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1 Background to GLAS Evaluation 
The Green Low Carbon Agri-Environment Scheme (GLAS) is a measure funded by the Rural 

Development Programme (RDP; 2014 to 2020) that promotes interventions to address the 

preservation of priority habitats and species and the issues of climate change mitigation, water 

quality and soil management, in support of sustainable Irish agriculture.  It aims to do so by 

supporting the delivery of targeted environmental advice and encouraging more sustainable 

production practices at farm level in the context of Food Wise 2025. It also underpins a range of 

over-arching environmental objectives within the framework for environmental sustainability as set 

down in various EU Directives, as well as under a number of national and international strategies and 

conventions, including the EU Climate Change and Renewable Energy Package and the Paris 

Agreement, the Water Framework Directive, including the Groundwater Directive and the Nitrates 

Directive and the Convention on Biological Diversity, Habitats Directive, Birds Directive and the EU 

and National Biodiversity Strategies. 

The overall purpose of the evaluation is to: (a) assess the effectiveness of GLAS as a contributory 

measure towards sustainable Irish agriculture under the RDP 2014-2020; (b) assess its contribution 

towards the achievement of wider environmental objectives; and (c) fulfil, in part at least, Ireland’s 

commitment towards the monitoring and evaluation requirements set out in the RDP.   

Evaluation is formally reported to the European Commission through an Enhanced Annual 

Implementation Report (EAIR) in 2017 and 2019 and the ex-post evaluation in 2024. This requires 

quantification of programme achievements, in particular through the assessment of the 

complementary result indicators and answering a set of common evaluation questions (CEQs). The 

evidence is required to evaluate the impact of GLAS on 2 RDP priorities, Priority 4: Restoring, 

preserving and enhancing ecosystems related to agriculture and forestry and Priority 5: Promoting 

resource efficiency and supporting the shift towards a low carbon and climate resilient economy in 

the agriculture, food and forestry sectors. For these priorities CEQs are based on a number of 

associated scheme Focus Areas, namely 4A, 4B, 4C, 5D & 5E. The associated CEQs are: 

4A: CEQ8. To what extent have RDP interventions supported the restoration, preservation and 

enhancement of biodiversity, including in Natura 2000 areas, areas facing natural and other specific 

constrains and HNV farming, and the state of European landscapes? 

4B: CEQ9. To what extent have RDP interventions supported the improvement of water 

management, including fertilizer and pesticide management? 

4C: CEQ10. To what extent have RDP interventions supported the prevention of soil erosion and 

improvement of soil management? 

5D: CEQ14. To what extent have RDP interventions contributed to reducing GHG and ammonia 

emissions from agriculture? 

5E: CEQ15. To what extent have RDP interventions supported carbon conservation and 

sequestration in agriculture and forestry? 

The attitudinal survey is one of three components of the GLAS monitoring programme; a longitudinal 

field survey will contribute to evidence on biodiversity while impacts on water quality and climate 

will be evaluated through a modelling approach. The attitudinal survey will collect evidence on the 

impact of participation in GLAS on attitudes towards sustainable land management and 

environmental actions and provide feedback on scheme access and operation. The attitudinal survey 

relates to the field survey sample of over 300 farms and is supported by a counterfactual sample of 

over 100 farms that are outside the scheme. These complementary studies are reported separately 

and will be brought together for the 2019 evaluation.  
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2 Approach to the GLAS sample attitudinal survey 
A questionnaire was developed in consultation with DAFM to establish key characteristics of the 

sample farms and farmers, their experience of the GLAS scheme and their attitudes to managing the 

environment. The aim is to establish baseline attitudes and capture these again in year 2 of the field 

survey. This will be compared against a counterfactual group of farms which are not participating in 

GLAS, selected on a geographic basis to broadly match the GLAS sample (reported separately). The 

questionnaire was designed to capture a combination of quantitative and qualitative data for 

analysis.  

The attitudinal data was initially intended to be collected by the surveyors before/after the field 

survey when they were on site. However, this proved to be difficult in practice and it was agreed 

that interviews with the landowners would be carried out by telephone separately from the field 

survey visit. Interviews were undertaken between September 2016 and December 2017. 

The data from the attitudinal survey was recorded and uploaded onto an online portal (Bristol online 

survey) for data collation and analysis. The key results and findings are summarised in this report by 

themes within the questionnaire and the analysis was based on the 313 responses received by the 

end of December 2017. The headline findings from the survey are reported in text boxes at the 

beginning of each section followed by tables detailing survey responses. 
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3 Survey Results 

3.1 Background information and participation in GLAS  

In this section, basic information on farmers and their farms is presented as well as information on 
scheme participation. Specifically, details on the following topics were asked in the survey. 

Farm and farmer characteristics 

Farmers were asked about their role on farm, age, education and years of experience in farming. 
Information was collected from the respondents on their farm type, soil type, land tenure, income 
sources and succession plan.  

Context and motivations for joining the GLAS 

Farmers were asked about environmental features on the farm, regulations and schemes that have 
affected how the land has been managed, their participation in previous environmental schemes 
and environmental management activities carried out prior to joining GLAS. Respondents were also 
asked about the influencing factors in their decision to take up GLAS.  

This set of questions provides baseline information and motivations for scheme participation.   

Experience of GLAS 

Farmers were asked about their experience of GLAS in the following areas:  

 Finding out about the scheme; 

 Understanding the relevance of the scheme to their farm; 

 Understanding the application guidance notes; 

 Understanding the application process; 

 Completing the application; 

 Providing or producing a nutrient management plan; 

 Understanding the purpose of the scheme; 

 Understanding the three tier entry mechanism of the scheme; and 

 Meeting the requirements of the scheme. 

In addition, farmers were also asked if participation in GLAS had changed their workload and their 
willingness to participate in any future schemes.  

This set of questions explores how farmers think about their experience of GLAS and if this will affect 
their decision to engage with future schemes.   

Communication channels used for promoting GLAS  

Farmers were asked about their preferred sources of information on GLAS (in addition to the GLAS 
scheme advisers), how well they were informed about the scheme and their preference for 
communication tools in the future.  

This set of questions explores how well the information about the GLAS scheme was communicated 
with famers and how this can be improved in the future.   

Farmers’ general attitudes towards farming and the environment 

Finally, in this section farmers were asked about their general attitudes towards farming and the 
environment. The aim is to explore their underlying attitudes and strategies for land management 
and will be used to compare changes over time. 

Survey results relating to the above topics are discussed in turn in this section. 
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3.1.1 Farm and farmer characteristics 

SUMMARY 

 Just over half (51%) of the scheme participants interviewed were part-time farmers. 

 The predominant farm types of participants were cattle rearing (37%) and mixed livestock 
(31%).  

 The dominant soil type for the majority (61%) of the farms (191 out of 313) is clays. 

 The majority (88%) of the respondents are mainly land owners and 39% of the farmers 
interviewed have some rented land. 

 The age of the principal decision maker for three quarters (76%) of the farms interviewed was 
over 45 years old. 

 The main decision makers on more than a third (35%) of the farms interviewed have a diploma 
or certificate and 21% have a university degree or above.  

 More than half of the sample farms (56%) secured less than 50% of household income from 
agriculture. 

 The main persons responsible for decision making on the farm are generally experienced with 
63% having more than 20 years’ experience in farming. 

 More than a third (36%) of the farmers interviewed have identified a successor. 

 
Table 1: Role on the farm 

Role on the farm (N=313) No. of responses % 
Full-time principal farmer 148 47% 

Part-time principal farmer 161 51% 

Farm Manager 3 1% 

Other 1     0.3% 

 

Table 2: Farm type 

Farm type (N=313) No. of responses % 
Dairying (specialist milk production) 10 3% 
Cattle Rearing (specialist cattle-rearing and fattening) 116  37% 

Sheep (specialist sheep/ sheep and cattle combined) 52 17% 

Tillage 35 11% 

Mixed Livestock (including mixed crops and livestock) 97 31% 

Other  3 1% 
Note: Data was provided on crop areas and livestock numbers 
 

Table 3:  Dominant soil type(s) on farm 

Dominant soil types (N=313) No. of responses* % 

Clays 191 61% 

Peats 117 37% 

Loams 67 21% 

Gravels/sands 79 25% 

Other 6 2% 
* Multiple responses given 
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Table 4: Land area 

Land area band (N=313) No. of responses % 

Less than 50 ha 211 67% 

50-100 ha 65 21% 

More than 100 ha 37 12% 

 

Table 5: Land tenure 

Land tenure (N=313) No. of responses % 
Land mainly owned   276 88% 

Land mainly rented/leased on contract or other 34 11% 

Other (commonage) 3 1% 
 

Table 6: Age band (main decision-maker) 

Age Band (N=313) No. of responses % 

Under 25 2 1% 

25-44 74 24% 

45-64 181 57% 

65+ 56 18% 

 
Table 7: Formal education (main decision-maker) 

Education level (N=313) No. of responses % 
University degree and above 67 21% 
Diploma or certificate 110 35% 
School education up to the age of 16 81 26% 

School education up to the age of 14-15 38 12% 

Other  17 5% 

 
Table 8: Income sources (household) 

Farm Income Statement (N=313) No. of responses % 

Farming provides less than 50% of my household income 174 56% 

Farming provides more than 50% of my household income  78 25% 

Farming provides 100% of my household income 38 12% 

Don’t know/Do not wish to answer 23 7% 

 
Table 9: Experience of main person responsible for making decisions on farm 

Experience of making decisions on farm (N=313) No. of responses % 

0-5 years 34 11% 

6-10 years 36 12% 

11-20 years 44  14% 

20+ years 199 64% 
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Table 10: A successor has been identified 

Successor identified (N=313) No. of responses % 

Yes 112 36% 

No 122 39% 

Uncertain 79 25% 

 
 

3.1.2 Motivations for joining GLAS 

SUMMARY 

 Nearly half (49%) of the sample farms have Natura 2000 or designated sites while 46% have 
important species or habitats and 59% have lakes, ponds, rivers and streams. 

 Some 77% of farmers interviewed were previously in REPS/AEOS and only 20% have not 
participated in any agri-environment scheme. 

 Prior to GLAS, over two thirds of farmers carried out at least one of the following 
environmental management activities - obtaining advice or training on environmental issues, 
maintain and manage farm and field boundaries, nutrient management planning, restricting 
the use of pesticides and fertilisers in and around hedgerows, lakes, ponds, rivers and streams, 
and protection of watercourses under REPS/AEOS or other schemes or in response to 
regulations.   

 The key drivers of participation in GLAS were financial: increased income/the scheme payment; 
increasing the sustainability of the farm for future generations; and increased income stability. 
Environmental reasons (protecting biodiversity, landscape, water quality, etc.) are also 
important but to a lesser degree than financial considerations. 

 

Table 11: Important environmental features on farm   

Important environmental features on farm  (N=313) Yes* % of sample 

‘Natura 2000’ or designated sites for nature conservation 152 49% 

Features of historical or archaeological interest (e.g. scheduled 
monuments, listed buildings) 

56 18% 

Important species or habitats  145 46% 

Important landscape features  78 25% 

Lakes, ponds, rivers and streams 185 59% 
* Multiple responses given 
 

Table 12: Environmental regulations or schemes that have affected the way the farm is managed 

Regulations or schemes that have affected farm management (N=313) Yes* % of sample 

CAP and Cross Compliance, including Good Agricultural Practice (Nitrates) 
regulations 

184 59% 

Natura 2000 regulations-Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Natural 
Heritage Area (NHA) or a Special Protection Area (SPA) 

120 38% 

Rural Environment Protection Scheme (REPS) or Agri-Environment Options 
Scheme (AEOS) 

240 77% 

Accreditation schemes, i.e. Bord Bia QA, Grain assurance etc. 161 51% 

Other  4 1% 
* Multiple responses given 
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Table 13: Participation in previous environmental schemes 

Participation in previous environmental schemes (N=313) Yes* % of sample 

Rural Environment Protection Scheme 1994-1999 (REPS1) 107 34% 

Rural Environment Protection Scheme 2000-2004 (REPS2) 139 44% 

Rural Environment Protection Scheme 2004-2006 (REPS3) 154 49% 

Rural Environment Protection Scheme 2007-2009 (REPS4) 144 46% 

Schemes supported by National Parks and Wildlife Service (NPWS) 24 8% 

AEOS 6 2% 

Other 1     0.3% 

None 64 20% 
* Multiple responses given 
 

Table 14: Environmental management activities carried out PRIOR to joining GLAS  

Environmental management activities carried out PRIOR to joining GLAS 
(N=313) Ranked from the most to the least frequently mentioned  

Yes* % of sample 

Obtaining advice or training on environmental issues relating to farming 
activities 

259 83% 

Maintain and manage farm and field boundaries (hedgerows, stone walls) 241 77% 

Nutrient management planning 231 74% 

Restrict the use of pesticides and fertilisers in and around hedgerows, lakes, 
ponds, rivers and streams 

225 72% 

Protection of watercourses (margins, buffer zones, keeping animals out of  
watercourses) 

217 69% 

Planting hedgerows or trees 207 66% 

Create or manage habitats for birds, bats, bees etc.  148 47% 

Species rich grassland/Low input permanent pasture 134 43% 

Maintenance of traditional hay meadows 111 35% 

Arable grass margins  73 23% 

Management of commonages 58 19% 

Low emission slurry spreading  51 16% 

Protect features of historical and archaeological interest  48 15% 

Reduced cultivation of soils 43 14% 

Green cover crops (catch crops) 34 11% 

Other  2 1% 
* Multiple responses given 
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Figure 1: Influencing factors in the decision to take up GLAS (how important were individual factors in the decision to 
participate in GLAS?)  

 
 

 

3.1.3 Experience with GLAS scheme 

SUMMARY 

 The majority of the farmers interviewed were generally positive about their experience with 
GLAS; the less satisfactory areas were, understanding the three tiered entry mechanism and 
understanding the application guidance notes. 

 The majority (51%) of farmers claimed that participation in GLAS increased their workload;  

       44% reported no change in the workload. 

 More than 70% of farmers reported that they intend to join any similar Agri-Environment and 
Climate Measure (AECM) in future RDPs. 
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Figure 2: Experience of joining GLAS (how easy was the application process?) 

     
 

Table 15: Change in workload through participation in GLAS  

Change in workload through participation in GLAS (N=313) 
4 No. of 

responses 
5 % 

Increase workload 160 51% 

Decrease workload 16 5% 

No change 137 44% 

 
Table 16: Intention when it comes to the end of the GLAS contract 

Intention at the end of the GLAS Contract (N=313) No. of responses % 

Join any future AECM in future RDPs 229 73% 

Not take part in any future AECM in future RDPs 3 1% 

Don’t know yet 75 24% 

Other 6 2% 

 
3.1.4 Communication on GLAS 

SUMMARY 

 In addition to their GLAS Advisor, 288 respondents mentioned other sources of information on 
GLAS. The most frequently mentioned source is specialist agricultural newspapers (with 41% 
of the 288 respondents indicating this as their preferred source). 

 Respondents felt that they were relatively well informed across a range of topics on GLAS. 

 Over 25% of respondents would like to see some improvements/expansion in the use of text 
messaging, the Department’s helpdesk and newspaper/print media.  
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Table 17: Preferred sources of information on GLAS  

Preferred sources of information on GLAS (N=288)  
Ranked from the most to least popular 

No. of responses % 

Specialist Agricultural Newspapers 117 41% 
Department’s website 66 23% 
Internet Search Engines  35 12% 
Department’s telephone and email helpdesk 29 10% 
Agricultural Fairs/Shows  6 2% 
General Newspapers  4 1% 
Social Media 3 1% 
Radio 3 1% 
Other 25 9% 
 
Figure 3: Knowledge of GLAS requirements (how well informed were respondents about the scheme requirements?) 

 
 
Table 18: Preferred communication tools when providing information on GLAS 

Preferred communication tools for information on GLAS?  (N=313) 
Ranked from the most to least popular tool 

Yes* (%) 

Text messaging 90 29% 

Department’s telephone helpdesk 87 28% 

Newspaper/Print media 81 26% 

Information sessions 75 24% 

Farm walks 66 21% 

Radio 52 17% 

Department’s website 49 16% 

TV 48 15% 

Email 45 14% 

Online/social media 35 11% 

Other 4 1% 
*: Multiple responses allowed. 
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3.1.5    General attitudes towards farming and the environment 

SUMMARY 

 The respondents are generally sympathetic to environmental protection. 

 The respondents are generally willing to adopt new technologies and have high levels of 
awareness of environmental issues. 

 

Figure 4: Attitudes towards farming and the environment  

 
 
 
 

3.2  Detailed management changes linked to GLAS actions  
In this section, farmers were asked about baseline land management and the changes they have 

made or intend to make on farm in response to the requirements of GLAS actions.  

GLAS actions included in this section are: 

 Arable Grass Margins/Riparian Margins; 

 Commonages; 

 Catch Crops; 

 Hedgerow (coppicing/laying/planting new hedgerows); 

 Farmland Birds; 

 Farmland Habitat; 

 Low Input Permanent Pasture; 

 Minimum Tillage; 

 Protection of Watercourses (from Bovines); 

 Traditional Hay Meadow. 
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This set of questions will inform baseline conditions and management as a reference point for 

measuring changes due to participation in the GLAS scheme. It will also provide evidence on the 

potential environmental impacts of GLAS actions and additionality of the scheme. 

Based on indicated changes and stated attribution to the GLAS scheme, the additionality of 

individual actions is summarised in Table 19. Additionality is measured on the basis of the 

percentage of farms who reported they have made changes in land management due to 

participation in the GLAS scheme or calculated as 100% less the percentage of those who stated ‘No 

Changes made’. The actions undertaken by the respondents are listed in terms of uptake (as a 

percentage of the sample total) and additionality (the proportion of participants who made some 

changes in response to being in GLAS). Note that some of these figures should be interpreted with 

caution due to small number of responses. 

Table 19: GLAS Action Uptake and Additionality 

GLAS management option Uptake No. of 
respondents 

Additionality Source 

Arable grass margins / riparian 
margins 

19% 58 62% Table 24 

Commonage 22% 70 24% Table 26 

Catch crops 10% 32 Not estimated - 

Hedgerows (coppicing / laying / 
planting new hedgerows) 

30% 75 20% Table 35 

Farmland birds 78% 245 33% Table 37 

Farmland habitats 24% 74 25% Table 39 

Low input permanent pasture 45% 140 41% Table 41 

Minimum Tillage 3% 9* 67% Table 43 

Protection of watercourses 
from Bovines 

29%** 91 52% Table 47 

Traditional hay meadow 20% 62 31% Table 52 
Note: * Small number of responses. 
** This is lower than in the GLAS agreement population (approx. 40%) and was driven by the sampling 
framework which oversampled bird actions and under-sampled this action. 

 

Table 20 relates to farm-level land management practices. Detailed responses to the survey 

questions on GLAS actions are presented in subsequent tables and charts. 

Table 20: Land management details  

Please specify the following in relation to grass and arable land on 
your farm (N=313) 

Average %  Median % 

What proportion of the grassland on your farm contains clover? 43% 40% 

What proportion of the grassland on your farm is drained? 44% 40% 

What proportion of the arable land on your farm is drained?* 60% 68% 
* Distinction to be made between open and closed drains and timeframe 
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3.2.1 Actions Relating to Arable Grass Margins/Riparian Margins 
 
Table 21: GLAS actions undertaken relating to arable grass margins or riparian margins  

GLAS actions undertaken relating to arable grass margins or 
riparian margins (N=313) 

% 

Yes 19% 

No 81% 

 
Table 22: Existing arable grass/riparian margins prior to joining GLAS 

Existing arable grass/riparian margins prior to joining GLAS 
(N=58) 

% 

Yes 52% 

No 48% 

 
Table 23: Intending to increase or decrease the length/width of existing margins as part of GLAS 

Intending to increase or decrease the length/width of existing 
margins as part of GLAS (N=30) 

% 

Yes 70% 

No 30% 

 
Table 24: Intending to create new arable grass margins or riparian margins due to entry to GLAS 

Intending to create new arable grass margins or riparian 
margins (N=58) 

No. of responses % 

Yes, due to entry to GLAS 36 62% 

Yes, but due to other reasons 1 2% 

No 21 36% 

 
 

3.2.2 Actions Relating to Commonages 
 
Table 25: GLAS actions undertaken relating to commonages 

GLAS actions undertaken relating to commonages (N=313) No. of responses % 

Yes 70 22% 

No 243 78% 

 
Table 26: Changes in grazing regime on commonage due to entry to GLAS 

Changes due to joining GLAS (N=70) No. of responses* % 

Livestock type  2 3% 

Stocking density (animals per hectare) 12 17% 

Length of time the livestock are grazed (days) 5 7% 

Time of year the livestock are grazed (MM-MM) 5 7% 

No changes required 53 76% 
*Multiple responses allowed. 
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3.2.3 Actions Relating to Catch Crops 
 
Table 27: GLAS actions undertaken relating to catch crops 

GLAS actions undertaken relating to catch crops (N=313) No. of responses % 

Yes 32 10% 

No 281 90% 

 
Table 28: Intending to graze catch crop 

Intending to graze catch crop (N=32) No. of responses % 

Yes 15 47% 

No 17 53% 

 
Table 29: Composition of the catch crop seed mix  

Species (ranked from the most to least frequently mentioned) No. of responses** % 

Leafy Turnip 21 30% 

Forage/Fodder Rape 18 26% 

Oats (and Black Oats) 12 17% 

Tillage Radish 4 6% 

Mustard 3 4% 

Vetch 3 4% 

Crimson Clover 1 2% 

Berseem Clover 1 2% 

Phacelia 1 2% 

Other* 6 8% 

* Other cover crops include oilseed rape and kale. 
** Multiple responses allowed. 
 

Figure 5: Intended date to plough in/remove the catch crop from the field  
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Table 30: Crop preceding the catch crop  

What crop will the catch crop be following? (ranked from most to least 
frequently mentioned) 

Number of responses 

Spring Barley 15 

Barley 6 

Barley and wheat 1 

Beans 1 

Corn 1 

Fallow land after the catch crop 1 

Fodder beet or spring barley 1 

Green beans 1 

Maize 1 

Oats and wheat 1 

Spring oats / spring barley 1 

Spring wheat 1 

Winter Barley/ Winter Oat 1 

Total 32 

 
 
Table 31: Crop the catch crop will be followed by  

What crop will the catch crop be 
followed by? 

Date intending to plough in/remove catch crop  

Total Jan Feb Mar Apr Jul Aug Sept Dec 

Barley 1 2 3 
     

6 

Barley and wheat 
   

1 
    

1 

Beans 
  

1 
     

1 

Fallow land after the catch crop 
    

1 
   

1 

Fodder beet or spring barley 1 
       

1 

Green beans 
  

1 
     

1 

Maize 2 
       

2 

Oats and wheat 1 
       

1 

Spring Barley 4 2 6 1 
  

2 
 

15 

Spring oats / spring barley 
       

1 1 

Spring wheat 
       

1 1 

Winter Barley/ Winter Oat 
     

1 
  

1 

Total 9 4 11 2 1 1 2 2 32 

 
 

3.2.4 Actions Relating to Hedgerows (coppicing/laying/planting new hedgerows) 
 
Table 32: GLAS actions undertaken relating to hedgerows  

GLAS actions undertaken relating to hedgerows (N=313) No. of responses % 

Yes 93 30% 

No 220 70% 
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Table 33: Use of hedgerows 

Please indicate % for each of the following: Average %  Median % 

a. What proportion of field boundaries on your farm are 
hedgerows or are partly made up by a hedgerow? 

69% 80% 

b. What proportion of these hedgerows have a bank or wall? 43% 50% 

c. What proportion of those hedgerows without a bank or wall 
are actively managed i.e. have been coppiced or laid in the last 
5 years? 

51% 50% 

 
Table 34: Hedgerows entered into GLAS with a band or a wall as part of the boundary feature 

 Average  Median 

What proportion of hedgerows entered into GLAS (for coppicing or 
laying) have a bank or a wall as part of the boundary feature? 

57% 50% 

 

Table 35: New hedgerow located on a field boundary where there is already a bank or a wall 

New hedgerow located on a field boundary where there is 
already a bank or a wall (N=75) 

No. of responses % 

Yes 15 20% 

No 60 80% 

 
 

3.2.5 Actions Relating to Farmland Birds (including wild bird cover) 
 
Table 36: GLAS actions undertaken relating to farmland birds (including bird cover) 

GLAS actions undertaken relating to farmland birds (N=313) No. of responses % 

Yes 245 78% 

No 68 22% 

 
 Table 37: Changes in farm practices to meet the requirements of farmland bird action(s)  

Change due to meet GLAS farmland bird actions* (N=245) No. of responses % 

Livestock type  1 0.4% 

Stocking density (animals per hectare) 25 10% 

Length of time the livestock are grazed (days) 27 11% 

Time of year the livestock are grazed (MM – MM) 40 16% 

Fertiliser use (kg per hectare) 51 21% 

No Changes required 165 67% 
* Multiple responses allowed 

 

3.2.6 Actions Relating to Farmland Habitat (Private Natura) 
 
Table 38: GLAS actions undertaken relating to farmland habitat (private Natura sites)  

GLAS actions undertaken relating to farmland habitat (N=313) No. of responses % 

Yes 74 24% 

No 239 76% 
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Table 39: Changes in farming practices on Natura land due to joining GLAS 

Change due to joining GLAS* (N=74) No. of responses % 

Livestock type  0 0% 

Stocking density (animals per hectare) 8 11% 

Length of time the livestock are grazed (days) 4 5% 

Time of year the livestock are grazed (MM – MM) 6 8% 

Fertiliser use (kg per hectare) 13 18% 

No Changes required 55 75% 
* Multiple responses allowed 
 
 

3.2.7 Actions Relating to Low input permanent pasture 
 
Table 40: GLAS actions undertaken relating to low-input permanent pasture 

GLAS actions undertaken relating to low-input permanent 
pasture (N=313) 

No. of responses % 

Yes 140 45% 

No 173 55% 
 

Table 41: Changes in pasture management on the farm due to entry to GLAS 

Change due to joining GLAS* (N=140) No. of responses % 

Livestock type  0 0% 

Stocking density  (animals per hectare) 21 15% 

Length of time the livestock are grazed (days) 11 8% 

Time of year the livestock are grazed (MM – MM) 12 9% 

Fertiliser use  (kg per hectare) 47 34% 

No Changes required 83 59% 
* Relates to the whole farm, not just on the parcels under the scheme -multiple responses allowed 
 

3.2.8 Actions Relating to Minimum tillage 
 
Table 42: GLAS actions undertaken relating to minimum tillage 

GLAS actions undertaken relating to minimum tillage (N=313) No. of responses % 

Yes 9 3% 

No 304 97% 
 
Table 43: Use of minimum tillage on the farm 

Use of minimum tillage (N=9) No. of responses % 

Yes, due to entry to GLAS 6 67% 

Yes, but due to other reasons 3 23% 

No Changes required 0 - 
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3.2.9 Actions Relating to Protection of watercourses from bovines 
 
Table 44: GLAS actions undertaken to protect watercourses from Bovines 

GLAS actions undertaken to protect water courses from Bovines 
(N=313) 

No. of responses % 

Yes 91 29%* 

No 222 71% 
* This is lower than in the GLAS agreement population (approx. 40%) and was driven by the sampling 
framework which oversampled bird actions and under-sampled this action. 
 
Table 45: Livestock management under GLAS 

Livestock management activity under GLAS (N=91)  

Livestock have direct access to watercourses for drinking Daily 7%  
Weekly or Other 5%  

Not relevant 88% 

Livestock travel directly through watercourses between fields and 
milking parlour 

Daily 0% 
Weekly or Other 2% 

Not relevant 98% 

Livestock travel directly through watercourses when moving 
between fields 

Daily 1% 
Weekly or Other 4% 

Not relevant 94% 
 
Table 46: Proportion of watercourses that were fenced off from livestock (bovines) prior to GLAS 

 Average  

What proportion of watercourses on your farm were fenced off 
from livestock (bovines) prior to GLAS?   

65% 

 
Table 47: Changes to proportion of watercourses fenced off from livestock under GLAS 

For those who had protection of watercourses from Bovines 
option (N=91) 

No. of responses % 

Yes, due to entry to GLAS 47 52% 

Yes, but due to other reasons  1 1% 

No changes needed  43 47% 

 
Table 48: Changes to the area grazed under GLAS 

Will the area grazed change under GLAS? If ‘Yes’, please quantify change 

For those who had protection of watercourses from Bovines 
option (N=91) 

No. of responses % 

Yes, due to entry to GLAS 2 2% 

Yes, but due to other reasons 0 0% 

No changes needed 89 98% 
Area receiving manure = 65% total land area; Area grazed =63% total land area 
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3.2.10 Actions Relating to Traditional hay meadow 
 
Table 49: GLAS actions undertaken relating to traditional hay meadow  

GLAS actions undertaken relating to traditional hay 
meadow (N=313) 

No. of responses % 

Yes 62 20% 

No 251 80% 

 
Table 50: Changes to the date at which hay meadows are mown under GLAS 

Intending to change the date at which to mow hay meadows 
under GLAS (N=62) 

No. of responses % 

Yes, due to entry to GLAS 32 52% 

Yes, but due to other reasons  0 0% 

No changes required 30 48% 

 
Table 51: Grazing dates for hay meadows  

Intending to graze hay meadow before 15th April and after 
cutting in July annually (N=62) 

No. of responses % 

Yes 50 81% 

No 12 20% 

 
Table 52: Changes in livestock numbers or grazing practices under GLAS  

Change under GLAS* (N=62) No. of responses % 

Livestock type  0 0% 

Stocking density (animals per hectare) 6 10% 

Length of time the livestock are grazed (days) 2 3% 

Time of year the livestock are grazed (MM – MM) 5 8% 

Fertiliser use (kg per hectare) 12 19% 

No changes required 43 69% 
* Multiple responses allowed  
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4 Conclusions 

Based on the survey results the following conclusions can be made: 

1) Drivers of participation: The key drivers for uptake of GLAS were financial reasons. These 

include: increased income/the scheme payment, increased income stability, and increasing the 

sustainability of the farm for future generations. Environmental reasons (protecting biodiversity, 

landscape, water quality, reducing pollution and emission etc.) are also important but to a lesser 

degree than financial considerations.  

2) Experience of GLAS: Most farms interviewed were generally positive about their experience of 

GLAS. Issues raised include understanding the three tiered entry mechanism and the application 

guidance notes.  Respondents felt that they were relatively well informed across a range of 

topics on GLAS; the least informed area was on legislation and regulation. In terms of 

communication channels, the preferred source of information was through specialist agricultural 

newspapers. More than a quarter of respondents made suggestions on areas of improvements; 

they would like to see some improvements/expansion in the use of newspaper/print media, the 

Department helpdesk and text messaging.  

Although more than half (51%) of the respondents claimed that participation in GLAS increased 

their workload, 73% are still willing to participate in a future scheme and only 1% would not 

participate, with the remainder being uncertain.  

3) Context and previous scheme participation: On the surveyed farmers, the level of participation 

in a previous agri-environmental scheme was high, with 77% of the farms involved in 

REPS/AEOS. There is a relatively high presence of Natura 2000 or designated sites on farms 

(presence on 49% of the farms), indicating a good match with need.  

4) General attitudes towards farming and the environment: GLAS scheme participants in this 

survey are generally sympathetic to environmental protection and have high levels of awareness 

of environmental issues. This is consistent with longstanding engagement with agri-environment 

schemes.  

5) Additionality of GLAS actions: The estimated additionality (changes made due to participation 

of GLAS) for GLAS actions ranges from 20% to over 60%. High additionality was indicated for 

actions relating to arable grass margins/riparian margins (62%) and protection of watercourses 

from bovines (52%). Actions with low additionality include: hedgerows (20%), commonages 

(24%), farmland habitats (25%) and traditional hay meadows (31%). This is consistent with the 

balance of ‘creation’ and ‘maintenance’ actions.  

 

 

 


