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I N T R O D U C T I O N

Prioritizing the improvement of resource protection in land management is essential 
in the conservation of our environment. Currently, Countryside Stewardship 
schemes are accessible to landowners, which provide a cash incentive for proper 
environmental land management. However, despite interest in the concept of 
ecosystem servicing growing in recent years, little has been explored in the way of 
transferring the current farm-to-farm approach to a wider landscape scale, which 
would better protect important landscape features such as water courses. 

Here we explore farmers’ attitudes towards water quality protection, 
centering around a select group of landowners who operate within the Loddon 
Catchment – an area prone to flooding. We explore local awareness of risks to water 
protection, the options farmers have in place to avoid these, and whether farmers 
would be willing to be advised on how to better protect water quality. Using this 
information, we consider how collaborative farming schemes might be designed for 
optimal land management and the enhancement of resource protection in the UK, 
beginning with smaller landscapes such as the aforementioned river catchment.

M E T H O D  

• A database of 48 farmers in the Loddon area was collated, detailing the sub-
catchment in which the land was found, whether or not the river ran 
through the land, if the land was susceptible to flooding, and what options 
were in place on the farm. All farmers were recorded to be taking part in
Entry Level Countryside Stewardship (ELS). This data was interrogated for 
information on which AES options were most commonly chosen and from 
this options that were related to water resource 
protection were identified using the ELS                                                                                 
options handbook (DEFRA, 2013).

• In addition to this, a short questionnaire
consisting of seven questions was 
disseminated via email to 50 landowners                                                                                                                   
who operate within the Loddon 
Catchment, with the aim to attain in-depth                                                                                                              
answers relating to landscape scale                                                                                                             
conservation and resource protection. 

EJ2 Management of maize crops to reduce soil erosion.

EK4 Management of rush pastures.

EF7 Beetle banks.

EE10 Buffer strips on intensive grassland next to a  watercourse.

EJ5 In-field grass areas to prevent erosion and run-off.

EE9 6m buffer strips on cultivated land next to a watercourse.

EF1 Field corner management.

EE6 6m buffer strips on intensive grassland.

EB14 Hedgerow restoration.

EJ11 Maintenance of watercourse fencing.

EK1  Take field corners out of management.

EJ9 Buffer strips for watercourses on cultivated land.

S U R V E Y  I N T E R P R E T A T I O N  

Despite the number of participants in the survey being 
somewhat limited, their responses where none-the-less 
insightful –

• Farmers seem to be conscious of environmental benefit 
when choosing their options, balancing this with 
financial incentive when signing up to ELS.

• For some landowners collaborative farming will never 
be an option as long as their neighbors are not 
interested, or they themselves will not continue ELS.  

• Collaborative farming schemes would need to be time 
effective – previous research has identified flexibility in 
management  a central factor in scheme uptake. 
(Vanslembrouck et al., 2002).

• Commitment to collaborative farming is hindered by 
the fact that it is often carried out on a voluntary basis, 
lacking proper coordination in the absence of an 
administrative figure (Scott and Carter, 2011). 
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R E S U L T S  &  D I S C U S S I O N

• According to our database, when determined by sub catchment the options 
chosen by landowners differed somewhat. For example – 12.5% of farmers chose 
EJ2 in Lower Loddon (table 2), despite this option not being chosen at all in 
other catchments. This corresponds with previous research which suggests that 
choices may not only depend on local environment, but also the value people 
put on different local ecosystem services (Christie et. al 2012.).

• Interestingly, most water related resource protection had a similar uptake 
whether or not the river ran through the land. This may be due to other bodies 
of water, such as ponds or lakes, being utilized for the ELS payoff – EE9 had an 
almost equal uptake despite some farmers not having the river on their farm 
(graph 1).

• Progression in collaborative farming is majorly disadvantaged by a mismatch 
between the scale of land management and the scale of ecological processes, 
as well as complicated patterns in land ownership (Goldman et al., 2007), this 
may contribute to farmers utilizing water resource protection options without 
having the river running though their land.

• EJ11 is directly related to water resource protection and presented a difference 
of 11% when the river ran through the land. It could be speculated that farmers 
feel the river is more important to fence off when compared to other smaller 
bodies of water. 

A number of aspects have been identified which need great consideration in the 
preparation of future agri-environmental payment schemes that enhance 
ecosystem services at a landscape scale. The scale required to efficiently 
collaborate across ownership boundaries is massive, demanding a great deal of 
time, communication and administration - although this may seem daunting at 
first, collaborative approaches to environmental management could be deemed a 
necessity when it comes to moving forward with environmental stewardship. 

Land-scape scale farming has the potential to greatly improve the  effectiveness, 
scale and concomitants of resource protection, especially when focused around a 
specific resource such as a rive – perhaps rethinking the design of agri-
environmental  payments to encourage collaborative management and consider 
rural communities could yield great  environmental benefits in future generations 
of managers.
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“I chose where to 
place my options 
by balancing loss 

of production with 
environmental 

benefit.”

Figure 1 – A selection of quotes 
gathered from the survey.

Graph 1– Total number of farms utilizing options determined by presence of river.

Table 1 – water related options recorded from the database, detailing 
what these entail.

Table 2 – Total number of farms utilizing options determines by sub -catchment.

Image 1 – Buffer strips used to 
prevent soil run-off and erosion.

Image 2 – The Loddon 
Catchment.


