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Minutes of the Hedgerow HAP Steering Group Meeting
Woodhead Farm, Gifford, East Lothian
2 July 2010

1.  Introductions and Apologies

1.1  Rob welcomed all to the meeting and thanked Jane and Tony for their time and effort in organising the meeting and asked for the Group’s thanks to be passed onto Hugh Broad for the use of the excellent meeting room at Woodhead Farm.
Apologies were received from Richard Brand-Hardy (Defra), Clare Collyer (CLA), John Dover (Butterfly Conservation), Neil Foulkes (Irish Hedgelaying Association), Andrea Graham (NFU), Rebecca Inman (FWAG), Lisa Norton (CEH), Katie Pollard (Dorset CC), Jim Jones (PTES) and Jon Stokes (Tree Council).
2. Minutes and Action Points from Previous Meeting

2.1.  Rob explained that as the majority of the action points from the last meeting were completed or relevant only to England, those that were outstanding would be discussed at a later date.
2.2  A discussion was held about the dates when cutting, laying and coppicing were permitted under cross-compliance and agri-environment schemes in each of the four countries.  Differences in dates led to considerable confusion.  It was agreed that correct dates for each country should be placed on the Hedgelink site.

ACTION:  Emily to liaise with colleagues in other countries to develop table to place on web.
3. Communication Sub Group Update

3.1  Emily reported that the work of the group had so far included producing guidance documents for hedge planting, trimming and hedgerow trees, a hedgerow management DVD and a lifecycle leaflet, with over 20,000 of each resource being distributed. She added that in 2008 Hedgelink had also launched a website, which acts as a one stop shop for those interested in or seeking information on hedgerows in the UK.
3.2  The communications sub group had updated the communications plan as all action points on the earlier version has been fulfilled. The new priority audiences and channels included: Local authorities, developers and planners - good practice guide for LA's - i.e. management of roadside hedges, importance of hedges leaflet for LAs, and a guide to hedgerow legislation; Utilities; Policy makers and shapers - increase appreciation of ecosystem services provided by hedgerows, highlight the results of CS2007, need for concerted effort to improve hedge tree population; Large landowners - workshops and conferences with National Trust, MOD, Duchy Estates; Farmers and advisers - leaflet on flagship species. Emily stressed that the communication plan was a working document and welcomed any suggestions or additions.
ACTION: members from Scotland, Ireland and Wales to suggest amendments/additions to communications plan

3.3   OPAL hedgerow survey.  Rob explained that the two main aims of Open University led OPAL Survey (Open Air Laboratories) were to create a greater understanding of the state of the natural environment and increase enthusiasm in nature conservation amongst the general public. The Survey had received substantial Big Lottery funding. There were five surveys being run across the country: air, soils, water biodiversity and climate being completed to date. This year a hedgerow survey will be launched in the autumn. Rob explained that roughly 40,000 survey packs will be sent out with a major publicity campaign. The HAP Group have been advising OPAL on the content of the survey and are recognised as a major partner. Jane noted that the survey looked like it was aimed at English school children and did not seem to cover Scotland.
3.4  BES hedgerow wall chart. Emily explained that the British Ecological Society (BES) was producing a hedgerow themed wall chart aimed at secondary school pupils and circulated a draft. The product would be a follow up to the successful BES pond wall chart (http://www.britishecologicalsociety.org/documents/education/pond_poster.pdf) produced in 2007. Rob added that Hedgelink members had been asked to comment on drafts of the chart and final product would hopefully be distributed in September.  Jane pointed out that dormice are restricted to southern parts of Britain and there was a need to make it clear that dormice should not be the main focus of the wall chart if it was to be relevant to the whole of the UK. Other suggestions to increase the usefulness of the wall chart included; leaves that can be peeled off the chart and taken into the field as an identification tool and an accompanying sticker book on hedgerows and associated species.  Rob thanked everyone for their suggestions and mentioned he would discuss them further with the BES team working on the wall chart.
ACTION:  Rob to provide feedback and suggestions to BES
3.5  Hedgelink website. Rob mentioned that Defra were currently funding an external contractor to manage the Hedgelink website and the contract was coming to an end at the end of July. He added that in the current financial climate the Group would have to find funding (roughly £100 a month) for the website elsewhere.  Rob pointed out that the site had taken a lot of time and effort to set up and had proved to be very successful.  An an ideal solution in regard to safeguarding its future would be for member organisations to provide funding. Jane, Emma, Dan and Nigel replied that they would be willing to speak to their organisations to ascertain if any funding would be available for the sites upkeep. Tony suggested that a subscription maybe a useful way of raising money to go towards funding the site.  Jane mentioned that the Grassland Trust were in the process of reforming the Grassland HAP Group and had cited the Hedgelink site as a good example of the type of site they could set up. Janet suggested that it may be an idea to combine any planned Grassland HAP site with the Hedgelink site to help with funding and reduce the risk of information overload. Rob replied that there was a worry that the site would become too big and the Group really wanted the site to be focussed solely on hedgerows although others would be more than welcome to have links to their sites placed on Hedgelink.
ACTION: Members of the HAP Group to contact colleagues to ascertain whether they could provide funding towards the running of the Hedgelink site.
4. Research Update
4.1  Emily explained that a Hedgerow HAP research sub group was formed three years ago and had identified four priority projects that had subsequently been approved and the results of the projects would prove useful to the whole of the UK. She then went onto to give the Group and update on the four projects:

· Herbaceous Flora - Analysis of CS2000 data showed that diversity of hedge herb flora had declined from 1990 due to close cultivation, fertiliser, pesticides, intensive grazing and lack of management.  Although the CS2007 results indicate that the overall condition of herbaceous flora across much of GB has stabilised, there is an increasing dominance of shade-tolerant species and an increase in the grass to herb ratio.  Remedies for these problems are poorly understood - hence the need for this research to improve understanding of the ecological characteristics of this vegetation and potential management techniques.

The project was recently completed after starting in December 2010.  Data from numerous sources (CS 2000, 2007 and local hedgerow surveys) and analysis was then used to produce a classification of the herbaceous flora according to the characteristics of the plant species present, including their habitat and environmental preferences, grazing tolerance and life histories.
Thirteen clusters were identified and those having similar objectives and strategies for restoration were combined to provide six distinct groups and provisional guidelines for field recognition were produced, along with preliminary recommendations for restoration, based partly on information on other habitats.

It is recommended that a programme of soil and vegetation sampling is undertaken to determine the variation in soil properties at hedgerow sites and a sampling strategy based on broad habitat occurrence in 1km sample squares is proposed. There is also a need to identify a comprehensive suite of attributes and targets to determine favourable condition of hedgerow herbaceous flora.

On completion of both Phases 1 and 2, recommendations will be produced for field recognition of herbaceous hedgerow flora types and the most appropriate restoration techniques to apply. These will be used by UK policy divisions to develop agri-environment scheme guidelines and payments, and by land managers and their advisers in carrying out practical restoration measures.
Action:  Emily to arrange for report to be placed on Hedgelink website
· Farmer Attitude Survey-  Britt Vegetation Management and Risk and Policy Analysts were currently carrying out the farmer attitudes towards hedgerow management survey. The survey is a follow-up to an original ADAS survey conducted in 2000 and consisted of a questionnaire and a subsequent percentage being involved in a telephone survey.  Data entry for both the farmer and contractor surveys has now been completed and initial analysis undertaken,  the next phase is the statistical analysis and follow up visits are currently being undertaken (farm survey and interview).  The final report is due to be published by the end of 2010.
· Hedge Management and Biodiversity- Nigel reported that this CEH run project has two linked aims focused on management to maintain and restore the hedgerow resource under agri-environment schemes:  (1) to examine the effects of simple cutting management regimes promoted by ELS and HLS on the quality and quantity of wildlife habitat, and food resources in hedgerows; and (2) to identify, develop and test low-cost, practical options for hedgerow restoration and rejuvenation applicable at the large-scale under both ELS and HLS.

These aims will be achieved by establishing a series of integrated replicated experiments on hedgerow type’s characteristic of different parts of the country. Specific objectives include: providing policy advice on the effects of timing and frequency of cutting on flower and berry production; Establish a new experiment on the three major hedgerow types in eastern-central and western England to examine the effects of the  timing and frequency of cutting; Undertake consultation with practitioners and policy makers in order to identify a number of practical, low-cost approaches to large-scale hedgerow restoration and rejuvenation;  Test the effectiveness and refine a number of these approaches by undertaking a multi-site experiment on hedgerows. The final report is due at the end March 2014.
Hedgerow Trees -  Rob reported that Forest Research had led a project consisting of two parts, a literature review to assess biodiversity value and a population modelling exercise.  There were very few previous studies investigating the ecological importance of hedgerow trees, but Oxford University had recently published interesting work showing that hedgerow trees are of considerable importance to both moths and bats. He added that the modelling module of the project suggested annual recruitment of around 30,000 trees across GB is needed to stabilise the current population of 1.60 m isolated hedgerow trees. To ensure sufficient recruitment of new trees, around 45% of hedgerow trees need to be <20 cm dbh, while Countryside Survey revealed that in 2007 the actual figure was just 19%. This highlights the need for urgent action to be taken to recruit new hedgerow trees.
ACTION: all to explore ways of promoting further recruitment of hedgerow trees.
5. Countryside Survey 2007
Rob highlighted the changes to hedgerows in Scotland revealed by Countryside Survey 2007, these included:
· 5% decline in the overall length of linear woody features (1.7% across GB).
· 3.1% (NS) fall in the number of hedgerow trees (3.9% across GB).

· Increase in number of small (less than 20cm DBH) hedgerow trees, contrasting sharply with a huge decrease across GB as a whole (-71%).  But in Scotland indications of higher rate of decline of large (greater than 50cmDBH) than in other GB countries.
· Slight increase in number of woody species per 30m (no change across GB).  Increase in Sctoland attributesd to planting new specie-rich hedges

· Only 6% of shrubby hedgerows on arable land in favourable condition (11% across GB).
· Overall decline in condition of herbaceous flora – less species-rich, less bird and butterfly food plant species, more grassy and more shade-tolerant species.  In rest of GB species-richness and bird and butterfly food plants stable, but an increase in ruderals not noted in Scotland.

6 Agri-environment updates

6.1  Jane explained the there were three hedgerow options in agri-environment schemes in Scotland and roughly £26M pounds had been earmarked for these options under the Scottish Rural Development Programme since it started in 2007, and this exceeded  that spent on other farmland habitats. Kirsty mentioned that it was felt too much is currently being spent on hedgerows and here was a need to review target expenditure and effective targeting of finances was the key. Jane added that options that have been put forward included concentrating on either capital items or payments (i.e. planting new hedgerows versus maintaining the existing hedgerow resource).  Mike was convinced that capital payments for planting is a must with less emphasis on management, Tony agreed money should go more on capital works with priority should being given to the restoration of the current network of hedgerows.  Janet remarked that benefits of hedgerows go beyond the life of the scheme when compared to other options such as wild bird cover.
6.2  Terence explained that Northern Ireland’s Countryside Management Scheme offered £10 a meter for coppicing, £9 with a single fence and £12 with double fencing. He added that on a previous Group visit to Wales’s money for similar activities a lot less in comparison and would be interested to know if it had been increased.
6.3  Emily explained that hedgerow laying, coppicing and planting options are all available in England under Environmental Stewardship hedge restoration option and it was also possible to get a supplement for top binding, staking and fencing, with extra funds available for larger and more difficult jobs. She added that it was intruiging that there was such a difference between payment rates as most of the payments should be based on income forgone.
6.4  Tony explained that payment for capital payments were £4.30 for planting; £4.00 for coppicing and £8.00 for laying and that under previous agri-environment scheme you could get this on any hedge plus 93p for ongoing management. He added that the problem is that it is now not possible to access these payments though as capital items cannot be attached to management activities, impossible to access laying and coppicing with management plan.  Rob suggested that it appeared that the problem only occurred in Scotland and asked Kirsty and Mike Liddell to investigate it further.
ACTION POINT  Kirsty / Mike Liddell to contact Tony to clarify the issue of Capital Items and management plans.

6.5   Tony explained that the Scottish schemes preclude the management of roadside hedgerows which causes a problem as it is not possible to get payment for managing only one side of the hedgerow.  Jane said that the matter had been with stakeholders when the option was entered in the Scheme and there had not been any complaints. Emily explained that in England you can be paid for managing one side of the hedgerow.  Tony pointed out that it was possible to manage one side of a hedgerow but only if the other side was in a neighbour’s field.
ACTION POINT:  Mike / Kirsty to investigate further the possibility of a one sided hedgerow management option
6.6  During field visits the previous day, much concern had been expressed about the conflict between agri-environment agreements and eligibility for the Single Farm Payment.  Farmers who had been encouraged to allow their hedges to expand were being penalised through a reduction in the SFP payment.  This problem was common to Scotland, Northern Ireland and England and perhaps to Wales.  It was agreed that policy shapers from all four countries should be encouraged to join forces to make the necessary representations to the EU.
ACTION POINT:  Policy members from all four countries to liaise over hedge and Single Farm Payment eligibility issues, and to consider joint representation to the EU.
7.    Encouraging the recruitment of hedgerow trees.
7.1  Rob asked whether there was any particular reason why the number of young hedgerow trees appears to have increased in recent years in Scotland in contrast to England and Wales, as suggested by CS2007.  Some surprise was expressed as this finding. Tony felt it was difficult to retain hedgerow trees as contractors werer often not adequately briefed by land managers to retain young individuals.  Michael Williams reported conflicting information regarding the role hedgerow trees have in supporting raptors predatory on wader and game bird eggs and chicks.  Tony added there were also problems with ash trees shedding limbs, and in particular with safety issues and the insurance cost of roadside trees and their maintenance. Rob replied that Jon Stokes of the Tree Council had been working with the National Tree Safety Group and advice was expected in the near future on the health and safety aspects of roadside trees: initial feedback indicating any risk has been exaggerated . Emily referred to the new Environmental Stewardship option in England that rewards the tagging/ retention of hedgerow trees. Rob agreed that the retention and recruitment of hedgerow trees would be put on the agenda of the next Communications meeting; he added that it was an open meeting and welcomed comments and involvement.
ACTION POINT: An agenda item of the retention of hedgerow trees to be placed on the agenda of the next Communication Sub Group meeting.

8.   Future of the Group
8.1  Rob explained that the Group had been fortunate in the past that Defra had provided the majority of the funding for the running of the Group.  However,  they are currently considering alternative options for future resourcing of the group.  He added that confirmation on the future funding should be finalised by December: the group is heavily reliant for effective operation on secretarial and chairing services.
The meeting confirmed its wish to remain a UK group, and unanimously expressed the view that it was effective and should continue.
The group recognised that all four countries face similar issues over hedges and that there is considerable advantage from sharing knowledge and experience, and acting together over advice and policy.

Additional feedback provided by members included recognition of the high level of enthusiasm and commitment to hedgerows across all UK countries, and the value of networking at this scale. Members also recognised the complexity of many of hedgerow issues, especially those involving agri-environment schemes, policy and sustainable management and the value of Hedgelink as a forum to air and discuss these issues and for finding ways to address them effectively.
Rob asked that all governmental and public organisations involved should consider making a contribution to the future funding of the Group.
ACTION POINT:  SNH, CCW and DARDNI representatives to consider contributing towards costs of managing the HAP group.

9.   Date of next meeting

To be confirmed.
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