Item 2 - Minutes and matters arising

MINUTES OF THE 72nd MEETING OF THE NAAONB BOARD OF TRUSTEES
HELD ON WEDNESDAY 19TH OCTOBER 2016, 11.00AM, IN BIRMINGHAM
Attendees - Board Members Philip Hygate, Michael Mounde, Peter Foulkes, Chris Woodley-Stewart,
Nick Holliday
Attendees - Staff Howard Davies - Chief Executive, Jill Smith - Communications & Events Manager,
Richard Clarke - Policy & Development Manager, Amber Carter - Office & Membership Manager
Attendees - Observers David Henshilwood - NE, Mehdi Kurrimbux - Defra
Paul Walton - New Forest National Park, Denise Hewlett - The University of Winchester, James
Williamson - Shropshire Hills AONB Partnership
Item 1 Apologies
Introductions were made as James Williamson, a potential trustee, attended this meeting as an
observer.
Apologies were received from Rose Day, David Hill, Mat Roberts, Lucy Barron (Observer, Potential
Trustee - Arnside and Silverdale AONB Partnership) and Lisa Tomos (Observer, NRW)
David Henshilwood apologized that due to train timetables he expected he would arrive 20mins after
the start of the meeting.
Potential Trustees (Paul Walton, Lucy Barron, Denise Hewlett) were also invited to observe this
meeting from lunch onward.

Item 2 Minutes and matters arising
The Chairman called for any errata in the minutes of the previous meetings.
The CE noted that he will send out a refresher for our register of interests as this was requested by
Trustees.
Nick Holliday declared a conflict of interest, as his partner is mentioned by name in item 14 (Defra
report).
Resolved that the minutes be accepted as a true and accurate report.
Proposed: Nick Holliday

Seconded: Chris Woodley-Stewart

Agreed: Unanimously
Matters arising
The CE updated the Board on Business Reform, stating that a meeting of the subgroup had taken
place since the last Board meeting. He agreed to cover this in more detail during Item 11 Strategic
Risk. Further progress is expected to be made once an Honorary Treasurer is in post.
Chris Woodley-Stewart announced that in the previous Board meeting he agreed that he would
produce a paper for this meeting which would cover membership rates. However, he had reflected
on his offer and concluded that it was not an appropriate time to review membership rates.
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Therefore, He has not prepared a paper.
The CE added that as the current business plan includes agreed membership rates to 2018, there
may be need to look at an inflation related increase after this, so, the Board should hold off on this
for now but approach it in a more strategic way for 2018. He added that membership rates should
be considered as part of a wider approach to membership recruitment and the offer to members.
The NAAONB, therefore, requires a membership strategy.
The NAAONB therefore requires a membership strategy in time for the 2018 Review of Membership
rates.
ACTION CE to convene a subgroup to set this in hand in due course

Item 3 Brand Strategy
This report was introduced by Jill Smith and questions from the Board followed.
There was a general discussion around wording, specifically the need to ensure that the first stated
commitment the charity must make is to deliver on its objects, and the Landscapes for Life (income
generated) KPI reference needs to capture GVA. A comment was made that there is a
communications strategy feel about parts of this brand strategy. Jill Smith responded that the
Communications Strategy is a separate document which will be reviewed at the national
communications officer meeting in December.
A further comment was made that it is important to gain feedback from external stakeholders on
brand effectiveness.
Resolved that this paper be approved with the agreed amendments.
Action JS to update strategy accordingly
Proposed: Chris Woodley-Stewart

Seconded: Michael Mounde

Agreed: Unanimously

Item 4 Strategic Plan
This report was introduced by the Chief Executive
The CE highlighted that prior to this meeting feedback has been received from Michael, it addressed
the layout of the document and focusses on improving the flow.
It was requested that the plan be made to fit neatly on 4 pages.
A suggestion was made that the photo be replaced and that further explanation if required on some
of the items to keep it consistent.
ACTION HD to carry out the suggested amendments and to fit the plan to 4 pages.
There was a brief discussion around wording. A comment was made that Carbon Capture is not the
correct term and it was suggested that this be reworded. It was also suggested that the word “help”
be added before underpin.
ACTION JS to amend wording if necessary following consultation with the membership.
Resolved that with the above amendments, and those provided by Michael Mounde, this be agreed.
Proposed: Chris Woodley-Stewart

Seconded: Nick Holliday

Agreed: Unanimously
There followed a brief discussion around the presentation of this to the membership at AGM. It was
agreed that it be put up for endorsement rather than discussion.
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ACTION HD to produce this paper for inclusion in the AGM papers.
Proposed: Michael Mounde

Seconded: Chris Woodley-Stewart

Agreed: Unanimously

Item 5 Future Membership Rates
As announced earlier during matters arising - This report was deemed unnecessary at this time.

Item 6 Landscapes for Life Conference 2017
This report was introduced by Jill Smith
It was highlighted that a location is being sought in Dorset. Discussions around venue and fieldtrips
are ongoing with Dorset and Cranborne Chase AONB Partnerships.
A discussion was had around the need for the NAAONB to instigate an AONB Family wide change of
mindset toward a more commercial one, and the need to “make our own money” – Rory Stewart.
Nick Holliday commented that there is a great opportunity for including National Parks in this
conference as there is no NP conference scheduled for 2017.
There was a discussion around the future format of the L4L Awards. The CE proposed that both the
L4L Award and Bowland Award be brought to the beginning of the conference in order that they can
help inform discussion and be involved. This makes it more worthwhile the nominees attending
conference.
Resolved that this paper be noted.

Item 7 Chairmen’s Conference 2016
This report was introduced by Jill Smith outlining the objectives, cost to delegates, and the proposed
programme speakers. JS confirmed all speakers.
The CE requested that the Board do what they can to raise interest in attending this Conference.
Resolved that this paper be noted.

Item 8 AGM 2016 - Agenda and Papers
This report was introduced by the CE
Item 1 Apologies
It was highlighted that the list of attendees needs adding.
ACTION AC to add attendees to AGM Papers
Item 2 Introduction of current NAAONB Board members with their portfolios - verbal
Item 3 Election of Trustees and appointment of auditors - verbal
Item 4 AGM November 19th 2015 - Minutes and matters arising
P25 it was suggested that “impressive amount of money made by conference” be rephrased to
important source of unrestricted funds.
P26 a typo needs changing to - “and use it to”
ACTION AC to make these changes
Item 5 Chairman’s Annual Report 2015-16
Item 6 Company Secretary’s Financial Report 2015-16
The CE commented that there is additional work is to be done with the bookkeeper on layout of
the report. The restricted money needs to be divided across our objects. FLW money should sit
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under the object - improving efficiency and effectiveness.
ACTION HD to work with AMM
Peter Foulkes commented that on page 4 “Trustees are selected by appointment” is the
incorrect wording the correct wording needs lifting from the mem and arts.
ACTION HD to amend the wording as per the mem and arts.
It was also highlighted that the NAAONB’s reserves have been replenished as intended.
Chris Woodley-Stewart commended the great job done by all.
The CE requested that the wording in the final paragraph under item 6. be replaced to note that
conference generates an important source of unrestricted income.
Item 7 CE’s Report of work completed for NAAONB Business Plan Oct 2015 - Oct 2016
Item 8 AOB
A short discussion followed and it was agreed that the Strategic Plan be added as a paper.
Resolved that with the above amendments the papers be agreed.
Proposed: Chris Woodley-Stewart

Seconded: Michael Mounde

Agreed: Unanimously

Item 9 KPI Report
This report was introduced by Richard Clarke
There was a discussion around the use of the phrase “GVA” (Gross Value Added). It was reported
that Defra have not been able to produce the figures they were intending to provide they are also
undergoing similar discussions internally.
There was a following discussion around how the data was calculated.
It was reported that the process is intended to undergo a degree of evolution to get to a report
which reports more suitable indicators.
David Henshilwood queried how this compares with the report that Natural England supplies.
Richard Clarke responded that the NE reports do not make the distinction between what the work
which is carried out by the AONB Partnerships and that going on in the same area (e.g. work carried
out by the Wildlife Trusts/RSPB).
The CE highlighted the importance of reporting KPIs in the context of performance management.
There was a request that the final line of the report be reworded as it is not clear if it included Local
Authority funding.
ACTION RC to reword this part of the report.
Resolved that this report be noted.
At this point the meeting broke for lunch. 12.44
Denise Hewlett and Paul Walton arrived.
The meeting resumed with a second round of introductions.
Item 10 Future Landscapes Wales Evaluation
This report was introduced by Richard Clarke
Richard Clarke invited Trustees to attend a Conference call 2nd November at 10am to further discuss
this item as the report was not available to them for long preceding this meeting.
ACTION RC to send joining details via Basecamp
The Board discussed plans for continuing this programme of work in the future. Chris Woodley14th March 2017
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Stewart suggested that there be a one-day session for those involved in the programme previously.
There was a query around the commercial direction of this. The CE responded that a meeting has
taken place with a consultant to discuss this.
There was a further query about the progress of the final report.
The CE responded that it has gone to Minister and to Daffydd Elis Thomas, It will be subject to a
consultation and a final version is to be launched in December as part of the Gower’s anniversary
celebration.
Resolved that this report be noted.

Item 11 Strategic Risk
This report was introduced by the CE
There was a discussion regarding the need for a Resourcing Strategy and it was suggested that this be
added to the strategic risk report.
ACTION HD to re-circulate the Resourcing Strategy paper which went to a previous Board meeting.
Proposed: Chris Woodley-Stewart

Seconded: Nick Holliday

Agreed: Unanimously
PW highlighted that there needs be a focus on a risk of losing sight of devolution.
ACTION AC to distribute hard copy of risk register to those who request one.

Item 12 Management Accounts
This report was introduced by Jill Smith
The CE highlighted that, while income is lower than expected, primarily down to the failure to attract
sponsorship for conference, savings have been made elsewhere.
Michael Mounde thanked the staff for all their work.
There was a brief discussion, during which it was clarified that the income and expenditure
associated with Future Landscapes Wales has all been reported in one financial year. The FLW
referred to in this report is for potential 2016-17 work.
James Williams requested that cash flow risk be reported to the Board at meetings.
ACTION HD to share budget with James Williamson and report cash
flow risk to Board meetings.
Resolved that this report be noted.
Proposed: Michael Mounde

Seconded: Nick Holliday

Item 13 NAAONB Portfolio & Staff Activity Report
This report was introduced by the Chairman
The chairman reported a successful meeting with Defra ministers and the Secretary of State, Andrea
Leadsom, attended by himself and the CE.
The CE took trustees through the RAG dashboard highlighting the need for trustees to develop an
induction handbook. It was agreed that much of the necessary work has already been done by the
charities commission.
It was suggested that the induction handbook consist of the Charity Commission documents,
National Association documents (financial regulations, business plan etc.), AONB Family documents
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(So Much More Than a View, infographic) and a guide to accessing Governance information on
Basecamp and the L4L website.
It was also suggested that a day be put aside to speak to new trustees.
The CE also highlighted the risk around income, with no sponsorship attracted for conference, and
also none for the Chairman’s meeting.
Resolved this paper be noted.
Item 14 Defra Report
This report was introduced by Mehdi Kurrimbux, he highlighted that Lord Gardiner is very keen
develop a programme of Ministerial Visits to AONBs. A document has been circulated to the AONB
Family via Basecamp and AONB Partnerships are encouraged to fill this out if they are interested in
hosting.
Resolved this paper be noted.

Item 15 Natural England Report
This report was introduced by David Henshilwood, he announced that the NE Conservation strategy
has now gone live.
ACTION DH to provide link to the NE Conservation Strategy.
ACTION AC to distribute link to this once David Henshilwood has provided it.
Resolved this paper be noted.

Item 16 Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru - Natural Resources Wales Report
No verbal report was given.
Resolved this paper be noted.
AOB
Peter Foulkes tabled an item on the John Muir Trust Award, explaining that he had recently been
appointed a trustee and wished to remind NAAONB trustees of the importance of the John Muir
Trust Award.
The Chairman thanked Peter Foulkes for his contribution to the NAAONB Board in advance of his
stepping down in November.
Business meeting closed at 2.40
There was then an open discussion with potential trustees
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Report to
Subject
Date
Purpose

The National Association for AONBs Board of Trustees
Minutes of the NAAONB Annual General Meeting 2016
14th March 2017
For agreement

MINUTES OF THE NAAONB ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING
HELD ON THURSDAY 24TH NOVEMBER 2016, 3.15PM, IN LONDON
Item 1 Apologies
[scans of attendees sign in sheet to be inserted here]
Apologies were received from the following.
Brian Meakin

Arnside & Silverdale AONB Partnership

Bruce Payne

Blackdown Hills AONB Partnership

Robert Kirby-Harris

Cornwall AONB Partnership

Linda Nunn

Cranborne Chase AONB Partnership

Simon Amstutz

Dedham Vale & Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB Partnerships

Robert Erith

Dedham Vale AONB Partnership

Jill Davison

High Weald AONB Partnership

Bleddyn Jones

Llyn AONB Partnership

Paul Esrich

Malvern Hills AONB Partnership

Gwyneth Rees

Malvern Hills AONB Partnership

Nick Mottram

Oxfordshire County Council

Anthony Trollope-Bellew

Quantock Hills AONB Partnership

Monica Read

Southwest Water

David Wood

Suffolk Coast & Heaths AONB JAC & Partnership

Robin Kirby

The Gower Society

There was a tribute to Tim Vines as he is retiring, he was thanked for his work on coastal protection.
Item 2 Introduction of current NAAONB Board members with their portfolios
The Board members present introduced themselves and their portfolios.

Item 3 AGM November 19th 2015 - Minutes and matters arising
The CE wished to highlight that the previous AGM, and consequently, these minutes were just
before news on the autumn statement. He wished to restate how appreciated the protected
settlement is.
The minutes were agreed as a true and accurate report.
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Item 4 Election of Trustees and appointment of auditors
The Chairman invited membership to elect the proposed trustees en bloc (information on the three
proposed trustees was distributed within the papers - three trustees were put forward for three
open positions).
Proposed: Andrew Blake

Seconded: Linda Bennett

Agreed: Unanimously
The newly elected Trustees who were present introduced themselves and Denise Hewlett was
welcomed in her absence.
The Chairman then called for the formal appointment of the independent examiner of accounts AMM Bookkeeping & Accountancy.
Proposed: Andrew Blake

Seconded: Linda Bennett

Agreed: Unanimously

Item 5 Chairman’s Annual Report 2015-16
The Chairman took comments, none were made.

Item 6 Company Secretary’s Financial Report 2015-16
Jill Smith introduced this report, an increase in membership income was reported, as well as an
increase in numbers of external conference delegates, this shows an increase in NAAONB’s
relevance. Income has also been generated in house as overheads have been further reduced.
There was a question regarding the calculation of reserves.
The CE responded that calculating reserves is as much an art as it is a science and we utilise a
relatively complex process based on risk. It is currently set at 60-80K which will also cover 3 months’
outgoings. The Board are comfortable with this but a review of reserves policy will take place once
an Honorary Treasurer is in place.
There was a comment regarding the improvement in the reporting of unrestricted balances. It was
requested that in future a summary be included to highlight the key differences in budgets e.g.
bullet points for significant carry forwards.
There was a query regarding the increase in accountancy fees.
Jill Smith responded that much of this is due to setting the NAAONB up as a charity.
Agreed: Unanimously

Item 7 CE’s Report of work completed for NAAONB Business Plan Oct 2015 - Oct 2016
The CE introduced this report, he highlighted that many areas of activity fall outside of the business
plan but still form part of our necessary work. He added that there is need for a better way of
business planning that is quicker and more fleet of foot.
Jill Smith gave a presentation which mentioned the review of the communication plan, showcased
the new brand strategy with the theme ‘sharing, learning, inspiring and leading’, showcased the new
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branded suite of documents for the AONB Family, including the Annual Report which links to case
studies on the website.
The CE commented on the importance of the KPIs as evidence and data to make the case to
Government, he reminded the membership of the opportunity to feed in to this.
A comment was made on the communications work around Outstanding Week, which many enjoyed
being part of.
A suggestion that ‘Leading’ should be higher up the list of themes.
Jill Smith responded that this suggestion will be fed back on the communications officers’ day on the
6th December.
There was a suggestion that discussions with NFU be opened up across the country.
The CE responded that it would be valuable to come to a clear, agreed position across the AONB
Family and articulate this at national level.
There was a request made for a new Brexit project on Basecamp.
Jill Smith responded that this will be set up following this meeting.
There was a short discussion regarding the Business Plan and how it can be reviewed in future to
help make the charity run faster. It was suggested that the NAAONB have an upfront model, be
more flexible and that the NAAONB should be confident to come to the membership to increase
capacity.

Item 8 The draft NAAONB Strategic Plan 2016-2020
The CE introduced this report.
There was a request that AONBs be used as a conduit to promote education.
The CE agreed and Richard Clarke added that he attended the Defra 25year plan meeting. There are
three criteria, one is targeting environmental education - The NAAONB has committed to working
with them to work on this and the AONBs will be included in this.
There was a question regarding the inclusion of AONB core message is this plan.
The CE responded that the NAAONB core messages will be looked into at the upcoming
communications officer meeting.
Proposed: Chris Woodruff

Seconded: Steve Jack

Agreed: Unanimously
Item 9 AOB
None received
Meeting closed at 16.11
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Report to
Subject
Date
Purpose

The National Association for AONBs Board of Trustees
Minutes of the NAAONB Extraordinary Board Meeting (following the AGM 2016)
14th March 2017
For agreement

MINUTES OF THE NAAONB Extraordinary Board Meeting
HELD ON 24th NOVEMBER 2016, 3.15PM - FOLLOWING NAAONB AGM, IN LONDON
Attendees - Board Members Philip Hygate, Rose Day, Michael Mounde, Paul Walton, Nick Holliday,
James Williamson, Lucy Barron
Attendees - Staff Howard Davies - Chief Executive, Jill Smith - Communications & Events Manager, Richard
Clarke - National Policy and Development Manager, Amber Carter - Office & Membership Manager
The Chairman called meeting to order.
Apologies
Apologies were received from Chris Woodley-Stewart, Mat Roberts and Denise Hewlett
Philip Hygate left the room.
Michael Mounde was elected as temporary Chairman. He called for nominations for the Chair.
Philip Hygate was nominated. There were no other nominations. Trustees were asked to vote on
the proposal that Philip Hygate take the Chair.
Proposed: Rose Day

Seconded: Nick Holliday

Agreed: Unanimously

Philip Hygate re-entered the room and took up the role of Chair.
The Chairman called for nominations for Vice-Chair.
Chris Woodley-Stewart was nominated. There were no other nominations. Trustees were asked to
vote on the proposal that Chris Woodley-Stewart take the role of Vice-Chair.
Proposed: Nick Holliday

Seconded: Michael Mounde

Agreed: Unanimously

AOB
There was a brief discussion around the election of the honorary treasurer and the co-opting of an
additional Board member, it was agreed that this should be done at the next Board meeting in
March.
Meeting closed at 16.35
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Report to
Subject
Date
Report by
Purpose

The Board of the National Association for AONBs
Co-options and Appointments to the Board of the NAAONB
14th March 2017
Philip Hygate (Chairman)
To agree on the co-option of Lucy Barron to the Board for a period of one year, and
the appointment of James Williamson, Trustee, to the role of Honorary Treasurer.

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that the Board
• Agree to the appointment of James Williamson FCA to the role of Honorary Treasurer for the
NAAONB
• Agree to the co-option of Lucy Barron to the Board of Trustees until the next AGM

Background
The recruitment, selection and subsequent induction of one or more new trustees into a charity can
strongly influence how effective the charity is in the future. Where all works well, it can lead to a
balanced and effective trustee board and a well governed and effective charity.
Context
At the latest AGM of the NAAONB, held in November 2016, the membership endorsed the
recommendation to elect three new trustees to fill three vacant positions on the Board of the
NAAONB, one of which is the post of Honorary Treasurer. At the following extraordinary meeting of
the Board, trustees also agreed to co-opt an additional trustee in order to ensure the Board retains
the full suite of organisational needs agreed at its meeting in June 2016.
This paper is the formal conclusion to those discussions.
Conclusion
Trustees have taken the opportunity to develop the Board of trustees in line with the challenges the
organisation will face going forwards. This paper seeks to formalise a subsequent co-option to the
Board and appointment of a trustee to a key post in line with this development. Further details of
the candidates for both roles are set out in Annexes 1 and 2.
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Annex 1 - Candidate background: Lucy Barron
I am passionate about landscape and wildlife and believe that protected landscapes have a critical
role to play in the nation’s future. I believe that, working together, AONB partnerships can achieve
much more to realise positive benefits for biodiversity, the economy and people’s health and
wellbeing.
I have 12 years’ experience of working within the AONB Family, firstly for the Forest of Bowland
AONB Partnership as Assistant AONB Officer, and, since 2008, for the Arnside & Silverdale AONB
Partnership as AONB Manager. I have also previously worked in a range of different organisations
and settings including the RSPB, Lancashire Youth and Community Services and Oxford University
Wildlife Conservation Research Unit.
In my time at the Forest of Bowland AONB, I played a major role in the work to become the first
protected area in England to achieve the Euorparc Charter for Sustainable Tourism in Protected
Areas and subsequently became an assessor for Charter applications, advising protected areas
across the country.
At Arnside & Silverdale AONB, I have led the process to become one of the country’s first Nature
Improvement Areas and worked with partners to secure a range of other high profile funded
projects for the area. The first Development Plan Document in the country dedicated to an AONB is
nearing its final stages here, a process which is transforming the way we are working with our local
authority partners on planning issues. We also deliver a highly successful volunteer programme
which contributes approximately 3000 hours a year to looking after the area and manage two SSSI
Local Nature Reserves on behalf of our host authority.
I hold a first class Honours Degree in Environmental Biology with German and a Postgraduate
Diploma in Youth and Community Work.
My hobbies usually lead me outdoors and include walking, climbing, running and wild swimming.
I hope the experience and knowledge I have summarised above will enable me to be considered for
a position on the Board of the National Association for AONBs and be a part of the future
development of the organisation. If you have any further questions or comments, please do not
hesitate to contact me.
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Annex 1 - Candidate background: James Williamson
• I am a Fellow of the Institute of Chartered Accountants in England & Wales (FCA). I trained in
London at one of the top Accountancy firms.
• I spent most of my career working for Black & Decker in the UK and Europe
o I was initially a member of the Finance Planning Department
o I then moved to Yugosalvia as the Finance Director of Black & Decker Jugoslavija in the mid
70’s – probably one of the few UK people to report to a full Communist Card Carrying MD!
o Back in the UK I spent time in Sales & Marketing, Logistics, IT, and Customer Service ending
up as Director of Logistics and IT UK
o I then moved to Germany as European Director with responsibility for Change Management
and the rationalisation of the Finance and Commercial Systems and operating practices and
procedures throughout Europe
o Back in the UK I then took responsibility as European Business Services Director for all non
manufacturing purchasing of goods and services across Europe
• After leaving Black & Decker I worked as Non Executive Finance Director for many companies
across several different business sectors until my retirement in 2011
• Since 2002 I have been on the Board of 3 Housing Associations (all with charitable subsidiaries) –
Oxford Citizens HA (Chair of the Audit Committee and then Chair of the Board), GreenSquare
Group (the first Group Chair following the merger of OCHA with Westlea HA), Shropshire Housing
Association (Vice Chair and Chair of the Audit & Risk Committee)
• I am on the board of Grow Cook Learn a charity that runs the Shropshire Hills Discovery Centre
• I am Chair of the Shropshire Hills AONB Partnership
• Upon retiring we bought a small hill farm in Shropshire and now have a fold of Highland Cattle
(breed Champion at the Royal Welsh in 2015) and a flock of Badger Faced Welsh Mountain Sheep
and occasionally some Gloucester Old Spot pigs
• I used to do a lot of yacht racing including Cowes Week, Cork Week, the Fastnet and an Atlantic
race in a 38ft yacht and my wife and myself sailed our 32ft yacht around most of Northern
Europe over a period of 10 years

JSW
24th September 2016
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Report to
Subject
Date
Report by
Purpose

The Board of the National Association for AONBs
A NAAONB response to Brexit
14th March 2017
Howard Davies (Chief Executive)
To define the role of the NAAONB in pre and post Brexit policy formulation and
implementation
RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the Board
• Discuss this paper and associated annexes.
• Agree a NAAONB response to Brexit
Background
The UK leaving the European Union presents a number of challenges and opportunities. Many of
these were presented and discussed at the Chairman’s meeting in November 2016, and have been
the subject of discussion on a number of platforms within the AONB Family since. The NAAONB has
a key role in co-ordinating the collective thinking of the AONB Family in relation to these challenges
and opportunities. Additionally, the NAAONB has the opportunity to step beyond current thinking
and articulate ambitious solutions to the delivery of our objects beyond those suggested by our
members.
Objectives
To provide trustees with an opportunity to articulate our ambition around Brexit, and set out how
this might be communicated, delivered and resourced.
Conclusion
This is a paper for discussion and agreement.
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Annex 1 - A NAAONB discussion paper on Brexit - No status
Approximately 70% of the UK’s environmental safeguards, legislation, and policy drivers have their
roots in European policy and regulation, much of which has had a significant impact on landscape,
largely as a result of the Rural Development Plan (RDP) and the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) in
changing land use, enhanced habitat protection due to the Habitats Regulations and considerable
improvements in water quality following the Water Framework and Water Bathing Directives.
The UK government has stated its intention to be ‘the first generation to leave our environment
better than we found it since the industrial revolution’. However, there has not been much
discussion of the environment, environmental protection or indeed wider sustainable development.
Indeed the opposite is true – Brexit is often highlighted and as an opportunity to get rid of EU
environmental red-tape and regulations. There is a real danger of environmental protections being
eroded as the UK seeks to undercut EU production and attract businesses to UK advertised as a ‘low
regulation’ zone.
In line with existing EU directives such has the Habitats, Birds and Water Framework Directives, the
UK environmental sector is seeking to maintain environmental standards and protection. Failing to
maintain these standards could impact on environmental quality and therefore have multiple
implications for landscape management, all of which we are familiar with.
In evidence to the House of Commons Environmental Audit Committee March 2016, the UK
Environmental Law Association concluded that: ‘the UK Government is broadly satisfied with EU
environmental policy. It was not included in the recent renegotiation.’ This conclusion was
confirmed by UK Government in March 2016, Rory Stewart, then Parliamentary Under-Secretary at
DEFRA agreed that: ‘in general, the correct balance between common EU frameworks and distinct
national approaches had been broadly achieved in the environmental sphere.’ In 2015 the OECD
also concluded that: ‘overall, regulation in the UK is already fairly favourable to business, relative to
other countries.’
Government has made it clear that the UK will be leaving the European Union in its entirety. There
will be no partial membership of the EU, neither will the UK look to existing models already adopted
by other countries to frame their relationship with the EU. Government will repeal the European
Communities Act, and convert the acquis communautaire – the accumulated body of existing EU law
– into British law.
The ‘environmental’ component of this body of law has had a significant impact on the management
of the UK environment, and consequently landscape. In relation to planning and development
control, the Environmental Impact Assessment Directive (EIA) has clearly had a positive impact on
landscape and visual impact with regards major development. Whilst there were other drivers for
developing the UK approach to landscape and planning, the EIA Directive no doubt gave it particular
impetus. Likewise, as part of EIA, Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) seeks to minimise
environmental impacts, including those on landscapes, and maximise gains when considering
development plans. The scale of plans varies but considerations always include landscape as well as
‘in-combination’ effects. The revised Environmental Impact Assessment Directive (EIA) due in May
2017 will still need to be implemented as the UK will not have negotiated exit by this point.
The European Landscape Convention (ELC) is a treaty of the Council of Europe (CoE) and not the EU.
It is a European enabling treaty rather than a prescriptive directive. The UK government ratified the
ELC in 2006 and it became binding in 2007. The UK will remain a member of the CoE, meaning that
the articles of the ELC would still apply.
The implications for the changes to rural support systems via Rural Development Plan (RDP) and
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) funds are yet to be fully understood but these are likely to have a
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significant impact on rural economies. The UK Government has stated that post-Brexit the Treasury
will guarantee funding to support CAP Pillar 1 agricultural funding until 2020.
Whilst it is clear that these changes will directly impact on land use change and the landscape, the
impact is difficult to predict as this would depend on whether it is a subsidy or market driven
approach that is adopted. There are however opportunities for a more regional approach to agrienvironment scheme if it is the former.
Multi-delivery landscape initiatives, that supported economic, social, cultural and environmental
outcomes, have been achieved through partnerships supported by provision of RDP, Interreg,
Hercules and other European Funds. This wider area of funding is or particular importance to the
AONB Family. At present it is difficult to estimate not just the impact of losing major project
funding streams but also the loss of the wider gains of significant spend within these rural
economies and the benefits derived for local business and communities.
Although it is likely that these funding streams will remain available for the next few years it is
inevitable that as the UK extracts itself from the EU these opportunities will diminish and it is
difficult to see where funding for these kind of integrated environmental and social, large scale
projects will come from in the future, unless there are new government funds or additional
charitable schemes like the Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) become available.
Although there are some funding streams such as Erasmus+, Horizon2020 and potentially Interreg
that are available to non-EU countries there will be greater competition for these and there are
lower intervention rates for non-EU members. This also places increased pressure on domestic
funding streams such as Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) and Big Lottery for limited resources.
Concerns are being expressed in relation to the UK’s strategic ability to tackle international
transboundary issues multilaterally. Opportunities to influence, share best practice and operate on
a European scale in response to challenges such as climate change, energy and food security, and
invasive non-native species, could be diminished post-Brexit.
In landscape terms organisations such as Europarc and Europarc Atlantic Isles, which includes nonEU countries, have sought to bring together sharing and learning from best practice across Protected
Areas at a European scale. Such organisations could be increasingly important in terms of sharing of
information and securing continued access to expertise and thinking at this international scale. The
NAAONB, along with many members of the AONB Family are members of Europarc AI, enabling
collaborative working and development for landscapes both domestically and overseas. The
NAAONB is also exploring membership of the World Commission of Protected Areas which will
ensure we have a voice and platform at the international level.
UK legislation provides the legal basis for designation, as well as setting out the statutory functions
and purposes for the AONBs. It provides the statutory framework within which we operate and
integrates with other domestic legislation including planning law. Legislation also specifies the
statutory requirements placed on other public bodies, in relation to the AONBs. The statutory basis
for the AONB designation is likely to be unaffected by the EU exit. However it has been estimated
that the legislative programme will be focussed on transposing parts of existing EU law into UK
legislation and that of the devolved nations, for the next 10-15 years. This could impact more widely
on modernising other relevant domestic legislation. As the environment is largely a devolved policy
area across the UK governments, a further consequence could be the divergence of policy,
legislation and action between the four countries as each develops their own approaches and
solutions. This could potentially inhibit a strategic, integrated UK approach.
Due to a high degree of uncertainty at this point it is difficult to predict the full consequences of
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Brexit. Much depends on the nature of the new relationship negotiated with Europe and the depth,
breadth and timescale for the transposition of EU environmental law domestically. The statutory
basis for landscape enhancement and conservation is unlikely to be significantly affected by the UK’s
exit from the EU. There is concern that extracting the UK from the EU and putting in place a new
legislative basis could distract the UK Government and devolved administrations from addressing
other key challenges such as climate change, social justice, health-care issues and biodiversity loss.
This is something we must watch.
So, what are we doing already?
Wildlife and Countryside Link, Green Alliance, and the Climate Change Coalition have teamed up to
create a ‘Brexit Unit’. This is supported by funding and secondments from a number of member
organisations and is focusing on three work streams, each designed to send a clear message to
government on one of three subjects – legislation, climate change, and food and farming. The
NAAONB has joined Wildlife and Countryside Link in order to engage with this group. All of the main
environmental NGOs are members (NT, TWT, RSPB, WT etc.) and will use their combined
membership numbers to influence change. The NAAONB also intends to be involved but currently
does not have the resources to manage the weight of communications coming from this
organisation, let alone contribute.
Additionally, the NAAONB has had discussions with the NFU Cymru to work with them on a
collaborative approach to developing a model for sustainable farming support post Brexit, building
on some work we have already done with them. We will obviously continue with these discussions.
We are also clearly working very closely with the statutory agencies to ensure maintaining landscape
quality remains a primary issue.
Finally, our Chairman’s meeting last year in London focussed on the implications of Brexit for
landscape. The recommendations of this are set out in Annex 2 to this paper.
Some members of the AONB Family have suggested that the NAAONB coordinates a vision, strategy,
communications and action plan on Brexit for the AONB Family, and make this a priority. I can see
our role as clearly one of co-ordination and strategic oversight, ensuring that any AONB-centric
vision fits with the bigger picture and adds to the work that we are already doing.
It is important that we consider how we channel our energy and resources effectively, specifically
around engagement in the following areas of development:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Conservation 21 - Natural England’s conservation strategy for the 21st century
Defra’s 25 year Environment Plan
Defra’s 25 year Food and Farming plan
The Sustainable Management of Natural Resources (in Wales)
Natural Capital
Green Infrastructure – new markets, new partners

It is important that the NAAONB projects clarity and consistency of message around the roles of the
AONB designation, the NAAONB, AONB partnerships and Conservation Boards post Brexit. There are
a number of opportunities currently presented, and some significant threats. Rising to the
opportunities, effectively managing the threats, and ensuring we remain as ambitious as possible
during the next business plan period will be fundamental to the efficacy of the NAAONB and the
AONB Family.
Howard Davies
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(With thanks to Carole Rothwell, NRW for much of the policy briefing)

Annex 2 - Results of the poll following the Brexit discussion at Chairman’s
Conference - November 2016
1.

The Designated Landscapes will work together to propose a new type of agri-environment
support that delivers Ecosystems Services and Natural Capital through approaches that have
been tailored for local conditions.
89.66% (26 responses)

2.

Post Brexit upland/marginal farming will be very challenging. In those Designation
Landscapes where this is an issue they will promote support for High Nature Value Farming
(HNVF).
37.93% (11 responses)

3.

Designated Landscapes will prepare case studies from their areas that demonstrate
exemplary approaches to agri-environmental support that could be adopted in a post Brexit
world and the NAAONB will collate and publish them on its web platform.
34.48% (10 responses)

4.

The Designated Landscapes, through the National Parks farming working group, will develop
a statement on agricultural policy.
34.48% (10 responses)
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Annex 3 - British Agricultural Policy after BREXIT
British Agricultural Policy after BREXIT
Natural Capital Network - Paper 5
1st September 2016
Dieter Helm

BREXIT will be played out in negotiations across a large range of policies. Amongst these,
agriculture stands out. In terms of spending, the EU is mainly the Common Agricultural
Policy. In the mid 1980s, it accounted for 70% of EU spending, and it has remained so, still at
40%, despite agriculture being now a small employer and a relatively insignificant European
industry. No other sector, outside defence, has received so much government monies. In
the British case, it is now just 0.7% of GDP (though the industry is fond of quoting a much
larger number of the whole of the food and drinks industry, which is not relevant to the
discussion of agricultural subsidies generally, since the wider industry does not greatly
depend on home production, and to the extent that it does, the input costs from agriculture
are a small proportion of total costs).

Though few outside its direct beneficiaries will mourn the CAP’s passing, there is very little
agreement about what should be put in its place. After 2020, when the current CAP
agreement period ends and when the Chancellor’s, recent guarantees of continuing subsidy
run out. Whilst it is hard to think of anything that could produce worse outcomes (except
earlier versions of the CAP), there are lots of options and opportunities.

This paper sets outs three main options. It starts with a brief review of the CAP and its
legacy, technical progress and the tensions between intensive food production and the
environment. This provides the context for the assessment of the options. The paper
concludes by proposing a gradual transitionary path to a much more economically efficient
(and therefore environmentally efficient) outcome.

1
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The CAP and its legacy
The Common Agricultural Policy was conceived against the post World War Two
background. The objectives were complex – self-sufficiency, protecting farming and the
rural economy, and as a price the defeated Germans would pay to French farmers in
exchange for access back into European markets. The CAP was the result of a very political
deal, relevant to a very particular historical context.

The world has moved on, and to a limited extent so has the CAP. The CAP has absorbed the
bulk of spending by the EEC and then the EU since the Treaty of Rome in 1957. Along the
way it has created wine lakes and butter mountains, seriously damaged developing
countries’ agricultural prospects through its external tariffs and export subsidies, inflated
land prices and transformed much of the European agricultural landscapes. Biodiversity
has been seriously damaged: the European countryside is a fragment of what it was
environmentally, and large areas have been converted to intensive production.

Though some farmers have benefitted, most of the gains have gone in the capitalisation of
the subsidies and to the bigger and richer landowners. Farming at the margins remains a
precarious economic proposition. Small farmers have been on the retreat for several
decades, and their future looks bleak – and with it the kinds of countryside, biodiversity and
landscapes that they traditionally maintain.

The many CAP reforms have been piecemeal, always growing from the initial structures that
lay behind the original political settlement, and always in the face of resistance from
farming lobbies. In this they have mirrored the resistance by the fishing industry to limiting
and controlling catches and subsidies. Farmers, and especially landowners, have had good
reason to resist: less subsidy means lower land values, and that hits the incumbents.
Subsidies are addictive: few would willingly give up the public money that has been handed
to them. Many farmers see themselves as entitled to subsidy, and it is rare to find a
mainstream farmer who would actively campaign for fewer subsidies.

2
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The pressure for change has however proved too great. The combination of the
embarrassing surpluses, the cost to consumers, and enlargement of the EU together made
the CAP in its original form unsustainable, and as a result it is not being sustained.

The core problem with the early CAP was that it aimed to increase production, and it was
very successful in doing so (and it was the explicit objective). Rational profit seeking farmers
confronted with guaranteed prices above world market levels, and export subsidies on top,
responded as any business would: they increased supply above the competitive market
levels dictated by underlying supply and demand. This reduced imports, squeezing
developing countries, increased exports, and delivered surpluses. This is exactly what a
drive to “food security” requires. Consumers, through significantly higher food bills, paid for
all of this. Since food is a basic requirement taking up more of the household budgets of the
poor, it was regressive. The poor paid to boost farmers’ incomes.

The normal way a market gets rid of surpluses is through the price mechanism. Excess
supply leads to lower prices, bringing markets back into equilibrium. The CAP however
continued to prop up prices and hence had to resort to direct quantity interventions to try
to ameliorate the worst of the consequences. It ended up fixing both prices and quantities.
These quantity interventions took the form of quotas and set aside. The former drew the
Commission into directly managing outputs, and the latter introduced the idea that farmers
would be paid to take land out of production. They were therefore paid to increase
production and then paid to stop producing – both at the same time.

The enlargement of the EU confronted the Commission with the potential for a very large
increase in CAP spending. The new Eastern European countries had a higher dependence
on agriculture, and in general poorer farmers. So the total spend had to be capped. It could
not be done without the mechanism itself being reformed.
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The first key breakthrough was to break the link between subsidy and production. Over time
the CAP has morphed into a system of income support, largely independent of production.
Whilst this allows production to adjust to more market-oriented prices, the worst impacts of
the CAP have at least been ameliorated, even if the tariffs were not entirely removed,
despite the Uruguay trade round. Now the Commission justifies the main subsidies as a
policy “to help stabilise farm revenues in the face of volatile market prices, unpredictable
weather conditions and variable input costs.”

A second breakthrough has been the belated recognition of the scale of environmental
damage that the CAP has wrought across Europe’s landscapes, and the creation of a second
pillar to the CAP. Just removing the direct production subsidies would not lead to optimal
production. There would still be overproduction because the private costs of farming do not
reflect the full social costs. Farmers can avoid costs, by passing on their wastes to others to
clean up. Thus fertilisers, pesticides and herbicides can flow into the water supply, for water
companies to clean up – and for the water companies to charge their customers
accordingly. Slurry and agricultural effluents can leach into the water systems. Land is
drained to force off flood waters for others to cope with. Carbon is emitted from the soils
without paying a carbon price. Overuse of antibiotics drives up the costs to health care as
antibiotic resistance builds up. Crop plants escape into the wider landscape. More
generally, biodiversity has been reduced without consequences to the farmers who have
caused it.

These two reforms have helped, but in considering how to move on through BREXIT, it is
important to recognise that neither is anything like optimal. There are still production
elements in the subsidies, and the income payments go overwhelmingly to land owners
and, despite some restrictions, to the richer ones. Smaller farms on more marginal land get
less, and tenants get little benefit since the subsidy accrues to ownership not production.
(Tenant farmers therefore have much less to lose from the phase out of subsidies.)
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On the environmental side, the efficient policy would be to charge farmers for the
pollution they cause. As the polluter, they should pay, just as other parts for the economy
are confronted with the external costs they impose on the rest of us. Yet the CAP works
the other way around: farmers are paid to do less environmental damage, subsidised not
taxed.

These two reforms have been reflected in the split in CAP into a Pillar One, largely for
income support; and a Pillar Two reserved for rural development. Pillar Two payments suffer
from three problems. They are very small in comparison to the income subsidies; they
provide for co-funded projects for “rural development” and hence not exclusively for the
environment; and they are often poorly targeted. As a result the net environmental
outcome of modern agriculture continues to worsen. It is true that the income subsidies
under Pillar One do require an element of environmental responsibility (as well as animal
welfare, food safety and traceability). There is the “cross compliance” condition. It is
however weak, and largely unenforced. Pillar Two does not therefore adequately
compensate for the costs of pollution and environmental damage, and hence production
remains excessive.

There is one further aspect that reinforces this overproduction: the set of special
protections, exceptions and general tax concessions that agriculture receives, and the rest
of industry does not. Farmland is exempt from inheritance tax. Farm diesel is exempt from
fuel duty. Farmers get concessions on rates. Farmers are not subject to the same planning
restrictions as others. Farmers receive free advice on everything from medicines and drugs
to farming practices. In the event of serious diseases, farmers get compensated for their
losses. MAFF and now DEFRA spend considerable sums in supporting the farming sector.
Again, being given tax concessions and free services means their costs are lower than the
efficient level, and hence their output is higher. No other industry receives this sort of
special treatment.

The conclusion that follows is that even after the CAP reforms “more of the same” will
continue to be seriously suboptimal. The agricultural sector is very far
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from efficient: it is definitely not on a level playing field, paying for the costs it imposes on
others and paying its fair share of taxes, and paying for the services provided to it by the
state. One of the side effects of the BREXIT vote is that almost all the interested parties
accept that simply replicating the CAP into a British Agricultural Policy would not be a good
idea, once the current 2014-2020 period ends.

Understanding agriculture and its developments: the inherent conflict between
maximising production and the environment

It is often claimed that farmers are special - and therefore deserve special support because they are “stewards of the land” and therefore have a special interest and
responsibility to protect and enhance the environment. There are, on this view, no gaps
between the public and the private interests: farmers will internalise the environmental
and other societal objectives in their decision-making. On this view we can leave the
environment to its best protector, the farmers.

Though there may be such farmers, just as there are some benign industrialists more
interested in workers’ wages than profits, this is not a good basis for designing policy.
Modern agriculture has followed a path that has been evolved since people moved from
hunter-gatherers to farming. The task, put simply, is to reduce and eliminate competitors to
the crop or herd. The history of agriculture is the history of fighting back nature – clearing
and burning forests, killing predators, pests and insects feeding on the crops, and reducing
“weeds”. Agriculture has been one long fight against nature.

In the twentieth century, this battle has been intensified by rapid and unprecedented
technical advances: the application of fertilisers, herbicides and pesticides, and by fossil
fuels. The Haber-Bosch process to produce nitrogen transformed production. Tractors
opened up land to the plough on a wholly new scale. Agrichemicals and the internal
combustion engine gradually replaced manures and horsepower.
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Recent herbicides now make it possible to simply wipe out competitor plants, whilst
pesticides reduce insects and other invertebrates on a grand scale. Using Glyphosate to
literally “round up” the weeds, and neo-nicotinoides to destroy insect pests are amongst
the latest transformations. The combination of generic engineering and chemicals will
intensify this process further. It is no accident that Monsanto wanted to go into genetic
engineering in order to match seeds to its agrichemicals. This is where the technology is
driving agriculture, aided by precision GPS technologies, robotics, genetics and artificial
intelligence. Agriculture has been transformed in the twentieth century, but this is only a
start to what is unfolding in the twenty first century. It is the context for any reform of
agricultural policy after BREXIT.

This battle has a logical if unattainable ultimate set of goals: to eliminate everything that
competes with the specific crop or animal group; and to prevent evolution in competitors
and non-native species from fighting back, from pests accidently imported, anti-biotic
resistant bacteria, and mutations in mosquitos and viruses. For animals, and indeed some
plant crops too, getting further away from nature into a more controlled environment is an
important step in this process. Getting chickens and pigs indoors, and now cattle too,
reduces exposure to the vagaries of the weather and allows animal feed to be precisely
applied. In mega-chicken houses, dairy, and pig units this precision farming has obvious
advantages. It is made possible by a further technological advance – the coming of ever
more refined drugs. Antibiotics and growth hormones have become so ubiquitous that they
threaten human health by encouraging fast evolution by bacteria and diseases. Indoor
production does not however break the link to the soils – and their generally deteriorating
state. The animals have to be fed from crops largely grown outside.

These developments are a continuing process. They have revolutionised our planet:
without them, it would not have been possible to increase the population from under 2
billion in 1900 to 7 billion in 2015, and it will not be possible to increase this further to over
10 billion this century without more technological
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advances. It is technology that has seen off the Malthusian nightmare and its
technology that will be essential to keep it at bay in this century.

There is nothing wrong with new technologies, and new chemicals. They are neutral. It is
what we do with them that matters. Haber-Bosch, tractors, antibiotics and genetic
engineering cannot be dis-invented. They have brought many benefits. The task is to design
a set of incentives for farmers that exploit the benign dimensions, whilst minimising the
damage to the environment. That will not happen automatically: it will require policy
interventions. The CAP does little to help.

In the battle against nature, nature has been losing badly. Whilst there have been some
winners, they are few, and even fewer have been good since 1900 and the big
breakthroughs in technology. Earlier farming had created hedgerows, meadows and
increased the heterogeneity of the landscape. Many of the birds that we would come to
know as “farmland birds” were the result. The patchwork quilt of hedgerows, copse,
meadows and fields, which represent most people’s idea of the English countryside, are
man-made and largely man-made before the twentieth century technological revolutions
noted above.

Man-made nature in its un-intensive, and hence more benign, form has now been replaced
by its intensive successor. Look at a field of oil seed rape, or wheat or barley. Everything
except the crop has been killed off. At harvest time the fields are literally devoid of other
life. They are dead. This is a triumph for modern farming, and it maximises both the size and
quality of the crop yield. For nature, these are now more like deserts. Urban areas can have
more biodiversity.

Since the Second World War much of this decline has been tracked. Farmland birds have
declined dramatically in recent decades. Wild flower declines are perhaps less noticeable,
but almost all of the key meadows have been turned into “improved grasslands” or
ploughed up. Insect populations have been decimated, and with them the insect-eating
birds and other insect-dependent creatures. Even honeybees have suffered. What is left is a
patchwork of often-unconnected
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nature reserves and protected areas (like SSSIs). Nature’s retreat has been rapid and
comprehensive.

The three options
There are three main ways forward in designing a British agricultural policy to replace the
CAP. The first is to stay with the exiting framework, but to modify it to further promote
more “food security” and “self sufficiency”. This is the NFU’s preferred option. The second is
to stay with the exiting level of subsidy but to move it from income support to
environmental support – essentially moving from Pillar One to Pillar Two. Option three is to
use public funds for public goods directly, ending Pillar One and Pillar Two subsidies.

Option one: Food security and self-sufficiency
The NFU argues that the obstacle to a subsidy free world is that the removal of the income
payments would undermine the competitiveness of British agriculture, which does not, in its
view, confront a level playing field. The others remaining in the EU, it argues, will continue to
be subsidised by the CAP and hence British agriculture will be unable to compete. It further
argues that British farmers need to be protected from lower animal welfare and
transparency rules in the rest of the world. The NFU links this with its argument that the
overall objective of UK agricultural policy should be more food security and self-sufficiency.
The causal link the NFU may have in mind is from Pillar One income payments, to increased
UK output, to lower imports.

Lets start with the first part of this causal chain. The “level playing field” argument has
considerable merit, but not in respect of Pillar One payments. To repeat, the point of Pillar
One payments is that they are unrelated to production. They are capitalised in the land
prices, not the costs of production. Removing Pillar One payments would reduce land
prices and have significant impacts on the wealth of landowners, but will make - in itself no difference to the “playing field”.
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The way to address the subsidies and lower welfare standards elsewhere is directly – by
putting in place an adjustment premium on imports, so that their prices reflect actual and
not subsidised costs (and if necessary, regulation). A tariff is not a direct subsidy: the level
playing field could be achieved without paying any direct subsidies to farmers.
Furthermore, the CAP Pillar One is not designed to influence production costs, so this is
not an issue in respect of trade with the remaining EU members. It is however an issue
with non-EU imports, and this is where the EU agricultural tariffs on imports come into
play.

There are a number of reasons why tariffs might be a bad idea in any event, not least their
impact on developing countries. The NFU argument is better directed at what replaces EU
agricultural import tariffs and not at Pillar One.

Food security and self sufficiently goes well beyond the level playing field argument. It is to
maximise production and replace imports and exports with home production and home
consumption. It is radical, has a long history and mandates a very different direction for
future policy, one that is not deployed in any other sector, even defence equipment
manufacture.

It also goes against the grain of history. The history of agriculture has been one of trade.
Britain imported sugar from the Caribbean (using slave labour), and it imported grain after
the repeal of the Corn Laws. It started importing New Zealand lamb and Argentinian beef
once refrigeration technology was developed. Today, agricultural trade is pervasive.

Interruptions to trade came during the Second World War, though Britain still needed US
grain and other imports, and the survival of the convoys was arguably more important that
the increase in home production as part of the “dig for victory” campaigns. The War left a
legacy: a concern about the exposure to reliance on imports and therefore the threat that in
any future military situation, Britain might be starved into submission.
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The subsequent developments in warfare technologies make a food siege of Britain,
and the threat of starvation, highly unlikely. Modern warfare technologies focus on
cyber space, drones and long-range missiles. There are many better ways of spending
large sums on defence than on subsidising marginal increases in food production.

What the NFU fails to provide is a reasoned case as to why it is in the public interest to
maximise production and in the process reduce external food dependency. This is
combined with the lack of a coherent plan as how to achieve this objective, were it to be
desirable.

A moment’s reflection undermines the self-efficiency argument. To see its weaknesses,
consider some obvious steps, if food self-sufficiency were really to be serious and the
overriding objective as the NFU advocates. Step one is to ban exports, diverting production
for exports to home consumption. This would immediately and directly increase security.
Step two is to divert land use away from crops produced for other purposes, notably
biofuels, solar farms and leisure activities like game shooting, horse riding and so on. A
remarkable amount of British land is not actually used for food production, including a
great deal of farmed land. This land should, on the self-sufficiency argument, be used for
primary food production. Step three is critical: to develop home production (and possible
British ownership) of fertilisers, chemicals, pesticides, herbicides and large scale antibiotics
– now essential for self-sufficiency. Step four is to use taxation and other regulatory
measures to reduce meat production and consumption relative to cereals and vegetarian
diets, since this would achieve a higher level of self sufficiency for a given area of land.
Then finally, draconian import tariffs should be imposed.

It is interesting that the NFU does not advocate any of these policies, and instead goes for
increasing production generally through subsidies. Genuine self sufficiency means what it
says: there must be home control of all the factor inputs, and trade should only take place
after the self sufficiency has been achieved.
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Given the reliance on imported agrichemicals, seeds, medicines and so on, it is obvious that
the interdependencies that have developed in European and global agriculture make the
simple objective simply unattainable. We are left with a weaker argument: more home
production, and more home control of the supply chain is better than less. Yet again this is a
very weak argument, and indeed it is very demanding in policy terms. Rather than the “do
everything” required to achieve the full autarky above, now we need to sort out which are
the most critical bits of the supply chain contribution to self sufficiency. The agrichemicals
are probably very high up this list, and banning exports is a big first step. We could add the
end of biofuel diversion of food to this immediate list.

Would the NFU be prepared to advocate these measures? Which of the 50,000 members it
is balloting on the future of agricultural policy has been asked about these specific
measures?

There is of course a good case for analysing critical supplies, and thinking through the
measures that would need to be taken to feed the population in an event of war. It is
theoretically possible that Britain could face a food siege like those currently being inflicted
on some Syrian towns. Food is a weapon of war. But the £3 billion in CAP-replacement
British subsidy regime is not addressing this question. Encouraging food trade (rightly) may
enhance global food security: but that is not what the NFU advocates.

Option two: moving from income subsidies to environmental subsidies
A second option, advocated by a number of environmental NGOs, is to shift the emphasis
from income support to environmental subsidies. This case recognises that there is no
justification for Pillar One, yet does not challenge the overall level of subsidies. It is not
subsidies that are the problem: rather it is what they are spent on.

Yet the case for environmental subsidies to agriculture – the Pillar Two payments – is
also questionable, but for a rather different reason. Other than

12

14th March 2017

Item 4 - Brexit - A NAAONB Response
rural development, payments under Pillar Two are designed to protect land from the
pollution and destruction that would otherwise take place. An obvious question to raise is
why this damage is allowed to take place. In any other industry, polluters pay, rather than
the polluted. In any other industry, such damage would be subject to regulatory restraints
and pollution taxes. In farming, it is the other way around.

Environmental subsidies encourage the idea that farmers have a right to do what they want
to their land, irrespective of the impacts on the wider environment. As noted earlier,
farmers sometimes argue that they are the stewards of the land, and that they are the best
custodians. They have a direct interest in maintaining its natural capital, including its soils.

A moment’s reflection tells us that this is at best a partial argument, and a look at the
evidence indicates that it is generally untrue. Farmers have an interest in protecting their
natural capital in so far as it maximises profits. To take an example, removing a hedgerow
increases field size, and therefore the ability to use large machinery. The destruction of
British hedgerows has been a rational commercial response. Similarly applying fertilisers,
pesticides and herbicides is commercially rational, given that the full costs of doing so fall on
others, and not the farmers. It is not part of their profit maximising calculations.

The challenge then is to internalise these external costs, so farmers make their profit
maximising decisions in the context of their full costs of production. They should internalise
the externalities. Policy should ensure that they face these full costs.

Subsidy has a number of other drawbacks. Whereas it is plausible to apply taxes for
pollution, it is often hard to apply a subsidy regime without a great deal of granularity
about precisely what the subsidy is for. The result is that the subsidy regime requires a lot
of regulatory oversight and with it lots of regulatory resources. To qualify for Entry Level
and Higher Level Stewardship Schemes,
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farmers must meet a host of conditions. Who defines these, and who regulates them?

One idea is licensing each and every farm. The model would probably follow that of the
water utilities: each farm’s licence would specify the functions that the licence holder would
be required to fulfil. The line between the farmer and the regulator would become blurred:
the farm decisions would slip towards the regulator.

Licencing 90,000 farms and then regulating each would be an enormous extension of state
involvement in the detail of farming. The costs would be great, and the benefits would
depend upon the ways in which farmers and regulators played their respective roles. Most
likely, a process of regulatory capture would take place. It is important to recognise that the
way the CAP works does in fact currently require an enormous regulatory burden, on a
farm-by-farm basis.

These considerations point to the complexity of environmental subsidies and undermine
simplistic arguments about taking money from one (inefficient) pot to give to another
(inefficient pot). Transferring money out of Pillar One would be a good idea for the
reasons outlined above about the inefficiency of income supports. But simply expanding
the environmental pot would not necessarily produce the desired impacts.

Option three: public money for public goods
A third option is to do away with all the subsidies, and instead concentrate any spending on
directly purchasing the public goods that public money is paying for. This approach would
sort out what the public goods from the land are, and how the natural capital embedded in
the landscape could be enhanced. There are already public bodies responsible for managing
parts of the land, and trusts and other bodies too. Why should money be channelled
generally only to farmers when it could go directly to those charged with providing and
enhancing public goods (which would include some farmers too)?

14

14th March 2017

Item 4 - Brexit - A NAAONB Response

An example helps to clarify this important distinction. Consider the dry-stone walls of the
Lake District and the Peak District, and the hedgerow banks of Exmoor. Option One makes
no contribution: indeed enlarging fields by getting rid of hedgerows and walls would
probably increase profits. Under Option Two, more money could be put into Pillar Two with
added conditions about the maintenance of walls and hedgerows. Under Option Three, we
could in these National Park examples channel the money to the respective park authorities
and they could contract for the works – from farmers and others, including voluntary
bodies. Option Two is general, and vaguely defined, and would require inspection and
enforcement. Option Three is precise: the public good is defined, and the contracts specify
what needs to be done. It is the approach taken for many other public goods paid for by
public monies.

Thinking in this way points to the general idea that the specific public goods are best defined
by those directly responsible for the public (rather than the private) interest. There could be
one body responsible for these public goods in land use, or perhaps many. They would
decide which are the priorities, and allocate their budgets accordingly. Contractors,
including farmers, could then bid for these contracts, and the income that goes with them.
Where farmers are well placed to improve the natural environment, they will gain the
specific contracts.

The money required to meet the public good could come straight out of Pillar One and
Pillar Two. It could be augmented from other sources too. The government’s explicit
manifesto commitment to leave the natural environment in a better state for the next
generation, and to achieve this through a 25-year plan, requires that where further
damage is done, it must be compensated for – otherwise the natural environment would
obviously get worse, not better. This compensation could be channelled to those
responsible for pursuing the public good.

Pillar Two is not therefore the panacea for improving the natural environment that a
number of NGOs suggest. It is not obvious that the payments should go
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direct to farmers. However, the shift to public management of public monies for public
goods would, as with the removal of the Pillar One subsidies, need to be very carefully
managed. We are where we are, and the CAP payments are integrated into the farming
structures we now have. Any change would need to have a carefully worked out
transitional path – to which we now turn.

A workable transition – protecting smaller farmers at the margin
If Pillar One is to be gradually removed, and if Pillar Two is to be gradually reformed,
how could this be done without creating upheaval, uncertainty and unintended
consequences to the farmers?

The starting point for the NFU is to argue that the total level of subsidies should be
maintained. Ministers have lent support to this idea up until 2020. The reason is not, as we
have seen, the “level playing field” argument: Pillar One and Pillar Two have both evolved to
break the link between income and production. Rather it is the impact of the withdrawal of
the subsidies on existing farmers that is the main concern. Land prices would fall, creating
losses for existing landowners.

This land price fall would have widely differing impacts on farmers. For large-scale industrial
farmers, the impacts would be on wealth but not output. The great landowners would take
a hit, but the grain heartlands of East Anglia would carry on much as they do now. For small
marginal and typically upland farmers, the loss of Pillar One and Pillar Two might mean an
end to their farms. They would be the ones going out of business.

In terms of overall economic impact on the economy, the value of their agricultural outputs
is already so low as to have no noticeable effects. It would not be noticed in GDP. Indeed
GDP might go up, since the subsidies would no longer be a drag. Some of the land would be
“re-wilded”, left to nature to manage for us. But the environmental effects could be very
significant. The uplands are not “natural”: they are man-made landscapes of hedgerows,
dry stonewalls, meadows and grazed moorlands. It is naïve to think that a simple retreat
and
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leaving nature to take its course would necessarily be the best environmental outcome.

There is also a powerful argument that these small upland farmers represent a culture that
has value separate from the narrow economic outputs. They play a role in communities
greatly in excess of their incomes and spending. Uplands given over to tourism would also
not work without the management of the land.

The upland farmers have a key role in managing the land. Someone has to do it for the
public benefit, and upland farmers tend to be rooted in these landscapes and understand
them in a way that few from outside do. These are the marginal farmers, and the ones
who are most dependent on subsidy. In any transition, these are the ones we should worry
about – and not the large landowners in intensively large farms in the lowlands.

A first transitional reform step would be to reallocate within the Pillar One subsidies,
between size and types of farms, and in particular to further limit payments to the larger
landowners. In principle, this is fairly uncontroversial, and indeed already being pursued
in the CAP. But it could be done much more extensively and much faster, rebalancing the
Pillar One payments between landowners and tenant farmers, and towards small farms
engaged in environmental schemes. The Pillar One payments could persist for a
considerable transitionary period, but quite quickly only be paid to farmers currently
receiving payments under Pillar Two. If the aggregate subsidies remained the same, the
aggregate capitalisation effects would be the same, but significantly redistributed
between farmers. Some would gain, but some would lose.

This could be part of a transition towards the eventual abolition of all income payments,
and hence Pillar One. Over the transition, land prices would adjust, and for mainstream
farming, fall. This would largely be “a good thing”, since it would make the market in land
more open and competitive to new entrants, and
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younger farmers currently unable to buy land at its inflated prices relative to outputs.

With these initial steps in place, and the bulk of the subsidies going in effect to Pillar Two
farmers, the next transitional step is to sort out what public goods we want from the land,
notably in those areas where farming is not economically efficient, and start diverting Pillar
Two subsidies into direct payments for specific activities. As noted, the total value of the
outputs of these marginal farms, properly managed to include the maintenance and
enhancement of natural capital, is much greater than represented by focussing narrowly on
their agricultural production. The framework would be the 25-year plan for the natural
environment: working out which parts of natural capital have the greatest benefits and
hence which to enhance, and which are in most danger of going below sustainable
thresholds.

Someone has to do this, to be in charge of the public good. In the case of catchments, a
catchment system operator is one way of achieving these outcomes (Helm, D. (2015)
“Catchment Management, Abstraction and Flooding: the case for a catchment system
operatory and co-ordinated competition” Oxford.).1 The National Parks authorities are
another candidate. There could be a variety of such public goods bodies, sometimes
overlapping, provided they all operated with the overarching 25-year plan. This would do
the joining up of the various approaches.

A transitional hybrid arrangement might emerge. The marginal farmers might receive a basis
income to keep their farms operational, and then the rest of the payments would flow via
the public bodies in return for the specific public goods. The basic income would come
through being designated worthy of higher-level stewardship status, and then payments for
specific services would come, on the basis of competitive tendering.
1

Helm, D. (2015) “Catchment Management, Abstraction and Flooding: the case for a
catchment system operatory and co-ordinated competition” Oxford.)
http://www.dieterhelm.co.uk/natural-capital/water/water-catchment-managementabstraction-and-flooding-the-case-for-a-catchment-system-operator-and-coordinatedcompetition/.
18

14th March 2017

Item 4 - Brexit - A NAAONB Response

The prize- twenty first century agriculture with a twenty first century environment

BREXIT provides a unique opportunity to reset farming policy. Under the CAP policy it has
been expensive and often perverse in its impacts. Few can be impressed by the net
result: high costs to consumers, inefficient land use, subsidies for land ownership and
serious environmental damage. The CAP has seriously damaged Britain’s natural capital,
and in consequence reduced economic growth. Without significant reform there is little
chance of achieving the government’s objective – and Manifesto commitment – to
enhance the natural environment over the 25-year plan period, for the benefit of future
generations.

There is no good general case for subsidising farmers, especially for simply owning land.
There is also no good general case for subsidising polluters, rather than taxing and
regulating pollution. In the long run, farmers should – like any other industry – operate
without subsidies. The right answer is Option Three presented above: public money for
public goods directly contracted through public bodies.

An immediate radical break with the past would however have considerable costs. Once
the end game has been properly established, getting from here to there requires a
pragmatic transition: first, rebalancing within Pillar One, with the focus on income
payments going to the smaller, more environmentally sensitive farming areas, such as the
uplands; then second the gradual shifting of Pillar Two money into direct contracting by
public bodies for the public goods.

The prize is very considerable. Agriculture can deliver much more public benefit for much
lower public costs. To carry on roughly as at present with what might be called a British CAP
would be to carry on damaging the natural capital, perpetuate high food prices, and
continue to damage developing countries. It would be to carry on holding sustainable
economic growth below its potential. At
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present British agriculture, net of all the environmental impacts, costs to water companies
and others facing the pollution consequences and burden on consumers contributes very
little to the economy. It can – and should – do much better than that.
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Item 7 - NAAONB Draft Budget 2017/18
Report to
Subject
Date
Report by
Purpose

The Board of the National Association for AONBs
Draft budget to support delivery of the NAAONB business plan 2015 - 18 and
associated cash flow forecast
14th March 2017
Howard Davies (Chief Executive)
To present a draft of the NAAONB budget and cash flow forecast for the financial
year 2017/18.
RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that the Board
• Note the background to this paper
• Consider the draft budget
• Adopts this draft budget with or without amendments
Background
The Board of Trustees agreed the National Association for Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(NAAONB) business plan for the period 2015 – 18 in March 2015.
This business plan proposed a budget for adoption for the financial year 2015-16, and indicative
budgets for each financial year for the remainder of the plan period (Annex 1).
In light of the positive four year settlement from Defra, the need to capitalise on new opportunities,
and necessary operational changes the 2017-18 budget has been recast. The draft budget is set out
in Annex 2. This draft budget is supported by a draft cash flow forecast for the same period, set out
in Annex 3.
Please note the intention to continue to develop our support for collaborative working by financially
supporting the development needs of the NAAONB and AONB Family, and the budget line associated
with raising resources intended to develop a funding bid to support further development of the
NAAONB.
This budget is set within the context of continued organisational reform.
Objectives
To provide trustees with an opportunity to review the NAAONB draft budget for the financial year
2017 -18 and the cash flow forecast for the same period before adoption with or without
amendments
Conclusion
This is a paper for discussion and agreement.
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Annex 1 - Budget as set out in Business Plan 2015 - 18

CORE Expenditure
Staff salaries, NIC and pensions. No
allowance made for uplifts.
Staff travel and subsistence, telephone
and training
Consultancy support
Game Fair
Board expenses
Staff meeting room hire
Administration
Miscellaneous
Auditor and accountants
Peninsula HR Support
Total Core Expenditure
CORE Income
Contributions AONB
Partnerships/Conservation Boards
England
Contributions AONB Partnerships Wales
Contributions AONB Partnerships NI
Contributions Corporate
Contributions Local Authorities
Associate members
Contingency
Defra main grant
Defra additional grant
NRW
Contingency
Project surpluses/deficits
National Conference
Chairman's Conference
Wales member training
Project/consultancy income

Total Core and Non-Core Income
Annual Budget Surplus/Deficit
Transfer to General Fund/Reserve
Cumulative General Fund/Reserve

15/16
For adoption
180,700

16/17
Indicative
180,700

17/18
Indicative
180,700

18/19
Indicative
180,700

10,500

10,710

10,924

11,143

24,000
1,600
8,400
1,000
226,200

30,000
1,700
8,820
1,100
233,030

30,000
1,800
9,261
1,200
233,885

30,000
1,900
9,724
1,300
234,767

7,560
3,000
3,000
13,560
239,760

7,938
2,500
2,600
13,038
246,068

8,335
2,500
2,600
13,435
247,320

8,752
2,500
2,600
13,852
248,618

82,500
10,000
0
2,500
8,400
1,000
-5,000
99,400
63,800
60,200
20,000
144,000

82,500
10,000
0
2,500
8,400
1,000
-12,000
92,400
60,610
57,190
20,000
-8,000
129,800

82,500
10,000
0
2,500
8,400
1,000
-12,000
92,400
57,580
54,331
20,000
-8,000
123,910

82,500
10,000
0
2,500
8,400
1,000
-12,000
92,400
57,580
54,331
20,000
-8,000
123,910

10000
500
1,000
15,000
26,500

12000
600
1,000
16,500
30,100

12,000
700
1,000
17,500
31,200

13,000
800
1,000
19,000
33,800

269,900
30,140
30,140
55,340

252,300
6,232
6,232
61,572

247,510
190
190
61,762

250,110
1,492
1,492
63,254
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Annex 2 - NAAONB Draft Budget 2017-18
2016/17
agreed
Core Expenditure
Staff salaries, NIC, and pensions
Staff travel and subsistence, telephone and training
Consultancy support
Collaboration (ALS) support
Resource Development
Events
Board expenses
Staff meeting room hire
Administration
Miscellaneous
Auditor & accountants
Peninsula & HR support
IT upgrade & website development
Total Core Expenditure
Core Income
AONB partnerships, Conservation Boards England
AONB partnerships Wales
AONB partnerships NI
Corporate
Local Authorities
Associate members
Events Sponsorship
Contingency
Defra main grant
Defra additional grant
NRW
Contingency
Project surpluses/deficits
National Conference
Chairmen's Conference
Wales member training
Lead Officer meeting
Communications + MLWW
Total core and non-core income
Annual budget surplus/deficit
Transfer to reserve
Cumulative reserve

2017/18
proposed

197,879
13,820
0
3,000
3,000
500
10,000
600
228,799

2016/17
predicted
actual
197,879
12,052
0
2,460
0
47
7,670
555
220,663

8,100
6,000
3,181
4,000
21,281
250,080

6,399
4,409
3,168
3,493
17,469
238,132

5,571
4,500
3,168
1,500
14,739
262,890

82,500
10,000
0
750
6,000
1,100
0
-4,000
96,350
126,134

82,500
10,000
0
750
7,200
1,300
0
0
101,750
126,133

82,500
10,000
0
750
7,200
1,300
10,000
-4,000
107,750
128,303

20,000
-2,000
144,134

20,000
0
146,133

20,000
-2,000
146,303

13,000
1,000
1,200
500
400
16,100
256,584
6,504
6,504
56,539

4,805
1,572
0
438
449
7,264
255,147
17,015
17,015
67,050

13,229
995
1,200
500
1,000
16,924
270,977
8,087
8,087
75,137

210,751
13,300
0
3,000
3,000
10,000
7,400
700
248,151
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Annex 3 - NAAONB - Cash Flow Forecast - 2017/18 Version 1 - April 2016

CORE Expenditure
Staff salaries, NIC and pensions.
Staff travel, subsistence, and telephone
Consultancy support
Collaboration (ALS) support
Resource development (inc. bid writing)
Events
Board expenses
Staff meeting room hire
Administration
Miscellaneous
Auditor and accountants
Peninsula HR Support
IT upgrade and website development
Total Core Expenditure
Core Income
Contributions AONB partnerships England
Contributions AONB partnerships Wales
Contributions AONB partnerships NI
Contributions Corporate
Contributions Local Authorities
Associate members
Events sponsorship
Contingency
Defra main grant
NRW
Contingency
Project surpluses/deficits
National Conference - expenses
National Conference - income
Chairmans Conference

17/18
Budget
For adoption
210,751
13,300
0
3,000
3,000
10,000
7,400
700
248,151

Apr-17

May-17

Jun-17

Jul-17

Aug-17
Sep-17
Oct-17 Nov-17
Estimated monthly spend/income

Dec-17

Jan-18

Feb-18

Mar-18

Total

17,563
1,108
0
0
0
0
0
0
18,671

17,563
1,108
0
1,500
0
10,000
200
100
30,471

17,563
1,108
0
0
0
0
700
150
19,521

17,563
1,108
0
800
0
0
1,000
0
20,471

17,563
1,108
0
0
0
0
2,500
100
21,271

17,563
1,108
0
0
0
0
0
0
18,671

17,563
1,108
0
0
0
0
1,000
100
19,771

17,563
1,108
0
0
0
0
1,000
0
19,671

17,563
1,108
0
0
3,000
0
0
150
21,821

17,563
1,108
0
0
0
0
0
0
18,671

17,563
1,108
0
700
0
0
1,000
100
20,471

17,563
1,108
0
0
0
0
0
0
18,671

210,751
13,300
0
3,000
3,000
10,000
7,400
700
248,151

5,571
4,500
3,168
1,500
14,739
262,890

464
200
264
0
928
19,599

464
200
264
1,000
1,928
32,399

464
200
264
0
928
20,449

464
200
264
0
928
21,399

464
150
264
0
878
22,149

464
150
264
0
878
19,549

464
1,000
264
500
2,228
21,999

464
150
264
0
878
20,549

464
150
264
0
878
22,699

464
150
264
0
878
19,549

464
150
264
0
878
21,349

464
1,800
264
0
2,528
21,199

5,571
4,500
3,168
1,500
14,739
262,890

82,500
10,000
0
750
7,200
1,300
10,000
-4,000
107,750
128,304
20,000
-2,000
146,304

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

57,500
7,500
0
0
0
0
10,000

25,000
2,500
0
0
3,600
600
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
3,600
400
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
750
0
300
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

4,000
0
0

0
0
10,000

0
0

0
0

1,050
32,076
0

0
0

0
0
10,000

64,152

0

10,000

0

0

32,076

0

10,000

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
-4,000
-4,000
32,076
0
-2,000
30,076

82,500
10,000
0
750
7,200
1,300
10,000
-4,000
107,750
128,304
20,000
-2,000
146,304

0
0
0

75,000
0
0

31,700
0
0

0
64,152
0

0

0

0

-28181
41,410
995

0
0
0

0
0
0

-28,181
0
0

0
0
0

0
41,410
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
995

0
0
0

0
0
0

0
0
0

-28,181
41,410
995

0

0
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Wales member training
Consultancy
Lead Officer's meeting
Communications + MLWW
Future Landscapes Wales
Unconfirmed income
Total Core and Non-Core Income
Annual Budget Surplus/Deficit
Opening Cash balance at 1 April 2016
Monthly cash account - end balance

1,200
0
500
1,000
0
16,924

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
500

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
0

0
0
0
500

0
0
0
0

0
0
500
0

1,200
0
0
0

1,200
0
500
1,000

0

0

-28,181

500

41,410

0

0

0

1,495

0

500

1,200

16,924

270,978
8,088

0

75,000

3,519

64,652

45,410

10,000

0

0

34,621

0

10,500

27,276

270,978

65,586
45,987

88,588

71,658

114,910

138,171

128,622

106,623

86,074

97,996

78,446

67,597

73,674
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Report to
Subject
Date
Report by
Purpose

The Board of the National Association for AONBs
NAAONB Reserves Policy
14th March 2017
Howard Davies (Chief Executive)
To review the recommended reserve requirement for the NAAONB for the financial
years 2017/18 and 2018/19

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that the Board
• Discuss this paper and associated annex.
• Review the indicative reserve requirement for the financial years 2017/18 and 2018/19
• Agree an approach to any shortfall or surplus

Background
This policy reflects the need for a simple and clear process to calculate financial reserve
requirements for the NAAONB and its application results in yearly figures set out in Annex 1.
Objectives
• To provide members with an opportunity to review the financial reserves policy and financial
performance against the indicative figures set out in the current policy, and discuss an approach
to any shortfall or surplus
Conclusion
This is a paper for discussion and agreement.
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Annex 1- The National Association for Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Reserves Policy
The National Association for Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Reserves Policy
Need for a Reserves Policy
1. The National Association for Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (NAAONB) gained charitable
status in September 2014. The Charities SORP 1 requires a statement of a charities reserve
policy (or lack of one) to be made within that charity’s annual report. A reserves policy is
regarded as good practice and this policy is a development of the NAAONB’s previous reserves
policy.
2.

Charity law requires any income received by a charity to be spent within a reasonable time of its
receipt. The Trustees therefore have to be able to justify the holding of income as reserves. A
reserves policy is also important in that it explains to existing and potential funders, donors and
other stakeholders why a charity is holding a particular amount of reserves, thereby giving
confidence that that charity’s finances are being managed properly into the future.

3.

This reserves policy addresses these aspects in accord with Charity Commission guidance2 .

NAAONB Reserves Policy
4. The NAAONB aims to ensure that there are sufficient reserves to service its cash flow
requirement, to tide it over periods when new fund raising is required, or to allow (if necessary)
the NAAONB to be dissolved while meeting its obligations to staff and creditors.
5.

The NAAONB aims to run annually a balanced budget, funding reserves from unrestricted
income. Identifying funding for future purchases and activities should be normal matters for
the reserves.

6.

The budgeted period is four years from the end of the spending year. Where there are
uncertainties, appropriate levels of contingency funding will be applied.

7.

Where reserves have to be drawn on unexpectedly in-year, Trustees are to indicate formally by
what means and in what time period balanced budgeting is to be restored.

8.

The fundamental concern of the NAAONB’s Board is to ensure that staff can continue working
in order to secure new funding and to meet its obligation to creditors.

9.

The NAAONB’s income streams are
a.

1
2

Core funding
This comes from the AONB partnerships, local authorities, corporations, organisations
and individual members. Each subscription buys membership for one year. If a member
withdraws or the NAAONB ceases to function during the subscription year, the unused
proportion of the subscription becomes refundable.
Rather than dealing with this
eventuality through reserves, subscription income will be drawn down monthly from a
suspense account.

SORP. Statement of Recommended Practice: Accounting and Reporting by Charities
Charity Commission. Charities and reserves - June 2010.
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b.

Grant Income
This income is derived from Defra and from Natural Resource Wales (NRW). The grants
are paid periodically during the year. There is no liability on the NAAONB for refunding
any proportions of these grants.

c.

Project Income
Projects’ projected income and expenditure flows are budgeted annually. Subsequent
cash flows inform the level of reserves in each project case.

Level of reserves required
10. Staff continuity. It is estimated that 3 months would be required by the NAAONB core team
to acquire new funding if normal sources ceased without notice. The core team is defined as
the CEO, the Policy and Development Manager, the Communications and Events Manager and
the Office and Membership Manager. Under current national circumstances, it is regarded
that sufficient funded notice to acquire new funding, or to enable an orderly run-down, will
always exist. Reserves to cover this eventuality are therefore not required.
11.

Dissolution of the NAAONB. It is considered that an orderly dissolution of the NAAONB would
always be possible within any funded period under current national circumstances. Liabilities
associated with employing staff are to be taken into account, as are outstanding liabilities and
creditors.

12.

Project provision. Each project will contain varying elements of risk both as to cost and to
final surplus. Appropriate provision is to be made on a project by project basis.

13.

Cash flow requirements. The reserves must be able to meet the forecast maximum cash flow
during the year. Separate calculations confirm this is so.

14.

Calculation. Annex A shows the reserves resulting from the above policy.

Maintaining, monitoring and reporting of Reserves
15. The four year level of reserves is to be calculated by the Finance Portfolio holder and the CEO at
the same time as the annual four year budget is prepared. That level of reserves is then
incorporated into the budget process as a whole. An appropriate statement is to be then made
in the NAAONB’s Annual Report.
16. The level of reserves is to be monitored as one part of the periodic reporting of Management
Accounts to the Board.
17. This policy will be reviewed annually during the budget setting process, and when there are
significant changes in staff and/or project activity. Each review is to be reported in the
NAAONB’s Annual Report.
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Annex 1 (for NAAONB Reserves Policy)
NAAONB - Reserves Projection - 2015/2016 to 2018/2019
Element
Dissolution of Association
Potential severance/redundancy liabilities
HR Support
Project provision
Events
National Conference
Miscellaneous projects
Other cash flow items
Miscellaneous administrative costs
Auditor and accountants
Board expenses
Staff meeting room hire

Total reserves required

15/16

16/17

17/18

18/19

33,000
1,500
34,500

36,000
1,500
37,500

40,000
1,500
41,500

43,000
1,500
44,500

1,600
5,000
5,000
11,600

1,700
5,000
5,000
11,700

1,800
5,000
5,000
11,800

1,900
5,000
5,000
11,900

2,000
3,000
3,000
500
8,500

2,100
2,500
3,150
600
8,350

2,205
1,500
3,308
700
7,713

2,315
1,500
3,473
800
8,088

54,600

57,550

61,013

64,488
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Item 10 - NAAONB Strategic Risk
Report to
Subject
Date
Report by
Purpose

The Board of the National Association for AONBs
NAAONB Strategic Risk Register
14th March 2016
Howard Davies (Chief Executive)
To apprise the Board of the top three corporate risks and mitigation in place

RECOMMENDATIONS
It is recommended that the Board
• Consider the risks identified and review approaches to mitigating them
• Discuss the efficacy of existing mitigation
• Agree whether to make changes or continue to monitor

Background
At its meeting on 16th June 2015 the Board considered and agreed an updated risk register. It was
agreed that the CE would report on the top three risks at each Board meeting (Annex 1), and
trustees would be given an opportunity to reflect upon and review current mitigation measures.
Context
For any organisation risk management is a key element to effective governance.
By managing risk effectively trustees can ensure that
• Significant risks are known and monitored - thus helping trustees to make
informed decisions and take the necessary action in a timely manner
• It makes the most of opportunities and develops them with the confidence that
risk will be managed and mitigated against
• Forward and strategic planning are improved
• The NAAONB’s vision, aims and objectives are achieved
Good governance would ensure that the NAAONB’s accountability to managing risk are stated within
the Annual Report and would clearly be demonstrated to its stakeholders, partners, employees and
the general public.
Some level of risk is normally found in most activities that are undertaken. The diverse nature of the
organisation’s activities means that it will face different types of risks and levels of exposure.
Risks needs to be considered in terms of the wider environment in which the NAAONB operates. For
example, the financial climate, society and its attitudes, the environment, partnerships and changes
in law, technology and knowledge will all affect the types and impact of risk.
Risk register
A comprehensive risk register has been prepared taking into account the factors above. This is
accessible on the Board section of Basecamp.
Roles and Responsibilities
The responsibility for the management and control of the charity rests with its trustees. Therefore,
trustee involvement in the key aspects of the risk management process is essential. Elements of the
risk management process can be delegated to staff members or professional advisers; however,
trustees should review and monitor all the key aspects of the process and results.
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Legal Requirements
The NAAONB is required by law to have its accounts independently examined and within these
accounts it must make a risk management statement.
Good Practice: Risk Management Policy
The NAAONB regularly reviews and assesses the risks it faces in all areas of its work and plans for the
management of those risks. This will ensure that the organisation is fit for purpose.
Risk management should be incorporated into the organisation’s management processes as good
practice. Having a rigorous process and a clear risk management policy would help to ensure that
• The identification, assessment and management of risk is linked to the achievement of the
Association’s aims and objectives
• All areas of risks are covered – financial, governance, operational and reputational
• A risk exposure profile is created to reflect the trustees’ views as to what levels of risk are
acceptable
• The principal results of risk identification, evaluation and management are reviewed and
considered
• Risk management is on-going and embedded in management and operational procedures
Conclusion
Risk management is an on-going process with constant monitoring and review. Trustees have agreed
that this role will be delegated to the Chief Executive and the mechanism by which monitoring and
review will be reported to the board.
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Annex 1 - The NAAONB current top risks
1. Risk - Environmental funding declines
Current mitigation
Work with national and local politicians to influence policy and public opinion
Commentary
Whilst the settlement for the NAAONB and the AONB Family in England was positive, the
trajectory for exchequer funding remains downwards. This is true across the AONB Family.
There is still over reliance on very few sources of income.

2. Risk - (Further) change in Government policy (e.g. planning policy, public sector funding,
new bills etc.) England, Wales, and Northern Ireland
Current mitigation
Work through other NGOs and with politicians to influence policy and public opinion. Closer
working with those NGOs engaged deeply with the Brexit discussion through Wildlife and
Countryside Link. The NAAONB is now a member of Wildlife and Countryside Link.
Commentary
Brexit poses a significant risk to the delivery of our objects across our area of operation.
3. Risk - Over reliance on one source of funding (e.g. grants)
Current mitigation
Maintain a fundraising strategy with broad funding base
Commentary
Our mitigation measure to maintain a resourcing strategy with broad funding base is not
being met. We have no resourcing strategy in place. The Board stated its intention to have
in place an agreed resourcing strategy by 1st April 2016.
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Annex 2 - Strategic Risk - Towards an NAAONB resourcing strategy (a paper
presented to NAAONB Board on the 6th October 2015)
Item 7 - Towards an NAAONB Resourcing Strategy
Report to:
The Board of the National Association for AONBs
Subject:
Towards an NAAONB Resourcing Strategy
Date:
6th October 2015
Report by:
Howard Davies
Purpose:
to agree the scope and content of a NAAONB resourcing strategy.
RECOMMENDATION:
It is recommended that the Board
• Note the background to the paper
• Agree the scope and content of the strategy
• Nominate a Board member to lead this area of work
• Agree the timescale for production
•
Background
A decline in funding for environmental organisations is the single biggest corporate risk facing the
NAAONB.
On behalf of the AONB Family the NAAONB leads on
•
•
•

maintaining engagement with existing funding partners and work to establish additional
funding partnerships
proactive development of large scale funding bids with partners
growing opportunities for diversifying funding streams

The purpose of the resourcing strategy is to fulfill this commitment to the AONB Family and militate
against risk to the NAAONB. In doing so we will identify the financial requirements of the NAAONB
and the level of NAAONB support in this area to the AONB Family required to enable both to
conduct their work and achieve their objectives.
The strategy will outline the actions, timescales and resources that will be implemented to enable
these funding needs to be met. It will also clearly make the links between membership development
and resourcing.
Agreed timescale
The intention is to have in place an agreed resourcing strategy by 1st April 2016
Conclusion
This is a paper for discussion and agreement
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Appendix 1 (to Towards an NAAONB Resourcing Strategy)

The NAAONB Resourcing Strategy
The strategy will include the following elements3 and be supported by an implementation plan.
1. A case for supporting the National Association for AONBs.
This will include an effective case for support – a powerful and engaging argument as to why
a donor/ Trust should support our work.
It will outline
• what the problem is,
• what our solution is to the problem
• the difference we will make if we succeed
• what will happen if we fail
• why the NAAONB is uniquely qualified to tackle the problem
This will be articulated in a simple, externally focused way that is memorable and
emotionally engaging.
2. An analysis and plan
This element is about deciding which sources of funds we will focus on. Ideally we want a
mixed portfolio so we are not dependent on any single source.
Each source has distinct characteristics – they require different levels of resource to exploit
them and have different timeframes to deliver a result. We need to decide which make most
sense for us, matching your ambition to available resources. Some of the options are
•
•
•

Trusts and foundations
Companies There needs to be clear cross-over here between this and the corporate
element of our membership strategy
Individuals – large and small, one-off and regular personal contributions

3. The structure
When we know which sources to approach, we can then structure our approach to
resourcing our work. We might choose to create a trustee-led resourcing committee,
employ a development officer/grant specialist/fundraiser or outsource to a consultant. The
NAAONB will need to begin to build our resourcing capacity as early as possible.
4. Research
This step takes choices from the analysis a stage further and identifies the specific donors we
plan to target. The key here is to find people and organisations that will have a reason to
support the NAAONB and the ability to give at the level we need. We also need to establish
how to reach each supporter. It is easier to start with close contacts; identify if trustees,
staff, AONB lead officers and others can help us reach potential donors by mapping their
connections.

3

Adapted from ‘How to build a successful fundraising strategy from scratch’ written by Angela Cluff, Director at the
Management Centre, for the Voluntary Sector Network (July 2014)
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5. The proposition
The NAAONB needs to identify its needs and match them to donor interests. For example, if
you are planning to approach a national foundation we will need to explain what their
funding will do and what difference it will make.
6. Asking for money
Fundraising will only work if we actually ask for support. Trusts and foundations typically
require a written proposal. Corporates may require you to pitch. There are many ways to ask
individuals from organising a special event, to writing to them, to asking in a face to face
setting. All need careful preparation and resource input.
7. Building relationships for the long term
This will require the NAAONB to factor in maintaining contact with donors/trusts, reporting
back on the difference their contribution has made and providing evidence.
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Annex 3 - EXTRACT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE 68th MEETING OF THE
NAAONB BOARD OF TRUSTEES HELD ON TUESDAY 6TH OCTOBER 2015
7. Resourcing Strategy
This report was introduced by Howard Davies
Michael Mounde reflected that appendix 1 to this item outlines a tried and tested methodology and
this could be worked from.
Chris Woodley-Stewart added that this strategy is missing resource for maintaining Government
support of public goods.
Item 6&7 Resolved that a sub-group be put together to work on putting this together.
ACTION: Sarah Jackson to lead on Membership element and Chris Woodley-Stewart to lead on
Resources Strategy with Michael Mounde’s help.
Proposed: Michael Mounde

Seconded: Rose Day

Agreed: Unanimously
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Item 11 - Management Accounts
Report to
Subject
Date
Report by
Purpose

The National Association for AONBs Board of Trustees
Management Accounts to 31th January 2017
14th March 2017
Jill Smith (Communications and Events Manager)
To provide an account of income/expenditure of the NAAONB for the FY 2016/17 to
date.
RECOMMENDATIONS

It is recommended that The Board
• note the background to this paper
• confirms the objectives as set out in this paper
• approves the Management Accounts set out as Annex 1 to this paper

Background
Management Accounts are considered and approved by the Board at their meetings.
Updates are made before each meeting reflecting additional income/expenditure since the previous
meeting.
Objectives
• To provide a realistic account of income/expenditure of the NAAONB for the FY 2016/17 to date.
• To provide financial clarity and transparency to staff, Board members and grant aiding bodies.
Conclusion
Subject to the estimates of outstanding income/expenditure being realistic, the figures show a
planned transfer of £17,015.00 to reserves as the planned safeguarding of future NAAONB activity
(Business Plan 2015-18).
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Annex 1 - Management Accounts - Year 1st April 2016 to 31st March 2017
Account

Budget

£
Core Expenditure
Staff salaries, NIC and pensions
Staff Travel and Subsistence
ALS Support
Resource Development (incl. bid writing)
Events
Board expenses
Staff meeting room hire
Subtotal
Administration
Miscellaneous
Auditors and Accountants
Pensinsula HR Support
IT upgrade and website development
Subtotal
Total - Core Expenditure
Core income
Contributions AONB partnerships England
Contributions AONB partnerships Wales
Contributions AONB partnerships NI
Contributions Corporate
Contributions Local Authorities
Associate members
Contingency
Subtotal
Defra
NRW
Contingency
Subtotal
Project contribution/shortfall to core
Landscapes for Life Conference
Chairmen's Conference
Wales Member Training
Consultancy
Lead Officers Meeting
Communications + MLWW
Future Landscapes Wales TBC
Subtotal
Total Core and Non-Core income

Income /
Expenditure
to date as at
31/1/2017
£

Total predicted
spend
01/04/1631/03/17
£

Variance

£

(197,879.00)
(13,820.00)
(3,000.00)
(3,000.00)
(500.00)
(10,000.00)
(600.00)
(228,799.00)

(163,899.00)
(6,710.00)
(2,460.00)
0.00
(47.00)
(6,392.00)
(415.00)
(179,923.00)

(197,879.00)
(12,052.00)
(2,460.00)
0.00
(47.00)
(7,670.00)
(555.00)
(220,663.00)

0.00
1,768.00
540.00
3,000.00
453.00
2,330.00
45.00
8,091.00

(8,100.00)
(6,000.00)
(3,181.00)
(4,000.00)
(21,281.00)
(250,080.00)

(5,333.00)
(3,909.00)
(2,640.00)
(1,493.00)
(13,375.00)
(193,298.00)

(6,399.00)
(4,409.00)
(3,168.00)
(3,493.00)
(17,469.00)
(238,132.00)

1,701.00
1,591.00
13.00
507.00
3,812.00
11,903.00

82,500.00
10,000.00
0.00
750.00
6,000.00
1,100.00
(4,000.00)
96,350.00
126,133.00
20,000.00
(2,000.00)
144,133.00

82,500
10,000.00
0.00
750.00
7,200.00
1,300.00
0.00
101,750.00
63,066.50
10,000.00
0.00
73,066.50

82,500.00
10,000.00
0.00
750.00
7,200.00
1,300.00
0.00
101,750.00
126,133.00
20,000.00
0.00
146,133.00

0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1,200.00
200.00
4,000.00
5,400.00
0.00
0.00
2,000.00
2,000.00

13,000.00
1,000.00
1,200.00
0.00
500.00
400.00
0.00
16,100.00
256,583.00

4,805.00
1,572.00
0.00
0.00
438.00
449.00
0.00
7,264.00
182,080.50

4,805.00
1,572.00
0.00
0.00
438.00
449.00
0.00
7,264.00
255,147.00

(8,195.00)
572.00
(1,200.00)
0.00
(62.00)
49.00
0.00
(8,836.00)
(10,272.00)

Annual Budget Surplus / -Deficit

6,503.00

17,015.00

Transfer to General Fund / Reserve

6,503.00

17,015.00

Cumulative General Fund / Reserve

55,074.00

65,586.00

Reserves
required as per NAAONB Reserves Policy

58,000.00

58,000.00
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Item 12 - NAAONB Portfolio & Staff Activity Report
Report to
Subject
Date
Report by
Purpose

The Board of the National Association for AONBs
NAAONB Portfolio & Staff Activity Report
14th March 2017
Portfolio holders and staff members
To update on operational activity that has taken place since the last Board meeting

Background
This report, the bulk of which has been distributed electronically rather than as a hard copy, reflects
those activities undertaken by staff members and Trustees working on operational issues for the
NAAONB since the last Board meeting (October 2016). It highlights those activities directly linked to
the delivery of business plan objectives but does not include the organisational activity that
underpins them. The report highlights, in a RAG (red, amber, green) format progress to date
(distributed electronically). Annex 1 summarises the RAG report in a dashboard format.
Objectives
• To inform Trustees and membership of activities taking place in order to deliver the NAAONB
Business Plan
• To highlight progress towards objectives
Conclusion
This is a report of activities for information only.
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Annex 1 - RAG Dashboard
On Target

To Watch

At Risk

Percentage
of actions

Percentage
of actions

Percentage
of actions

93%

7%

0%

Knowledge Platform
Owner - Communications & Events
Manager and Office & Membership
Manager

Income
Grant
drawdown on
target

Expenditure
In line with
budget
expectations

Cash flow
In line with
budget
expectations

Sponsorship
for conference
below target

Implement Corporate Relationship
programme
Owner - Policy & Development
Manager
Governance Handbook
Owner - Board
Induction process agreed by board
Owner - Board
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Report to
Subject
Date
Report by
Purpose

The National Association for AONBs Board of Trustees
Cyfoeth Naturiol Cymru - Natural Resources Wales Report
14th March 2017
Lisa Tomos
For information

Restructuring continues with the Landscape team about to move into a much larger portfolio under
Ruth Jenkins, Head of Natural Resources. NRW was represented at the EUROPARC conference last
autumn and Carole Rothwell will be attending the EAI members day in Crewe on 14 February.
State of our Natural Resources Report (SoNaRR) evidence is included in the present consultation on
the draft of Welsh Government’s National Natural Resources Policy (NNRP). This will be the
framework setting priorities and key challenges for the Area Statements to pick up locally. NRW is
writing its response to the NNRP consultation at present. We are still working on the alignment
between Management Plans and Area Statements. NRW will start working on Area Statements in
the spring. These set out the priorities, risks and opportunities around natural resources in that area.
We must show how the principles of Sustainable Management of Natural Resources have been
applied, and state what NRW will do and which public bodies will be asked to help us. The AONB’s
are very important partners in all stages of Area Statements including ultimately delivery.
The Clwydian Range and Dee Valley AONB ’Living with Climate Change’ guides are used are good
practice especially by our Climate Change Adviser Jim Poole, who has produced staff skype sessions
aimed at our Public Services Board role. These sessions will be available on our website.
We are holding events for stakeholders to discuss our proposals on a commissioning approach to
NRW Partnership Funding from March 2018.
Wellbeing Assessments are being finalised by Public Service Boards and NRW is working to include
AONB’s, their benefits and the opportunities they present. As highlighted at Conference 2016,
AONB’s are key partnerships in health and wellbeing projects and pilots. This was fed into the
development of NRW’s Health Strategy.
NRW has developed its Wellbeing Objectives and these will be central to our new 2017-22
Corporate Plan, from April 2017.

Lisa Tomos
Protected Landscapes Advisor
February 2017
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