost. Silage 
making, for instance, happened in all fields under scheme at the same moment, thus decreasing the landscape diversity 
and its environmental quality. Conversely one opinion was that AES had encouraged appropriate land-use, with 
benefit especially for the Hill. 

Biodiversity  
ESA participants agreed on the overall positive impact of the scheme on biodiversity. In particular, they had noticed 

improvements in plant diversity in herb-rich grassland where stock was kept off during the flowering season. 
Habitat diversity has increased due to various incentives. The introduction of cropping has created new habitats which 
have favoured bird species nesting on arable land, and provided winter shelter and food. Where trees have been planted 
an increase in bird numbers has been observed, and where cattle have been introduced (F4N entrants) more plant 
species are seen. Also, heather seems to have regenerated on the Hill.    

On the negative side, problems in the control of the vegetation in ungrazed fields have been mentioned several 
times. Weed control has been more difficult since schemes have started, especially with ragwort (Senecio jacobaea) 
and thistle (Cirsium spp.).  It has been suggested that this problem could be solved if sheep were allowed to graze in the 
early stages of plant development. An increase in the populations of predatory birds, such as the Great black-backed 
gull, has also frequently been mentioned. However, a crofter highlighted that changes in biodiversity were in the 
greatest part due to annual variations in weather conditions and natural fluctuations of wild species. 

Social aspects 
A feeling of frustration has been expressed by ESA and RSS entrants. When willing to do what they thought the 

best for the environment, crofters and farmers sometimes saw the scheme rules as obstacles. They felt they had lost 
their freedom of intervention and were “tied to rules”. But it was also recognised that rules and dates were necessary 
for the schemes to work. As for the F4N scheme, positive feedback has been conveyed. Because it is a local scheme the 
measures are specific to Shetland. It is perceived as less constraining than ESA and RSS. It also allows crofters and 
farmers to get involved in the project, such as through monitoring of biodiversity on their land, which is appreciated 
by participants.  The RSS scheme has disappointed Shetland crofters. The competitiveness of the scheme has left them 
without the possibility to benefit from it, because they cannot compete against mainland farmers.  

ESA and RSS participants have generally received help from experts to prepare the application. It was often felt 
that expertise was needed to understand the rules. However several scheme entrants have admitted being more aware 
of the wildlife and nature around them, and took pleasure in the change. This has even been described once as the 
main achievement of the ESA scheme: “the biggest change is in the crofter”. 

Economic aspects 
Financial support provided by AES has helped to maintain the croft and enabled crofters to make investments 

which they could not have afforded otherwise. Examples include new fencing, stone dyke maintenance, new machinery, 
or drainage. It has also guaranteed a level of income, an assurance of money coming in, making possible to plan 
ahead. Some saw their income improve without changes in the workload. On the other hand, crofters and farmers who 
had not entered the ESA scheme put forward that payment levels made it not worthwhile making changes to 
management. An OAS entrant deplored the poor generosity of the scheme.  

Sustainable crofting/ farming in Shetland 
Most crofters interviewed have acknowledged that in the current situation Shetland agriculture needed subsidies to 

maintain the activity. They generally would rather have sold their products at higher and fairer prices. They wished 
for the development of markets for Shetland products, and for some the emphasis had to be on local products for 
local markets. The self-sufficiency of Shetland is to be improved, in particular concerning facilities for animal 
production and agricultural supplies. A need for an increase in the diversity of productions has also been put forward. 
However, in the current state of things, crofters and farmers interviewed were positive about the concept of ‘subsidising 
the environment’ (only one did not), provided AES were improved. They have suggested a few ideas: 

• Measures need to fit in with the existing management, and help maintain the croft / farm business, not 
encourage sacrificing productive land to the benefit solely of wildlife. Payment levels have to be attractive to make 
entrance in scheme worthwhile for businesses. 
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• Area-specific measures and recognition of differences in growing seasons would certainly benefit 
Shetland. Variability of natural conditions should be taken into account and result in more flexibility as regards to 
requirements on the density of livestock and dates to carry out activities. Schemes could favour a diversity of land use 
with different cutting and harvesting dates, which would be better for the environment than a standard management 
system. 

• There should be continuity in schemes in order to save the benefits achieved. 
• Incentives could target existing good practices so as to help maintain them, and not only aim at reversing 

bad ones. Support should be given to traditional low-input, cost-effective systems with practices best adapted to the 
environment. Organic producers wish for more money to be put into this production system.  

• Monitoring of wildlife by crofters and farmers could be used to “show what is being done for the 
environment”. 

• Incentives should target the preservation of Shetland heritage and rural areas, and encourage the food 
self-sufficiency of crofters and of the island as a whole. 

 
 
Two main agri-environment schemes have been implemented in Shetland: the ESA scheme and the RSS, both 

closed now. Other local schemes, such as De Voar, are in place. They are tools to respond to the Shetland Agri-BAP.  
Measures focus on the restoration of herb-rich grassland and wetland and target primarily wading birds. National and 
international conservation and landscape designations cover a significant area of Shetland, but the part played by agri-
environment schemes in helping to protect them is not known. SCFWAG has initiated monitoring of vegetation, 
invertebrates and birds under the De Voar project, and if the program is carried on it will help improving knowledge of 
farmland biodiversity in Shetland. One major development will be the introduction of a GIS to input data collected, 
which could be used to target agri-environment measures in the future. As for the perception of AES by Shetland 
crofters and farmers, the overall outcome was positive but changes were suggested, notably an increased consideration 
for local specificities and more flexibility to improve the effectiveness of measures.         

4. TEXEL 

4.1 Identification of island agriculture & conservation issues 

4.1.1 Texel’s landscape 
The landscape on the island of Texel is one of dunes, pastureland, woods and polders. The shape of the present-day 

island is the result of both natural processes and human action. The core of the island, the southern Old Land, consists 
of glacial till deposits dating back 10,000 years. The island subsequently has grown in size partly through the accretion 
of sand around the till deposit and the formation of sand flats; and partly after successive land reclaims by inpoldering.  

The highest point of Texel is the centre of the glacial till deposit, the Hoge Berg (15 m). Evidence of human activity 
in that area in the Palaeolithic and Mesolithic periods has been found. A sand dike was built in 1630 between the 
original glacial till island and the dune island of Eijerland. The Eijerland Polder was reclaimed in 1835 by the 
construction of a dyke around the salt marsh to the east.  An area of salt marsh was formed by accretion on the eastern 
side of the island and sedimentation led it to eventually become dry land. These salt meadows of good agricultural 
quality were enclosed and reclaimed in 1847 to create the Prins Hendrik Polder. Thus the Old Land and the northern 
polders differ in terms of geology and landscape.  

The land has long been used for agricultural purposes (photo 8). The Old Land was cultivated in small fields, 
whereas the new polders were divided up into regular fields. Besides agriculture, the inhabitants were also active in 
fishing and providing supplies and storage for shipping. 

 

Photo 8 : Texel’s agricultural landscape
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Texel has a number of typical landscape features. Turf walls, ponds, wielen (old dike openings) and sheep houses 
characterise the island landscape. Despite the fact that these elements have now lost their initial functional value, they 
are still part of the scenery. These features have originated on the Old Land. 
− Turf walls (tuunwallen, photo 9) 

Previous to 1560, nine months of the year - September to May, the ‘all-over grazing’ (overal weide) practice 
allowed livestock to graze open grassland on the whole island. In the 1640s this could happen only on community land. 
Field boundaries have subsequently appeared. On the higher grounds, the water level was too low for ditches and 
fences could not be built because of the lack of wood on the island. Therefore islanders had to devise another form of 
field boundary. Turf plates were piled up in a specific way to form a mound filled in with sand. There once was more 
than 350 km of this type of structure on the island, essentially on the Old Land but also on the dunes and along the dune 
margins of Den Hoorn and De Cocksdorp. 

Tuunwallen have a high nature value due to their unique structure and 
hydrology. Their ecological quality depends on the age of the wall (the older the 
higher the plant diversity is), the origin of turf (more common grass species grow 
on turf from fertilised soil) and maintenance practices. Turf walls with the highest 
nature value are found in nutrient-poor areas. Characteristic plant species include 
thrift (Armeria maritima), harebell (Campanula rotundifolia), sheep’s bit (Jasione 
montana), lady’s bedstraw (Galium verum), mouse-ear hawkweed (Pilosella 
officinarum). 

Maintenance of turf walls can be done by grazing sheep under a particular regime in order to remove overgrowth 
and hence give specific plant species an opportunity to develop. However this becomes more and more difficult. Turf 
walls are threatened by the processes of enlargement of fields and by the loss of grassland to arable conversion, both 
decreasing the current value of turf walls as field boundaries.   

Photo 9 : Tunnwallen 

− Ponds (kolken, photo 10)  
Ponds used to be major landscape elements. Their initial function was to provide water to livestock. Besides this 

agricultural role, they also have ecological and landscape significance. The characteristic ecosystem of the ponds 
consists of a highly diverse bank and water plants, snails, dragonflies, insects, frogs, toads and salamanders, on which 
several species of birds and mammals feed.  

Ponds collect rain water and in some cases ground, spring or ditch water. Water plant 
species include pondweed (Potamogeton), floating heart (Nymphoides peltata), and water 
violet (Hottonia palustris). On the pond bank, species such as common reed (Phragmites 
communis), reed sweet-grass (Glyceria maxima), cattail (Typha angustifolia), and water 
plantain (Alisma spp.) can be found. The most notable inhabitants of ponds are 
amphibians, i.e. common toad (Bufo bufo), common frog (Rana clamitans), brown frog 
(Rana temporaria) and common newt (Triturus vulgaris). 

For the same reasons as they were for turf walls, ponds are threatened by land 
consolidation and conversion to arable farming. Of the 1,000 ponds existing in 1950 
only 250 remain. Maintenance consists in removing silt and plant material in autumn.   

Photo 10 : Kolk 

− Sheep houses (schapenboeten, photo 11) 
Sheep houses are square buildings with relatively low walls, with or without 

small windows. The roof is thatched and/or sometimes covert with tiles. They 
were traditionally used as warehouses for hay and tools. The flat side - where the 
entrance is - is always oriented to the north east, thus sheltering farmers at work 
from dominant south western wind.  

Besides their landscape value, sheep houses also have a historic, cultural, 
touristic and natural significance. Sheep houses and their surroundings are 
nesting or resting sites for birds and bats. Again, agricultural changes, in particular 
field enlargement and decrease in the number of sheep holders, have led to the 
loss of functionality of sheep houses. They are more likely to be considered as 
obstacles than as useful. (Source: De Lieuw) 

Photo 11 : Schapenboeten 

4.1.2 Agriculture in Texel 
There has been a long tradition of agriculture on Texel and it is still the main economic base for the island. Texel 

has been known as a sheep island for centuries. The Texelaar, the native sheep breed of Texel, is the most used breed 
in the Netherlands and has also been exported across the world. It is a meat breed, hardy and the lambs are fast-
growing.  

The total land surface of the island is 16,600 ha, of which 9,000 ha is farmland and the remaining part is made up of 
nature reserves and villages. Grassland accounts for roughly half of the total area of farmland (4,200 ha). The rest is 
arable land, including orchards, vegetables and flower bulbs (4,800 ha). There are 220 farms on the island, with a 
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balance of diverse types (table 16). 650 people work on farms for an approximate total of 13,000 residents (Statistics 
Netherland). Arable production includes cereals, potatoes (mostly seed-potatoes), sugar beets, and beans. (Source: De 
Lieuw) 

Table 16 : Farm types in Texel (2007) 

Farm type Dairy Arable 
Flower bulbs, 

vegetables, 
orchards 

Sheep Mixed 

Number of farms 56 38 44 39 43 

4.1.3 Texel agriculture and landscape issues 
The policy document ‘Nature for People, People for Nature’ (2000) sets out Dutch nature policy for the period 

2000-2010. It provides a framework for policy on rural development and for the conservation and sustainable use of 
biodiversity in various sectors (including agriculture, fisheries, tourism and water). 

The term ‘nature’ in this document is given a broad sense, in an attempt to reflect the Dutch population’s 
perception of it. Nature encompasses ‘the wildlife on people’s doorstep to the Wadden Sea’. The ‘landscape’ is the 
result of the combined dynamics of soil, water, vegetation and land use - a co-production by man and nature. In the 
Netherlands the concept comprises reclaimed land, polders, stream meadows, flood plains, cultivated land on sandy 
soils, rivers and lowlands.  

The Dutch government has formulated the following goal for nature policy in the Netherlands: ‘To make an 
essential contribution to a liveable and sustainable society through the conservation, restoration, development and 
sustainable use of nature and landscape’. Objectives are the further realisation of the National Ecological Network, the 
strengthening of the identity and quality of landscapes, the development of urban green space networks and an effective 
international nature policy for biodiversity. 

There is no local biodiversity action plan for Texel, and national objectives for nature and landscapes apply to the 
island. However local concerns have ensued from the distinctive situation of Texel. They are introduced here. 

Agriculture 
The processes of land consolidation and field enlargement, initiated in the 1960s and still on-going, have led to 

the loss of boundary features and disappearance of the historic fieldscape. Landscape elements such as turf walls are 
threatened by modern agricultural practices and land-use. Their conservation relies on the continuation of traditional 
farming methods. Rural development policies provide the opportunity to do so in bringing further income for farmers as 
well as promoting the tourist attractions that historic landscape features constitute (Lancewadplan, 2004-2007).  

In addition biodiversity associated with traditional farming methods and with the landscape features described 
previously is threatened by intensification of practices.  

Tourism 
Diversification of activities has resulted from the need to off-set the decline of agricultural sustainability due to the 

small scale of the farms on the island. Farm buildings have often been converted to holiday accommodation in an 
inappropriate way so that they do not fit in well with the historic landscape. On the other hand the thriving tourism 
industry is a potential to promote Texel’s cultural heritage, such as through the use of the native Texel breed of sheep 
with traditional farming methods and through the opportunity brought by the designation of the Hoge Berg as a 
landscape reserve (Lancewadplan, 2004-2007)..   

4.2 AES on Texel farmland 

4.2.1 SAN in Texel 
In the Netherlands agri-environmental policy on wildlife and landscape management started in 1975 with a green 

paper, facilitating financial compensation for the conclusion of maintenance contracts for landscape elements and 
wildlife management contracts in designated areas (Nitsch et al, 2005).  

Under EU Regulation 1257/99, the Dutch Ministry of Nature, Environment and Food Quality (Ministerie van 
Natuur, Milieu en Voedselkwaliteit) has offered a choice of subsidy “packs” co-financed by the EU based on 2 pillars: 
the Agricultural Nature Management Scheme (Subsidieregeling Agrarisch Natuurbeheer, SAN) and the Woods and 
Nature Areas Management Scheme (SN). They are zonal schemes, implemented in designated areas, among which is 
Texel. A horizontal Organic Farming Scheme is also available and includes 2 options: conversion to organic farming 
and continuation of organic farming. 

SAN is meant to preserve and enhance nature on the Dutch agricultural land. The scheme encourages farmers 
and land owners to actively manage their land for nature conservation. It is opened to anyone managing agricultural 
land or landscape features, as long as they do not belong to a conservation organisation. Contracts are signed for 6 years 
on a voluntary basis. The scheme has primarily a conservation objective; environmental targets are only secondary. 
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The Ministry of Agriculture, Nature and Food Quality has been allocating ‘hectare-quota’ to the 12 Dutch 
provinces, who are partners in the scheme. Based on their share in this quotum, the provinces have been designating 
areas where the scheme is in force and have been selecting packages from the national ‘menu’ that can be chosen by 
land users. This selection differs regionally, according to the ecological potential of the region. The 2000-scheme 
reform introduced large-scale (> 100 ha) packages for grassland birds in order to support a regional approach, with 
options such as nest protection an individual farmer cannot choose (Terwan, 2005). 

SN aims at improving the management of woods and nature areas in the Netherlands. This scheme also partly 
applies to farmland, but only if this land has been purchased by conservation organisations and is managed as farmland 
with a primary conservation target. This scheme is mainly financed nationally and the majority of the area involved is 
not farmland.  

4.2.2 Stakeholders  
The Dutch Government assumes that nature is a common resource and subsequently responsibilities for its care 

are shared between public authorities from national to local level, the private sector, conservation organisations and the 
public. In particular, the agricultural sector is given the task to maintain a good standard of green space in the whole of 
the rural area; inform consumers about the environmental aspects of products and ensure the sustainable utilisation of 
agri-biodiversity.  In addition, numerous organisations, partly funded by the government, consult the government on 
environmental matters, carry out field work and scientific research, support environmental co-operatives, try to establish 
co-operation between farmers, local government and the local population and act as pressure groups. Many of these 
organisations are part of consultation organisations for wildlife management. Some nature conservation organisation 
own areas important for the protection of meadow birds and take part in non-agricultural schemes (Nitsch et al, 2005).  

De Lieuw 
In the 1990s Dutch farmers have created environmental co-operatives (Vereniging voor Agrarisch Natuur en 

Landschapsbeheer). They are intermediary organisations between farmers and the Government regarding 
environmental questions. They first signed agreements with the Government on behalf of farmers, with whom they then 
concluded private contracts.  Despite the efficiency of these private schemes in managing wildlife and landscape 
collectively and on increasing farmers’ participation, they were not in line with Reg (EC) 1257/1999 (Nitsch et al, 
2005). They have been kept in place but the way they are administered has changed. Before 2004, environmental co-
operatives received the financial compensation directly and then paid farmers according to their wildlife and landscape 
management achievements. Since 2004, farmers are paid by the Government. Cooperative members give a portion of 
their subsidy to the co-operative and then they get their money back depending on their management and 
environmental results.  

De Lieuw is the environmental co-operative in Texel. The organisation is financed mainly by the Dutch Ministry of 
Nature, Environment and Food Quality through agri-environment scheme contracts: for each hectare under contract, a 
payment is allocated to De Lieuw. Currently, 4,500 ha are under contract, which is approximately half of the 
agricultural area of the island. Other financial sources are sought for each project De Lieuw sets up, such as tourism 
organisations, or Noord-Holland Province. 

De Lieuw informs farmers on existing agri-environment schemes, helps to prepare contracts and gives advice to 
improve agricultural management in order to reach environmental objectives. Monitoring of vegetation and birds on 
land under scheme is also carried out. Other projects currently under way include the laying-out of ditches to improve 
their environmental value, the restoration of the historical characteristics of the Oude Hoorn area and the improvement 
of water management in the Eijerland Polder.  

A GIS is used to link information on members of De Lieuw to scheme data and biological records. The GIS 
software is ArcGIS, to which a national programme (NP-GIS – created by Natuurlijk Platteland) is added. A 
Top10Vector map of Texel is used as a basis. The information is stored in an ACCESS database.  In addition, an 
EXCEL application has been created which stores the same information but is easier to use and modify according to 
specific needs. In particular, it is used to calculate payments to farmers according to nature management results.  

Natuurlijk Platteland Nederland (NPN) 
NPN is an umbrella organisation for environmental co-operatives in the Netherlands. It carries out activities 

that go beyond the radius of action of local associations. It focuses on rural development, communication and 
promotion, fund raising and protection of interests.  

Natuurlijk Platteland West reunites 28 environmental co-operatives, including De Lieuw in Texel. Its actions focus 
on the protection of meadow birds and on the maintenance of the network of field boundaries. Natuurlijk Platteland 
West works as a platform where organisations share experience, knowledge and ideas and supports new initiatives 
regarding rural development to stimulate a living landscape. 

Natuurmonumenten 
Natuurmonumenten is an independent association whose aim is to protect nature, landscape and historical culture. It 

purchases land to manage it with conservation objectives. Founded in 1905, Natuurmonumenten employs 600 
people and works with 2,000 volunteers in the Netherlands. It is managed in 13 regions, each appointing delegates to 
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the national committee. In Texel, Natuurmonumenten owns land in three areas: Hoge Berge, Lage Land and De 
Schorren. 

Staatsbosbeheer (National  Forestry Management) 
Staatsbosbeheer was founded in 1899. On Texel, Staatsbosbeheer manages almost all of the dune area which has 

been partly forested and partly reclaimed as agricultural land. Outside of the dunes, Staatsbosbeheer also manages more 
than 1,000 hectares of varied nature grounds, including the landscape reserve De Hoge Berg. 

4.2.3 AES statistics in Texel 
All SAN agreements on Texel have been made through De Lieuw. The organisation has provided the following 

information (table 17).  
The most popular measure is the nest protection measure which applies to all land under SAN scheme, i.e. a little 

over half of Texel farmland (9,000 ha). To a much lesser degree but second in importance is the use of manure as a 
fertiliser (600 ha, 14% of total grassland area) and the ‘botanic management’ measure (254 ha, 6% of grassland area). 
Choice in measures for arable land is limited to the management of margins for biodiversity and the delayed cultivation 
for the protection of breeding birds. Even though arable land in Texel covers a significant part of all farmland (4,000 
ha), the up-take of the measures is limited. Grassland management is also a low figure. Consequently, it seems that 
biodiversity conservation on farmland is currently focused largely on the protection of nests. The future ‘mosaic 
protection’ scheme might help increase the diversity of measures by planning conservation objective at the landscape 
scale. Other biological groups than birds could be included in the targets.  

Table 17 : Farmland under SAN management in Texel 

Options Area (ha) Length 
(km) 

Number 
of feature 

% total grassland or 
arable land area 

Nest protection 4,635  52%
Grassland management with a rest period from 1/4 till 23/5 62  1%
Grassland management with a rest period from 1/4 till 1/6 52  1%
Grassland management with a rest period from 1/4 till 8/6 32  1%
Grassland management with a rest period from 1/4 till 15/6 99  2%
Grassland management with a rest period from 1/4 till 22/6 180  4%
Spreading of manure 600  14%
Drain management (greppels) 164  
Arable land out of cultivation during breeding season 10  0%
Ditch edge management 85  
Beetlebank 28  1%
Flower margin 7  0%
Botanic management  254  6%
Pond (kolk) protection 200 
Turf Wall 86  

4.3 High Nature Value areas and AES 

4.3.1 National Ecological Network 
In addition to the statutory protection of a number of nature areas, the Netherlands is also working on the National 

Ecological Network (NEN), a coherent network of nature areas to be completed by 2018. The NEN is the basis of 
Dutch nature policy. Nature Balance 2006 (Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency) states that the areas 
designated in the European Natura 2000 network matches those in the NEN. Protection regimes are different and 
complement each other.  The Birds and Habitats Directives focus on the protection of plant and animal species and 
specific landscape types whereas the NEN concentrates on the creation of a green buffer with better land use and 
environmental conditions for habitats and wildlife. 

4.3.2 Site designations 
Approximately one third of the surface on Texel is protected nature reserve, owned by nature organisations such 

as Natuurmonumenten and Staatsbosbeheer. The area of the Hoge Berg has been designated as a Landscape Reserve 
because of its very special landscape and cultural history, which have to be the leading principles in the management 
and development of the area, as well as agriculture needs continue in a sustainable way.  

Duinen Van Texel is one of the twenty Dutch National Parks. It was designated by the Minister for Nature at the 
beginning of the 20th century for its diverse avian population. It covers an area of 4,300 hectares and includes De 
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Slufter, a salt marsh, and De Hors, a large sandbank. It is managed by Staatsbosbeheer and the Ministry of Defence by 
planting marram grass (Ammophila spp.) to fight sand-drifting in the dunes. Grazing animals such as sheep, cattle or 
horses are also used to prevent the overgrowth of vegetation, but agricultural activities are limited. Duinen van Texel is 
also a SPA and part of the Wadden Sea Ramsar Site. It includes the Dunes and Hors European Important Bird Area.  

4.4 Analysis of field survey data 

4.4.1 Monitoring of agri-environment management by De Lieuw 

4.4.1.1 Methodology  
In the framework of the SAN scheme, an inventory of meadow birds breeding on farmland has been carried out 

in 2006 in Texel. A collective agreement for the management of farmland for meadow birds is currently in place on the 
island.  Agreement measures include nest protection scheme, grassland management with a rest period, flower margins, 
and herb-rich grassland of landscape value. The objective is a density of at least 25 breeding pairs per 100 ha of target 
species at the end of the six-year contract. A requirement under this contract is to conduct a mid-term assessment after 
three years (2006), and a concluding one at the end (2009) to determine if the objective has been met. Fields managed 
under this contract on the island have therefore been surveyed, covering a total of 4,167 ha.     

The SOVON (Dutch Centre for Field Ornithology, equivalent of the British Trust for Ornithology) standard 
methodology has been followed to carry out the inventory. Five visits have been made between April and July 2006. A 
recording sheet and map has been used to document breeding territories and type of sighting (presence of an individual, 
presence of a pair, evidence of territory, or evidence of nest). A breeding territory would be registered if it had been 
recorded on several visits. The number of necessary sightings is dependant on the species. Four surveyors have been 
involved.  

4.4.1.2 Results  
The results of the survey presented here (table 18) have been reported by De Lieuw (van Breukelen, 2006).  

The oystercatcher has the highest density of all the meadow birds in Texel (figure 6). 979 breeding territories have 
been recorded, i.e. 23.5 territories per 100 ha. It makes it the most characteristic bird of the island. It has suffered a 
strong decline in the Netherlands in the last fifteen year but the proximity of the Wadden Sea enables this species to 
maintain a significant population in Texel.    

Natuurlijk Platteland estimates that an important area for song birds holds a minimum of 5 territories per 100 ha. 
Based on this criterion, Texel is a key area for these birds, with a total density of 20.7 for skylark, meadow pipit and 
blue-headed wagtail (Motacilla flava) together. The skylark (figure 7) is found in the north of the island in Eijerland 
Polder and the Eendrachtpolder and in the south of the island in particular in Prins Hendrikpolder. Its presence in the 
centre part of Texel is much more limited. It shows a clear preference for extensively managed grassland, flower bulb 
fields and arable land.   

Black-tailed godwit (Limosa limosa, figure 
8) and redshank are both SPEC 2 and are on the 
Red List in the Netherlands. Compensation for 
nest protection of these two species is the highest 
(100 € per nest). A fair number of black-tailed 
godwit territories has been record - 113 - but the 
distribution of the species is uneven. In large parts 
of Texel it is present in low numbers or absent. 
Major sites for the species have a density of a 
minimum 6 territories per 100 hectare, and in 
some areas it goes up to over 30. Godwits 
concentrate on extensively managed grassland in 
the south west and tend to avoid the north of the 
island. 80 redshank breeding territories have been 
recorded, mostly on the side of ditches and field 
margins in arable land and grassland fields. They 
also concentrate in the south west of the island. 
They forage in brackish, shallow ditches present 
in that area.  

  

English name Dutch name Total Total/100ha 
Ringed Plover Bontbekplevier  1 0.0 
Blue-headed Wagtail Gele Kwikstaart 449 10.8 
Meadow Pipit Graspieper  184 4.4 
Black-tailed Godwit Grutto 113 2.7 
Lapwing Kievit 533 12.8 
Avocet Kluut  5 0.1 
Gadwall Krakeend 4 0.1 
Tufted Duck Kuifeend 39 0.9 
Common Quail Kwartel 3 0.1 
Oystercatcher Scholekster 979 23.5 
Northern Shoveler Slobeend 13 0.3 
Redshank Tureluur 80 1.9 
Skylark Veldleeuwerik 232 5.6 
Common Tern Visdief 6 0.1 
Total 2,641 63.3 
Area (ha) 4,167  

Table 18 : Result of the meadow bird survey on Texel 
farmland, 2006 
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Figure 7 : Skylark Figure 8 : Black-tailed g

 

odwit

Examples of distribution of 3 meadow bird species in Texel (van Breukelen, De Lieuw 2006) 
Coloured areas are scheme areas and black points are breeding territories

Figure 6 : Oystercatcher 

With an overall density of meadow birds of 63.3 breeding territories per 100 hectare, the objective of 25 is 
largely achieved. A higher objective could have been sought, for instance 50 territories per hectare, but De Lieuw has 
preferred to choose a lower target and ensure that it would be reached. This survey has brought information on species 
distribution in Texel, which will be useful to target actions to specific areas as part of the future ‘mosaic protection’ 
scheme starting in 2010, according to species presence and ecological requirements. So far, the effectiveness of the 
measures can not be assessed. The next survey in 2009 will show if trends in population are confirmed, and if there are 
positive or negative changes in numbers.  

As part of the ‘nest protection’ scheme, farmers are required by De Lieuw to locate and record nests they find and 
protect. In addition to a basic payment level, compensation is received for each nest according to the species. This 
monitoring brings estimates of species populations on farmland under scheme but there are biases because nests of 
some species are rarely seen, such as skylark nests. 

For the ‘ditch edge management’ scheme, no monitoring is required by the Government. However to follow 
trends and improve management, De Lieuw demand from farmers that they record plant species annually on a 100 m 
control site per kilometre under contract. They receive from De Lieuw a recording sheet with a list of species and a map 
indicating the location of control sites (chosen randomly and different every year). Help can be provided to identify 
species. In addition, De Lieuw uses the results to calculate the payment level that each farmer is entitled to. 

Vegetation of fields under ‘botanic management’ scheme is monitored annually by volunteers. All species found 
in a 5x5 m quadrat are recorded. The objective of the scheme is to reach an average of 15 species per square meter at 
the end of the contract, so only species richness is considered of importance.  

An development of the monitoring programme could be to give more significance to the vegetation data already 
collected, and to link it to bird data. Other biological groups could also be surveyed, such as amphibians in protected 
ponds, turf walls vegetation, invertebrates, etc.    

4.4.2 Consultation with farmers 

4.4.2.1 Methodology 
Under the framework of this study, a questionnaire has been submitted to a sample of farmers in Texel. As on the 

other islands, the objective was to obtain a picture of how agri-environment schemes are perceived by farmers in Texel. 
The questions were similar to those asked in the Isle of Wight and Shetland, with a few adaptations to fit with Texel’s 
situation. Farmers have been selected among De Lieuw members, who are all involved in the SAN agri-environment 
schemes. Farm type, size and location were used as the main selection criteria so as to include the diverse agricultural 
activities carried out on Texel, and the different regions of the island. Ineke Hin, De Lieuw Farm Advisor, arranged all 
interviews, which were carried out in English, on farms, between 16th and 23rd of July. The methodology was the same 
as on the other islands. Again, the same analysis table was filled in. The outcomes are presented below.  

4.4.2.2 Results 
Twelve farmers have been consulted: three arable, two dairy cattle, four sheep grazing, and three mixed farms 

(mixed livestock and arable and beef cattle). Farm size ranges from 16 ha to 220 ha. Four farmers are managing land 
under Natuur Monumemten or Staatsbosbeheer contracts. One has products certified under ECO (organic) standards. 
Eight farms have diversification activities.  
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Motivations for entering scheme 
Farmers were asked why they had chosen to enter agri-environment schemes. One frequent answer was that the 

farm was managed with regards to the environment before AES were made available. The schemes have simply brought 
money to continue farming the same way. Also, some farmers ‘rent’ land from nature organisations, and therefore the 
management of this land was already driven by environmental considerations.  

Again, the conviction that nature conservation is part of farming was given as another reason for entering AES. 
Farmers are willing to maintain nature elements because they believe these belong to the island, and they are important 
for tourism, and for the future of the island. Schemes, and more widely the increased interest in farmland biodiversity, 
are seen as opportunities for farmers “to do something good for people” and improve the image of farming among the 
public. 

Management practices 
On the whole, agricultural practices have not changed significantly following farmers’ entrance in AES. They had 

the possibility to choose options that fitted in with their existing management. For instance, one farm which had a 
contract for delayed mowing was applying the measure in a field with natural late vegetation growth. An organic farmer 
stated that this same measure was a common practice for organic agriculture, and so he just had to carry on the same 
way. Where changes had taken place, they generally related to the suppression of fertilisation close to ditch edges, 
and the use of manure as a fertiliser on grassland.  

The result is an overall positive feedback on measures offered by AES in Texel. However, for measures with dates 
involved, the need for consideration of annual variations in weather conditions was recommended by some.  

In addition, because nature organisations primary concern is obviously the environmental state of the land, a few 
farmers who were managing their land regretted that requirements sometimes did not fit in with the agricultural use of 
the land. For example, one farmer would have preferred continuous light grazing to the current practice consisting in no 
grazing during the growing season, which some years would result in poor grass quality for livestock.   

Landscape 
From farmers’ point of view, agri-environment schemes - national SAN but more significantly local De Lieuw 

measures -, have benefited landscape elements. In particular turf walls are now protected and rebuilt in the Old Land, 
and ponds and drains are maintained. Ditches are managed with regards to the environment. Flower margins are 
created on arable land. On the other hand a negative agricultural aspect has been put forward on a few occasions: the 
conversion of productive land to nature areas. Several farmers were concerned that too much land would be taken 
out of production, with consequences on food production and on the maintenance of the island agricultural landscape.    

Biodiversity  
A positive feeling of enhancement of biodiversity has come out of most of the interviews. Farmers have noticed 

an increase in the diversity of plant species in grasslands and ditches under scheme management. The nest protection 
measure has increased the knowledge of bird populations’ distribution and numbers on the island. It seemed to some 
farmers that bird species had not changed, but the numbers were higher. Water and associated life have been said of a 
better quality as a result of the decrease in the use of chemical fertilisers.  

Most farmers interviewed were seriously concerned by the overwhelming increase in the number of greylag 
geese. These are trampling the ground in wet weather and compete for food with other species. Geese are under 
legislative protection from shooting and no control options are currently available to farmers. A farmer underlined that 
biodiversity on farmland could not be further enhanced if that issue was not addressed. In addition, a rise in the number 
of predatory bird has been observed, and described as a threat to small farmland bird species. Weed control has also 
appeared as a problem in some late-mown fields.  

For some farmers, changes in wildlife since AES have been in place are not significant, either because they have 
not changed their management or their land has little potential for environmental enhancement. It has also been stressed 
that weather conditions often had a greater influence on biodiversity than AES measures. 

Social aspects  
Probably one of the major successes of AES in Texel has been to develop farmers’ awareness of nature on their 

land. Most of the farmers interviewed said their interest for the environment had increased following the start of the 
schemes, and that now management decisions included some considerations for nature. This finding cannot be 
generalized though. Some farmers managed their farm with regards to the environment prior to AES, and saw the 
scheme as a financial support to carry on farming according to their existing principles. Advice on schemes and 
environmental farming management was seen as necessary by some farmers, as well as help to find nests and identify 
plant species for monitoring purposes. Sometimes they had wildlife knowledge already from growing up on a farm. In 
addition, impacts on the public of changes on agricultural land have been addressed. Some farmers, in particular when 
involved in tourism-related diversification activities, welcomed improvements of the landscape. They saw it as positive 
for tourism, as well as for the quality of life of local people. 

 45



Negative social aspects of AES in Texel have also been brought up. It has been suggested on several occasions that 
subsidies for unproductive land encouraged old farmers to stay in farming, and favoured passivity of farmers. It has 
also been put forward that conversion of productive land to nature areas prevented young farmers from starting out.  

Those farming nature organisation’s land are tied by contracts. Some did not always agree with the rules and felt 
constrained by strict requirements. They regretted not being able to compromise between agricultural production and 
the environment. For others these contracts fitted well, or they accepted them because of the benefits they got from the 
land.  

Economical aspects 
Farmers were asked what proportion of their income was coming from agri-environment schemes. Figures ranged 

from 2 to 10 %. They frequently added that they did not financially rely on these schemes, and sometimes that money 
was “not a motivation” or “not the reason for doing it”. Usually, they agreed that AES subsidies compensated for the 
work and time involved in the application of the measures, and the loss in productivity. On the whole, it came out that 
subsidies were a help to manage the farm, but not a solution to maintain farming on the island.   

Sustainability of farming in Texel  
Subsidies for the environment received overall positive feedback from the farmers interviewed. They appreciated 

changes on farmland and in the island landscape. However they did not consider AES as a way to sustain agriculture in 
Texel. They frequently advocated fair selling prices on the market as the best answer to maintain farming. In the ideal 
situation they would be independent from Government support.  

The notion of landscape has frequently been addressed. Most farmers were convinced that farming activities were 
necessary to maintain the island landscape, and investing money in helping them to carry on was worthwhile. They 
were positive about protecting or rebuilding typical elements where they belonged. A farmer has even advocated a 
‘landscape subsidy’ to compensate for restrictions in the Hoge Berg designated area. It has also been mentioned that a 
shift of the function of farmers from producers of goods to producers of landscape might occur in the future. This 
was seen as a threat by some who were concerned about the need for island food production. Others suggested it as an 
opportunity for farmers to become land managers paid to look after the landscape.   

Farmers have made the following suggestions to improve AES in Texel: 
• Scheme measures have to fit in with existing management, and with farming as a business. Schemes 

should also include considerations for local specificities. They should not encourage the disruption of a management 
type known to be adapted to a particular species. 

• Entrance in a scheme should not only be motivated by financial reasons in order to improve environmental 
achievements.  Excessive regulations and controls might become daunting for some farmers. 

• There is a need for continuity in measures over time, so as not to lose the benefits achieved and make 
changes worthwhile for farmers.  

• AES subsidies should compensate for work that has been done and not encourage passivity of farmers.  
• Monitoring should be continued to increase knowledge of actual wildlife on farmland, to adapt and improve 

measures and to justify payments to farmers. 
• Farming and nature would benefit from organisations working together. 

 
 
Agri-environment schemes implemented in Texel are the national SAN and local De Lieuw schemes for the 

conservation of characteristic landscape features. Measures focus essentially on the protection of meadow birds and 
little on arable land biodiversity, despite the relative importance of this habitat on the island. Nature areas benefit from a 
specific scheme (SN) and most HNV farmland on the island is owned by ‘nature organisations’ who assign 
management to farmers. Monitoring of AES is carried out by De Lieuw as a scheme requirement. Farmers participate in 
nest counts and ditch vegetation inventories. Breeding meadow bird surveys are also implemented. Scheme measures 
and monitoring results are entered into a GIS used to improve services provided by de Lieuw. AES are perceived by 
farmers in Texel as tools to help carry out environmentally-friendly farm work and they have played a significant part in 
protecting and enhancing the island landscape.                  

5. AES AND ISLAND AGRICULTURE 
 
The following analysis intends to identify the similarities and differences in the various impacts of agri-

environment schemes in Isle of Wight, Shetland and Texel, as well as common opportunities and issues for island 
farming. It is based on the interviews with farmers and crofters in the case study islands, discussions with farm advisors 
and other stakeholders in all three islands and outcomes of the study of each individual case.  It may not be 
representative of the full picture.  
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5.1 Environmental impacts of agri-environment schemes 

5.1.1 Positive aspects 

5.1.1.1 Opportunity to adopt or maintain environment-friendly practices 
AES has gone some way towards offering farmers and crofters an opportunity to carry out practices that fit to the 

characteristic environment of their island. Intensification encouraged by previous Common Agricultural Policy 
incentives has never been adapted to island farming. It is usually associated with high input systems, which cannot be 
cost-effective on islands where supplies can be very expensive. In Shetland schemes have led crofters to go back to 
traditional mixed activities, and to use native livestock breeds requiring little care as compared to ‘commercial’ ones. 
Rare breeds have also been introduced in Isle of Wight in nature reserves and land owned by the National Trust. In the 
Isle of Wight schemes help maintain hedgerows, which had lost their function as field boundaries in the process of 
field enlargement for crop production. In Texel as well, neglected or lost turf walls and other landscape features are 
protected or rebuilt. In particular, measures which do not alter significantly the farm management, and only necessitate 
small changes or little time, such as the protection of nests in Texel, appear to be accepted positively by farmers.  

5.1.1.2 Landscape conservation 
In all three islands’ schemes have helped conserve or restore the characteristic landscape. Measures have 

particularly encouraged the maintenance of boundary features – hedgerows in Isle of Wight, stone dykes in some 
areas of Shetland, turf-walls in Texel – all with high landscape and biodiversity significance. Diversification of 
agricultural activities in Shetland also recreates a landscape mosaic. In Isle of Wight the JIGSAW scheme has favoured 
the connectivity of woodlands. In Texel special care is given to agricultural landscape features such as sheep houses 
and ponds. Archaeological features may also be protected under AES, especially in Isle of Wight and Shetland. In 
some cases they are the only way of funding archaeology preservation.  

Support to put up or repair fences in Shetland has landscape implications as well. From an agricultural point of 
view, fencing is a positive outcome of AES. It facilitates herd management and overall croft maintenance is improved. 
However, large-scale fencing of traditionally opened areas changes the face of the landscape. The loss of traditional 
agriculture and increase of recreational ‘horse culture’ and associated subdividing of former cattle grazing fields with 
temporary fences in the Isle of Wight is significantly changing the landscape of some areas of the island, and so is the 
development of activities associated with the tourism industry, such as camping or caravanning sites in Isle of Wight 
and Texel.   

5.1.1.3 Enhancement of farmland biodiversity 
From the point of view of farmers and farm advisors, there is a general improvement in island agricultural 

wildlife. Farmland habitat diversity has increased as a result of AES, with for instance the reintroduction of cropping 
and the plantation of trees in Shetland, the maintenance of the unique turf-wall and pond habitats in Texel and the 
adaptation of hedgerow management to wildlife requirements in Isle of Wight.  

In Shetland bird surveys have shown higher numbers and diversity in fields having benefited from ESA measures 
than conventionally managed fields. Botanical diversity was also higher, in particular dicotyledon species. Previous 
local evaluations have also concluded that ESA management had improved farmland biodiversity (Riddiford 2002, 
Stephen 2005). No difference in overall invertebrate numbers and diversity has been observed but variations in families 
seem to indicate a differentiation in vegetation structure. In Texel farmers have observed an improvement in water 
quality due to reduced chemical fertiliser use and an increase in nesting farmland birds. In the Isle of Wight this current 
work is the only one directed specifically at the assessment of the actual environmental impact of AES, no others have 
been carried out to date. However the Military Road survey has revealed changes in the distribution of bird populations 
since the designation of SSSIs and EU Set Aside land for conservation purposes.   

Schemes have also allowed the development of ‘conservation farming’, i.e. the use of farmland with the primary 
objective to preserve biodiversity, not for production. Examples are schemes on land owned by the National Trust, and 
RSPB and Wildlife Trust reserves in Isle of Wight, RSPB reserves in Shetland, Natuurmonumenten and 
Staatsbosbeheer land in Texel, and land managed by philanthropic land owners. This also has negative consequences on 
the sustainability of the food production aspect of agriculture which are developed later.   

5.1.1.4 Farm access 
Farm access has eventually been improved under AES. Farmland has for the first time been opened to the public. It 

offers an opportunity to recreate a link between producers and consumers by encouraging people to take interest in 
farming activities. In Shetland the SIC has provided access grants, CSS in Isle of Wight had a specific option for farm 
walks and in Texel one of the current De Lieuw project is to lay out thematic footpaths across farmland.    
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5.1.2 Negative aspects 

5.1.2.1 Management issues  
Conflicts between managing land for wildlife and running a commercially viable farm have arisen from the 

application of scheme measures. Logistics problems have been mentioned on small Shetland croft with a limited 
number of fields available. In Texel and Shetland the loss in grass quality as a result of delayed mowing measures 
seemed to be a common concern. In Isle of Wight, a well managed hedgerow is “tidy” and a ditch should be “clean” in 
line with traditional agricultural standards. According to interviews, if wildlife is to benefit, farmers sometimes have to 
compromise between their conception of good farm management and wildlife preferences. The general lack of 
flexibility in measures and the absence of consideration for local specificities in national schemes have appeared as 
flaws which can be damaging both for agricultural production and for the environment. In addition, measures which 
target a particular species might actually be detrimental to other ones. Hence the need for a balance between measures. 

5.1.2.2 Conversion of productive land to ‘nature land’ 
This phenomenon has been underlined in Texel but happens in Isle of Wight and Shetland as well. Subsidies allow 

land owners to make profit out of sites set aside to the prime benefit of wildlife. From a conservation point of view 
these ‘reserves’ might be beneficial but as far as agricultural production is concerned, local products and self-
sufficiency of the island are perceived as being at risk. In Texel, it has also been suggested that the maintenance of the 
characteristic farming landscape would be threatened if too much land was converted.  

5.1.2.3 Discontinuity in schemes  
Schemes are contracts limited in time. When they come to an end, farmers are free to convert their land back to un-

environmentally friendly farming. An example has been given on the Isle of Wight of a farm which had maintained 
low-input grassland under a CS agreement. At the end of the scheme, the field was converted to arable land. On other 
occasions farm access was again restricted at the end of the agreement, because it was  perceived as detrimental as it 
disturbed livestock and increased the threat from diseases to the livestock and spread of weeds. In addition, if when a 
scheme comes to an end and no other is available (as it is currently the case in Shetland) or entrance is refused, there is 
a risk that previous investments and benefits gained might be lost.   

On the other hand, the Fair Isle example of a field voluntarily taken out of RSS in order to manage it for fungus has 
revealed that in other cases the scheme could actually be detrimental to biodiversity if not allowing changes in 
management to be made, or if not encompassing all aspects of biodiversity and focusing for instance ‘only on flowers 
and birds’.  

5.1.2.4 National measures inadequate for island farming 
In particular in Shetland where local natural characteristics are very different from that of the mainland, dates which 

also apply to farms in the south of Scotland do not fit in the Northern Isles. The natural lag is not taken into account in 
national RSS measures. For example the limit date for ploughing does not let arable land time to dry after the winter. 
Also, some national Dutch bird species are targeted through SAN measures but are naturally not of significance in 
Texel such as the black-tailed godwit. On the other hand more important local species do not benefit from the schemes. 
On the Isle of Wight the ELS scheme encourages farmers to manage boundary features for wildlife, but other farmland 
habitats of equal significance are neglected, especially arable land. In addition, national competitive schemes have 
proved unfair for island farmers. In Shetland the RSS has been a disappointment, and created a feeling of being 
forgotten or merged into Scotland without recognition of island values In Texel the turf walls and sheep houses are not 
adequately assisted as are the traditional barns in the Isle of Wight. Emphasis is more on conversion to non-agricultural 
uses in the latter case to the detriment of associated wildlife like bats, swifts, swallows, and barn owls.  

5.1.2.5 Weed and pest control 
Problems in species control have followed from the application of AES measures, in particular the closure of 

grassland fields during the growing season. Without grazing to control them, some weeds have spread, such as ragwort 
and thistle.   

Increases in predatory birds in all three islands, and other birds such as crows and magpies might not be 
consequences of AES but they could limit further enhancement of farmland biodiversity by competing with other 
bird species. The same happens with badger population in Isle of Wight, rabbits in Shetland and Isle of Wight, and 
greylag geese in Shetland and Texel, all of which also cause agricultural damages. 
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5.2 Social & economic impacts of AES 

5.2.1 Positive aspects 

5.2.1.1 A help to “keep things going” 
Entering agri-environment schemes is usually worthwhile for farmers if they at least compensate for the time 

involved in applying the measures or the loss in productivity. When measures have not required major modifications to 
existing practices, farmers have benefited from an improvement of their income such as is the case in Texel with nest 
protection and Isle of Wight with hedgerow management under ELS for example, and protection of archaeology too. In 
Shetland where crofting is often a secondary activity with limited profitability, AES and subsidies as a whole account 
for a significant part of the croft’s income. AES have assisted in maintaining the overall farm business and its 
associated managed farmland, and bringing improvements to it such as diversifying the production with the 
(re)introduction of cropping and cattle rearing. In addition, in the farming sector where income depends on fluctuating 
market prices, scheme subsidies are seen as a secure source of income for a fixed period of time – up to 10 years in the 
case of the Isle of Wight;     

5.2.1.2 Increased interest in the environment 
Even if biodiversity has always been part of farming, and maybe even more strongly in islands where 

intensification could never be extreme, farmers and crofters who have entered AES have had to start considering 
wildlife needs as part of their activity. Knowledge of wildlife and what should be done to protect it has increased in 
farmers’ communities and more importantly their interest has grown. For instance a crofter in Shetland was very 
enthusiastic about his new interest to “what was going on under his feet”, and enjoyed noticing an improvement in 
flower diversity in one of his fields.  

Besides, AES improve the image of the farming sector in the public’s eyes whose concern for locally and 
organically produced food is growing. Farmers are also given the opportunity to bring positive changes to the 
landscape, which is important in the three islands where tourism is a major part of the economy.  

5.2.2 Negative aspects 

5.2.2.1 Loss of freedom and increased bureaucracy 
Independence of farmers is perceived as a threat when entering a scheme. They have to voluntarily submit to rules 

to which they sometimes do not agree. This can be discouraging for some farmers who simply do not want to be told 
how to manage their land, or frustrating for those trying to compromise between the environmental qualities of their 
land and running their business. In particular, it has been put forward by organic, or ‘environment-friendly’, farmers and 
crofters that in some cases the rules would lead to a loss of control of a situation. They felt helpless when they actually 
would have known how to manage it. For example they would have wanted to allow livestock to graze earlier in fields 
closed for the growing season when overgrowth was occurring, or weeds were spreading. In these cases rules could be 
more detrimental than beneficial to the environment.  

5.2.2.2 A ‘pension’ for farmers 
AES give an opportunity for older farmers to keep their land and convert it to nature areas without having to 

produce agricultural goods. As much as this has landscape implications, it is also an issue for the transfer of land and 
farm business from one generation to the next. It prevents young people from accessing land ownership to start farming, 
and as such it is a perceived threat for a sustainable agricultural sector.     

5.3 Opportunities and threats for island farming 

5.3.1 Agri-environment schemes  

5.3.1.1 Monitoring of environmental achievements 
Monitoring of farmland biodiversity is a way for farmers to know if what they are doing under schemes is actually 

achieving the objectives and if so, it give them a justification to payments. In Shetland a monitoring program by 
SCFWAG has been set up under the De Voar scheme. Crofters who had had their land surveyed showed interest in the 
results and appreciated being involved in the project. In Isle of Wight, the bird monitoring programme on the Military 
Road provides systematic information on farmland bird populations for several years that can be linked to schemes in 
the area. In Texel it is a requirement under the SAN scheme that farmers record the nests they protect and they also 
have to survey ditch edge and grassland vegetation under some of the scheme measures. They are provided with help 
for identification and De Lieuw puts together all information collected. In addition twice in the lifetime of the bird 
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protection scheme (2006 and 2009) a survey of breeding populations has to be carried out. De Lieuw advisors and 
volunteers are in charge of recording birds on farmland under bird protection measures.  

On all three islands biological surveys have concentrated on birds. Changes in vegetation under the De Voar 
scheme measures are also studied in Shetland, and in Texel plant species are recorded under certain measures, but they 
are not analysed with as much detail as the bird results. Vegetation surveys have been recommended for the Isle of 
Wight but not yet initiated. Shetland has start invertebrate sampling on farmland. Improvements in monitoring of AES 
could be done by including more biological groups so as to understand changes more comprehensively. Evolutions in 
the landscape could be assessed as well, such as changes in land use and in boundary features. This could lead to 
tailoring measures to site-specific conditions, so as to improve their adequacy to environmental needs.   

5.3.1.2 Farmers’ participation in monitoring  
As in the case of Texel a great quantity of data could be obtained by involving directly farmers and crofters in 

recording environmental changes. A list of indicator species could be designed and supplied to people in AES with a 
map of the farm/croft so they could record the wildlife and plants they observe on their land. It could be a requirement 
under the schemes and would improve the knowledge of the actual impact of measures as well as that of species 
distribution on the island. Measures could be adapted to fit in with local biodiversity. Also, it might increase farmers’ 
feeling of involvement and their interest in what is happening on their farm. 

Besides, in Texel, a part of the scheme’s payments is made according to the environmental achievements. The 
monitoring results are used by de Lieuw to distribute the SAN money that farmers have contributed. Farmers are paid 
annually given the number of nest and species they protect, and the botanical richness in their ditch edge. Such practice 
could help offsetting one of the negative aspects of AES, namely their lack of flexibility. If farmers were given more 
freedom to experiment different practices with the objective of protecting nature on their farms, they would be left with 
the possibility to take initiatives, and find solutions to protect and enhance biodiversity that may not have been 
considered.   

5.3.1.3 Development of agri-environment schemes 
Local schemes have been experimented in Isle of Wight (JIGSAW), Shetland (F4N/ De Voar) and Texel (measure 

for Tunnwallen). They are an opportunity to respond to specific environmental and agricultural needs; and farmers and 
crofters can identify better with the measures when they are tailored to their particular area.  

In Isle of Wight, the options for boundary features have an overriding uptake compared to other options, for 
example for arable land or soil protection. It is a consequence of the scoring system which brings a lot of points for 
boundaries as opposed to other elements, and management requirements demand little changes on the island. In Texel 
the focus is on meadow bird protection and little options are available for arable land. Biodiversity as a whole would 
probably benefit from more balance between the measures and subsequently from the improvement of the 
environmental value of all farmland habitats and biodiversity as a whole.  

Furthermore landscape-scale measures could be implemented to improve the effectiveness of farmers’ action at 
the farm level. Such measures have been tried in Isle of Wight with the JIGSAW scheme meant to restore woodland 
connectivity, and in Texel the process has been initiated with the current experiments on the Old Land aimed at 
designing appropriate measures for the future ‘mosaic protection’ scheme starting in 2010. It involves the realisation of 
a common local plan for farmland and nature reserves. The need for cooperation between conservation and farming 
organisations and farmers has been highlighted, as well as knowledge of species distribution and ecological 
requirements. Further information includes connectivity between habitats on neighbouring farms, and climate change 
issues to agriculture and threatened species.  

5.3.2 Sustainability of farm business 

5.3.2.1 Marketing of agricultural products 
It has often been put forward in interviews that subsidies were a help, but farmers/ crofters would have rather 

maintained their business by selling their products at fair prices. Farmers on islands have to pay higher prices for 
supplies and deal with transport issues to and from the island, and even between islands in the case of Shetland. They 
also have to face a lack of processing facilities and depend on mainland markets.   

On the other hand, Island products are commonly associated with disease-free livestock, pest-free crops, unique 
and unpolluted environment and strong identity. Island’s name is consequently a key asset to promote island 
production, especially as demand for organic, environment-friendly and local products is on the whole increasing. Echt 
Texels Product is an association of local producers, using Texel’s distinctive characteristics to market farm produce. In 
the Isle of Wight the Island Food and Craft Association (IFCA) focuses on supporting locally produced foods, 
campaigns to establish an island abattoir and supports a Farmers’ Market. The Shetland Livestock Marketing Group 
(SLMG) is a co-operative set up with the purpose of developing and enhancing the agricultural industry by making the 
most of the distinctive qualities of Shetland produce. The SLMG encourages farmers and crofters to finish stock within 
Shetland. It is operating an abattoir processing lamb and mutton and markets high quality meat products under the Taste 
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Shetland brand. Yet facilities to process cattle in Shetland are lacking, and so they are in Isle of Wight for all stock. 
Processing meat locally would offset both animal welfare and transport concerns, and improve self-sufficiency of the 
island agricultural industry. 

5.3.2.2 Diversification of farm activities 
Tourism is a flourishing industry in all three islands. In order to bring further income, farmers intend to create a 

link between agricultural businesses and tourism by diversifying their activities. A study was carried in Shetland in 
2006 to explore the potential for farm tourism in Shetland (Eatherley, 2006). Results indicated that it could be one way 
to sustain the rural community whilst enhancing the protection the landscape and the environment. Sectors which 
appeared with the most prospective in Shetland were local products, investigation of genealogical connections and 
wildlife watching. It also appeared that at the time of the study the development of farm tourism in Shetland was little 
encouraged. In Isle of Wight and Texel farm buildings are converted to accommodations for holiday-makers, and 
farmland is used as camping-sites. Other examples include the opening of farm shops selling products made on the site,   
and guided tours of the farm. Farmers are also looking at other ways of improving their revenue by developing activities 
such as breeding of rare breeds, production of value-added products, or cultivation of new crops. Diversification 
has as a way to sustain farm businesses is being explored further in the EIFL project and a will be the focus of a 
workshop on the Isle of Wight.  
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CONCLUSION 
 
 

 
Isle of Wight, Shetland and Texel are three European islands each with a unique landscape and associated 

biodiversity, where past and present agricultural practices have played a significant part, and consequently is dependant 
on their continuation.  

A review of the agri-environment schemes in these three islands has been carried out. A few constraints have been 
faced: limited time available and issues in data accessibility, as well as a language barrier as regards to information 
relating to the situation in Texel. Overall, the review has shown that schemes in the three islands shared a common 
focus on farmland biodiversity conservation and enhancement. Current schemes are mainly implemented on a national 
scale, with little recognition for local characteristics. In addition, agri-environment schemes bring financial support to 
the preservation of High Nature Value farmland but their actual effectiveness is little assessed. In the three islands, 
independent agricultural biodiversity monitoring programmes are already in place but on the whole not fully focused on 
agri-environment scheme. On the perception of the impact of AES by farmers and crofters, positive outcomes in helping 
to maintain the farm and support the income, and increased interest for wildlife and nature have been highlighted. A 
major negative aspect is the general lack of flexibility in measures.  

The small scale of island closed ecosystem brings an opportunity for an integrated management of biodiversity, as 
suggested in the Convention on Biological Diversity work programme on Island Biodiversity. Potential developments 
of the existing monitoring programmes have been proposed. Especially the use of new technologies - Geographic 
Information System in particular - could improve the tailoring of actions to local requirements, and could help 
implementing a landscape approach to the designing of measures. Increasing farmers’ participation in monitoring has 
also been suggested.  

The European Island Farm Landscape partnership opens a perspective for further action towards the enhancement 
of islands’ agricultural landscapes and biodiversity, notably by exploring alternative ways to sustain the agricultural 
sector, such as through marketing of island products and diversification of farming activities as means to promote 
characteristic island farming. The joint study carried out here between three of the partners could be extended to other 
islands in order to fully establish an overview of the impacts and opportunities of agri-environment schemes in 
European islands. This study and recommendations will be presented at the final meeting of the project which will be 
held in the Irish island of Inish Bofin from September 25th to 28th 2007. Hopefully it will help strengthen the links 
between the different partners, and provide a basis for initiating the next phase of the partnership.  
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