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Executive Summary
The attitudinal survey has collected evidence on the impact of participation in GLAS on attitudes
towards sustainable land management and environmental actions and provides feedback on scheme
access and implementation. The survey of GLAS participants was run in two consecutive years in
2018 and 2019. This report summarises the headline results and findings from the attitudinal survey
of GLAS scheme participants in the second year. Based on responses from 311 GLAS participants and
comparisons with the results from the previous year, the key findings include:
1) Experience of GLAS: Most farms interviewed were generally positive about their experience of
GLAS in relation to meeting the requirements including record keeping for actions implemented
nutrient management planning and completing training in environmental standards and
practices. Over 90% of survey respondents used advice (although it is a requirement of the
scheme to have adviser involvement) and thought the advice was sufficient. The majority (79%)
of the respondents thought the scheme was working well or very well for them.
Generally speaking, higher percentages of respondents reported the environmental objectives
having been fully met.
2) General attitudes towards farming and the environment: GLAS participants in this survey are
generally sympathetic to environmental protection and have high levels of awareness of
environmental issues. This is consistent with Year 1 survey results. There are also small increases
in agreement scores of statements relating to environmental protection and awareness of
environmental actions due to participation of GLAS.
3) Implementation and impact of GLAS actions: A small percentage (5%) of respondents reported
dropping GLAS actions. Reasons for dropping actions include: lack of time, taking up too much
land, not clear about what to do, hedge type not suitable, bad planning, misled by advisors of
eligibility and suitability.
The survey results suggest that for GLAS actions where higher percentages of respondents
stated benefits were observed, the percentages of respondents who reported some or major
difficulties are generally low for the same action.
Half or more of the respondents reported that they have seen the benefits of the GLAS actions
implemented for the following GLAS actions: Wild Bird Cover (81%), Traditional stone walls
maintenance (76%), Grey Partridge (70%), Fallow land (66%), Laying hedgerows (63%),
Protection of watercourses from Bovines (60%), Coppicing Hedgerows (57%), Planting new
hedgerows (52%), and Riparian margins (50%).
One fifth or more of the respondents mentioned that they have encountered some or major
difficulties in implementing four GLAS actions: Corncrake, Breeding Waders, Planting a Grove of
Native Trees, and Traditional Stone Walls Maintenance. However, the results should be
interpreted with caution where the total number of responses for certain actions is small (N<30).
4) Intentions to join future schemes: GLAS participants were asked about their intentions to
participate in future ACEM schemes. The results suggest that a significant number of
respondents who did not know what they would do in 2018, would now join a scheme in future
RDPs. This represents a positive change in attitudes and intentions for future engagement with
schemes due to scheme participation.
5
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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 has collected evidence on the
impact of participation in GLAS on attitudes towards sustainable land management and
environmental actions and provides feedback on scheme access and implementation. A separate
survey has been run for a counterfactual group of farms which have not participated in GLAS.
7

The attitudinal surveys were conducted both in the baseline year (2017) between September 2016
and December 2017 and again in the second year (2018) between November 2018 to February 2019
for both beneficiary and non-beneficiary groups. This is to capture changes over time and
differences between GLAS participants and non-participants. In the first year, the field survey sample
of 313 farms were interviewed as well as a counterfactual sample of 124 farms outside the scheme.
In the second year, 311 interviews were achieved with GLAS scheme participants (of which nine are
replacement farms) and 82 interviews were achieved with non-participants (from the sample of 124
who agreed to take part in the second year of survey).
This report summarises the headline results and findings from the attitudinal survey of GLAS scheme
participants in the second year. Where the same question was asked in both years’ surveys, the
results for both years are presented and compared.
The more systematic comparisons of GLAS participants and non-participants and between years are
reported in the non-participant survey analysis report.
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2. Approach to the attitudinal survey of GLAS participants
A questionnaire was developed in the first year in consultation with DAFM to establish key
characteristics of the sample farms and farmers, their experience of GLAS and their attitudes to
managing the environment. The aim was to establish baseline attitudes for the sample of GLAS
farms which are being monitored in the field survey, and to capture attitudes again in year 2. A
counterfactual group of farms not participating in GLAS were selected based on their geographical
locations and farm size profiles that broadly match the GLAS participant sample. The two samples
are used to compare changes in attitudes with scheme participants and changes over two years
(results of non-participant surveys are 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. In the baseline survey, responses were collected between September and
December 2017 from 313 farms that were involved in the field survey. In the second year, these
farms were interviewed again, but nine farms which dropped out of the scheme were replaced by
new farms in the 2018/2019 field survey to maintain the sample. Telephone Interviews of 311
farmers were completed between November 2018 and February 2019. Applications for GLAS were
invited over three tranches with almost 75% of current scheme participants (as of May 2019) drawn
from the first and second tranches1 as the survey schedule did not allow for the inclusion of
approved tranches 3 participants in the sampling frame. Within the survey sample, 51% are from
Tranche 1 and the remaining 49% in Tranche 2.
The data from the attitudinal survey was recorded and uploaded onto an online portal for data
collation and analysis. The key results and findings are summarised in this report.

1

Tranche 1 of GLAS opened in March 2015 until applications closed on May 26, 2015. Tranche 2 was launched
in October 2015 and closed before the end of 2015. Tranche 3 opened in November 2016 and closed in midDecember.

9

3. Participant survey results
In the second year GLAS participant survey, respondents were asked questions around the following
themes:


Farm characteristics. This includes questions about land area, percentage of land that is
difficult to manage, household income sources, time spent on farm and off farm, and
changes in farming systems (type and/or size). Unlike the first year, farmers were not asked
again about farm and personal details, unless there were some changes in their farm
business (farm type, size, etc.)



Experience of GLAS participation. This includes questions about overall experience of the
GLAS scheme (ease of implementation, training and advice) and what impact (workload,
economic and environmental outcomes) it has had on the farm.



Attitudes towards farming and the environment. This includes a set of attitudinal questions
exploring farmers’ general attitudes towards farming and the environment. The majority of
the questions in this section are the same as in the baseline survey, apart from two
questions on future scheme participation in which attitudes were tested separately for
participation in a follow-up scheme to GLAS and for actions undertaken on a voluntary basis.



Questions on GLAS actions. This includes questions on any dropped GLAS actions (if
applicable), difficulties encountered in the implementation of GLAS actions and benefits
arising.

The key results and findings are summarised in this report by these themes. The headline
findings for each theme are reported in text boxes at the beginning of each section followed by
tables/charts detailing survey responses.

3.1

Farm systems and changes in farm systems

SUMMARY
 Nearly two thirds (64%) of the 311 farms interviewed have a land area of less than 50 ha, which
is similar to last year’s survey results (67%) - see Table 1.
 Among the 311 farms interviewed, more than a quarter of them (83, 27%) stated that more than
50% of their land is difficult to manage (see Table 2).
 In terms of household income sources, the majority (61%) of the 311 farms interviewed reported
that farming provided less than 50% of their income (see Table 3). This is similar to the survey
results in the previous year (56%).
 In terms of time spent on and off farms, less than a quarter (24%) of the 311 farms stated that
they spent 100% of their time on farm, 31% spent more than 50% of their time on farm and 41%
spent less than 50% of their time on farm (see Table 4).
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In terms of changes in farm systems/practices in the last 12 months (see Table 5), 41% of farms
made changes in fertiliser use, 31% mentioned changes in livestock numbers, and 20% said there
were some changes in the length of grazing season. 30% claimed that no changes were made.
The drivers for the changes were not specifically explored in the survey but expected to be a
combination of business needs and participation of GLAS. However, non-participants were also
asked about the changes in their businesses in the counterfactual survey and results suggests a
lower level of change (13%) compared to that for GLAS participants. Therefore, there appears to
be positive link between GLAS scheme participation and higher level of change in farm
systems/practices.

Table 1: Land area
Land area band (N=311)
Less than 50 ha
50-100 ha
More than 100 ha
Table 2: How much land is difficult to manage?
% of land that is difficult to manage (N=311)
Less than 10%
10-20%
20-50%
More than 50%

No. of responses

%

200
78
33

64%
25%
11%

No. of responses
106
43
79
83

Table 3: Household income sources
N=311

%
34%
14%
25%
27%

Farming provides 100% of my household income
Farming provides more than 50% of my household income
Farming provides less than 50% of my household income
Don’t know/Do not wish to answer

No. of
Responses
39
64
189
19

Table 4: Time spent on and off farm
N=311
I spend 100% of my time on farm
I spend more than 50% of my time on farm
I spend less than 50% of my time on farm
Don’t know/Do not wish to answer

No. of Responses
76
96
126
13

%
24%
31%
41%
4%

Table 5: Has there been any change in your farm business since joining GLAS?
Changes in farm systems since joining GLAS (N=311)
No. of responses*
Farm type
21
Land area
29
Livestock numbers
97
Livestock type
19
Livestock breed
14
Length of grazing season
63
Fertiliser use
129
Farm labour
44

%
7%
9%
31%
6%
5%
20%
41%
14%
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%

Year 1 %
(N=313)
67%
21%
12%

13%
21%
61%
6%

Year 1 %
(N=313)
12%
25%
56%
7%

No changes made
* Multiple responses allowed.

3.2

94

30%

Experience of GLAS scheme participation

SUMMARY
 Over 70% of the scheme participants interviewed found it relatively easy or very easy to meet
the requirements relating to record keeping for actions implemented (see Figure 1): over 80%
found it easy or very easy to do nutrient management planning and over 90% found it easy or
very easy to complete training in environmental practices and standards.
 301 (97%) of the 311 respondents reported that they attended the compulsory 1-day GLAS
training and 10 (3%) said that they did not attend (see Table 6).
 81% of the respondents (301) who attended the 1-day GLAS training thought it was useful or
very useful (Table 7).
 For future support needs, 41% of the 80 responses mentioned that scheme information was
needed (Table 11) and 40% of the 191 responses mentioned that they preferred advice to be
delivered by an advisor on the farm.
 92% (286) of the 311 respondents used advice (see Table 8) to support their implementation of
GLAS actions and the most frequently mentioned sources are (Table 9): private advisor (64%)
and Teagasc (37%).
 95% of the 286 farms that took advice on GLAS actions thought the advice was sufficient (Table
10).
 The majority (58%) of respondents reported no change in workload and 38% thought that
participation in GLAS increased the workload on farm (see Table 13). The percentage of
respondents who thought the workload on farm was higher in Year 1 survey at 51%.
 In terms of perceived impacts of GLAS actions, managing hedgerows, walls and ditches,
improving biodiversity and improving water quality are the top three benefits reported as having
been fully achieved by more than 60% of the respondents (see Figure 2). More generally, higher
percentages of respondents reported that the environmental objectives (improving biodiversity,
water quality etc.) of participation of GLAS have been fully met than those for financial
objectives (increased income or income stability etc.).
 Overall, 79% of the respondents thought the scheme was working well or very well for them
(Table 14).
 With regards to their intention for future scheme participation, 79% claimed that they would
join any future agri-environment scheme in future RDPs, 3% would not join and 18% were
unsure (see Table 15). In the first-year survey, a lower percentage (71%) of respondents claimed
that they would join future schemes and a higher percentage (26%) were unsure. Comparisons
of the two years’ results suggest that a significant number of respondents who did not know
what they would do in 2018, would now (in 2019) join an agri-environment scheme in future
RDPs. This suggests a positive outcome of participation of GLAS.
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Record keeping of actions delivered

11%

Completing training in environmental practices and
standards

15%

Nutrient management planning

16%

Very Easy

Easy

0%
20%
Neither easy or difficult

60%

15%

76%

7% 2%

66%

40%
Difficult

60%
Very difficult

13% 1%

13% 5% 1%

80%

100%

Figure 1: How easy have you found it to meet the GLAS scheme requirements?

Table 6: Have you attended the 1-day GLAS training course?
Attendance of the training (N=311)
Yes
No

No. of responses
301
10

%
97%
3%

Note: Each GLAS participant must attend a training course by the end of the second full calendar year (by 31
December 2017 for both GLAS 1 and 2 participants and 31 December 2018 for GLAS 3 participants). In cases of
non-compliance, payment is withheld until training is completed with rejection from the scheme if not completed
by the end of the third year. Rejection from the scheme is subject to a review and an appeal process.

Table 7: How useful was the training?
Usefulness of the training (N=301)
Very useful
Useful
Of some use
Not very useful
Of no use
*Not adding up to 100% due to rounding

No. of responses
91
154
43
10
3

%*
30%
51%
14%
3%
1%

Table 8: Have you used any sources of advice to support your implementation of GLAS actions?
Use of advice (N=311)
No. of responses
%
Yes
286
92%
No
25
8%
Table 9: What sources of advice have you used to support your implementation of GLAS actions?
Sources of advice (N=286)
No. of responses*
%
DAFM
5
2%
Teagasc
105
37%
Private advisor
184
64%
Other
12
4%
* Multiple responses allowed.
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Table 10: Do you think the advice you have received has been sufficient to implement GLAS actions
well and maintain them?
Is the advice sufficient? (N=286)
No. of responses
%
Yes
272
95%
No
10
4%
Can’t recall/ Don’t know
4
1%
Respondents were asked about the future need for support in terms of the topic and format. Open
responses were provided by the respondents and coded into different categories (summarised in
Table 11 on topic and Table 12 on format). The most frequently mentioned topic is training/advice
on scheme information (41% of the 80 responses) and the most frequently mentioned preferred
format is advisor on farm (40% of the 191 responses) followed by event format (22% of the 191
responses).
Table 11: What advice and training do you best need to support your land management in GLAS?
What advice and training do you need? (N=80)
No. of responses
%
Scheme information
33
41%
General
8
10%
Wildlife topic
7
9%
Environmental topic
5
6%
Soil topic
4
5%
Hedge management
3
4%
Land management topic
3
4%
Nutrient management
3
4%
Record keeping
3
4%
Stone wall topic
2
3%
Water topic
2
3%
Woodland topic
2
3%
Chemicals
1
1%
Livestock topic
1
1%
Slurry spreading
1
1%
Other
2
3%
Total
80
100%

14

Table 12: What format of advice and training do you best need to support your land management in
GLAS?
What format of advice and training do you need? (N=191)
No. of responses
%
Advisor on farm
77
40%
Event format
42
22%
Online format
18
9%
Telephone help desk
15
8%
Practical training
11
6%
Literature
8
4%
Reminders
6
3%
Face to Face/Phone
4
2%
Text or email
2
1%
Advisor
1
1%
Advisor on farm/online
1
1%
Literature/advisor on farm
1
1%
Online videos
1
1%
Online/Phone
1
1%
Panel structure
1
1%
Practical event
1
1%
Teagasc
1
1%
Table 13: Has participation in GLAS required any changes in the overall workload on your farm
Impact on workload (N=311)
No. of responses
%
Year 1%
(N=313)
Increased workload
119
38%
51%
Reduced workload
12
4%
5%
No change to workload
180
58%
44%

Maintaining hedgerows, walls and ditches 3%

22%

Increasing biodiversity on the farm (birds, habitats,
5%
wildflowers etc.)
Improving water quality

30%

6%

Improving the appearance of the landscape and/or the
farm itself

75%

32%

14%

Increased income/the scheme payment

9%

Reducing pollution and emissions from agriculture

9%

Increased income stability

65%
62%
29%

57%

39%

52%

44%

14%

40%

47%
46%

Improving soil quality

17%

39%

44%

Increasing the sustainability of the farm for future
generations

15%

42%

43%

0%

Not achieved

10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Partly achieved

Fully achieved

Figure 2: To what extent the benefits have been achieved through participation in GLAS?

15

Note: Benefits were presented in a descending order based on the % of respondents who reported the
benefits having been fully met.

Respondents were asked to what extent the benefits have been achieved through participation in
GLAS (Figure 2). The top three benefits reported as being fully achieved by more than 60% of the
respondents, which include: managing hedgerow, walls and ditches (75%); increasing biodiversity on
their farm (birds, habitats, wildflowers, etc.) (65%); and improving water quality (62%). It should be
noted that the environmental benefits achieved are also correlated with the actions undertaken by
the GLAS participants included in the survey. This means that the percentages of benefits achieved
are influenced by not only the level of achievement but also the level of uptake of GLAS actions by
participants included in the survey. For the other benefits, the percentage of respondents reported
the benefit being fully achieved are:
 Improving the appearance of the landscape and/or the farm itself (57%)
 Increased income/the scheme payment (52%)
 Reducing pollution and emissions from agriculture (47%)
 Increased income stability (46%)
 Improving soil quality (44%)
 Increasing the sustainability of the farm for future generations (43%)
Table 14: Overall, how well is the current scheme working for you?
How well is the scheme working? (N=311)
Very well
Well
Okay
Not well
Not working at all
Don’t know

No. of responses
93
153
53
8
2
2

%*
30%
49%
17%
3%
1%
1%

* Not adding up to 100% due to rounding

Respondents were asked to rate the scheme in terms of how well is has been working. The majority
(79%) rated the scheme as ‘working well or very well’. Only 10 (4%) respondents rated the scheme
as ‘not working well or not working at all’. There were two respondents who did not give their
ratings.
The reasons for the rating were also explored. These were open responses which were coded into
different categories (see Figure 3). The majority of the responses are associated with ‘working well”
or “working very well” ratings, accounting for 77% of all responses provided.
Only 9% reported some implementation issues with GLAS actions and 6% reported administrative
issues (these are associated with all ratings apart from “scheme working very well”)
About 8% provided no reasons for the ratings, however, these are only associated with ratings
‘working Okay’, ‘well or ‘very well’.
When respondents rated the scheme as ‘working very well’, no issues were raised.
The administrative issues raised by 17 respondents which include: late payment, insufficient
information/advice at the start, not enough flexibility, inspection issues, payment not sufficient and
changes in circumstances.
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Issues with some of GLAS actions were raised by 28 respondents, which include: too many
restrictions and actions required for a small payment, practicality issues not considered by required
actions, option choice not satisfactory, low environment benefits for some GLAS actions, issues with
cutting times, issues with commonage.

Figure 3: Reasons provided for the ratings given as to how well the scheme is working

Respondents were asked if they have any suggestions to improve the scheme and 178 responses
were received. These are open responses and were coded into five areas for improvement:
 GLAS action related suggestions (47): more flexibility in dates of geese and swan actions; more
smaller works as part of the scheme; would like flexibility to move the WBC each year; more
diverse range of action options available - there should be at least 2 options available for every
individual farm; more hedges than 200m; allow to cultivate the land, flexibility in soil
management practices; earlier deadline for the wild bird cover action; designated areas for
rough grassland; close off a corner of the field for nettles for Corncrake cover; would like a
restriction on stock; would like to have partial organic options; would like more options- more
actions to choose from; more tree and hedge planting options, and more catch crops and bird
cover option; more poor land set aside for wildlife instead of good land; incorporate actions on
improving old farm buildings across the country; minimum Tillage should be moveable from
parcel to parcel based on weather; Wild Bird Cover creates too many weeds; change the
17








coppicing option - 4 inches is too low; Grey Partridge area needs to be stocked with birds; all
schemes should be worked into one in terms of stocking density; farmers should be paid for
retaining features of important to biodiversity/the environment; more flexibility needed; should
be something different in scheme for poorer land; save the hay for 2 months instead of 3
months (re: Twite); the bird actions (in particular Grey Partridge) need improving - has only
resulted in an increase in rats not birds; slurry should be put out when the weather is suitable
not on a particular GLAS date; Grey Partridge - locally-led scheme would be more suitable;
improvements to riparian margin action (it is difficult if you cannot cut or graze this land as it
becomes overgrown which makes life difficult as you cannot walk through the land); smaller
number of actions and lock into them for longer term.
Better scheme administration (42 responses): more and better pre-planning at the start of the
scheme, more and better advice at the start of the scheme, training to be had before the
scheme starts, more informed and well trained planners, more online information, less
paperwork, more people in call centres, more assistance regarding payments, better
management of records, timely payment, should be given a chance to fix the problem before
penalty and simplification of scheme.
Higher Payment rate (41 responses)
Achieving better environmental outcomes/missed opportunities (28 responses): offering actions
that are specific to encouraging wildlife on the farm other than birds, increasing its focus on
biodiversity, more targeted approach and higher payment in biodiversity ‘hot-spots’, stricter
guidelines on spraying, more plantation of native woodlands and should have a traditional
orchard on every farm, would like wildlife sanctuaries to be an option or mandatory for farms
(e.g. no hunting), allocate an area to wild birds to provide food for birds in winter time e.g. in
hedges or sowing crops, more conservation for small birds not just birds of prey, more Wild Bird
Cover, need to focus on reducing greenhouse gases from cows, more focus on long term
sustainability and water quality, provide some solutions to weeds e.g. 'Buck-thistle', geared
more towards wildlife and native plants.
Better communication/advice provision (20 responses): better advice for option uptake, better
advice on how to maintain GLAS actions, advice/training to farmers when new things come out,
need an advisor to come to the farm to advise on actions (shouldn’t just be a desk-based
exercise), discuss actions with farmers first before the scheme is finalised.

Table 15: When your GLAS Contract expires, what are you likely to do?
Future intention (N=311)
No. of
responses
Join any future agri-environment scheme in future RDPs
247
Not take part in any future agri-environment scheme in
8
future RDPs
Don’t know yet/other
56

%
79%
3%

Year 1 %
(N=313)
73%
1%

18%

26%

GLAS scheme participants were also asked their intentions to participate in future scheme. The
likelihood of those in-scheme participating in any future scheme was analysed and the results
suggest (see Figure 4 ) that a significant number of respondents who did not know what they would
do in 2018, would now (in 2019) join an agri-environment scheme in future RDPs.
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1=Join any future agri-environment schemes in future RDPs
2=Not take part in any future agri-environment schemes in future RDPs
3=Don't know yet
4=Other
Figure 4: Plans at the end of the GLAS Contract (by year)

3.3

Attitudes towards farming and the environment

SUMMARY
As in the baseline survey, respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with a set
of
statements related to their attitudes towards farming and the environment.
The survey results (see Figure 5) suggest that farmers are generally sympathetic to environmental
protection and a relatively high level of awareness of environmental actions attributed to
participation of GLAS, with over 90% of the respondents agreeing or strongly agreeing with the
statements that ‘All farmers should manage some of their land for environmental objectives such
as farmland birds, climate change and water quality’ and the statement that ‘My awareness of
actions to address environmental issues has increased due to participation in GLAS.’


There are some increases in agreement with these statements too in terms of attitudes and
awareness of environmental actions (see Table 16):
‘My awareness of actions to address environment issues has increased due to participation in
GLAS.’ (agreement score increased from 4.1 to 4.2)
’‘All farmers should manage some of their land for environmental objectives such as farmland
birds, climate change and water quality.”(agreement score increased from 4.29 to 4.33)



There is a small decrease in agreement with the statements that:
’Any loss of agricultural income due to conservation of nature should be fully compensated by the
government.’ (agreement score decreased from 4.3 to 4.0)



Also, there is some decrease in the agreement with the statements relating to learning new skills
and taking advice:
‘I am always looking to learn new skills and knowledge that I can apply to my farm.’ (agreement
score decreased from 4.5 to 4.3)
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‘I am happy to take advice about managing the natural environment on my farm.’ (agreement score
decreased from 4.6 to 4.4)

Figure 5: Attitudes towards farming and the environment

As in the baseline survey, respondents were asked to what extent they agree or disagree with a set
of statements related to their attitudes towards farming and the environment. These statements are:
 All farmers should manage some of their land for environmental objectives such as farmland
birds, climate change and water quality
 Achieving a good quality of life is more important to me than maximising income from my farm
 Environmental problems resulting from agricultural activities are exaggerated by the media
 Any loss of agricultural income due to conservation of nature should be fully compensated by the
government
 I am always looking to learn new skills and knowledge that I can apply to my farm
 I am keen to apply new technology on my holding
 I am happy to take advice about managing the natural environment on my farm.
 My awareness of actions to address environmental issues has increased due to participation in
GLAS.
 I plan to implement actions in the future to address environmental issues as part of a follow-up
scheme to GLAS (not in Year 1 survey but added in the Year 2 survey)
 I plan to implement actions in the future to address environmental issues on a voluntary basis
(not in Year 1 survey but added in the Year 2 survey)
Farmers’ agreement level to these statements were scored on a scale of 1-5 where 1 represents
‘strongly disagree’ and 5 represents ‘strongly agree’. The scores in the two years’ survey are
compared and presented in Figure 6.
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Figure 6: Attitudes towards farming and the environment (comparison of mean scores with the previous year)

The survey results suggest some increases and decreases in agreement scores between the two
years. The key changes are summarised in Table 16, which suggests that there are some increases in
agreement scored relating to farmers’ awareness of environmental actions and willingness to
manage their land for environmental objectives. A statistical analysis of changes in agreement with
these statements between years and between GLAS participants and non-participants is presented
in the non-beneficiary survey report.
Table 16: Agreement score comparisons between two years.
Statements
Increase or
Y1
Y2
decrease in agreement agreement
agreement
score
score
score
My awareness of actions to address environment issues
Increase
4.1
4.2
has increased due to participation in GLAS.
All farmers should manage some of their land for
Increase
environmental objectives such as farmland birds, climate
4.29
4.3
change and water quality.
Any loss of agricultural income due to conservation of
Decrease
4.3
4.0
nature should be fully compensated by the government
I am always looking to learn new skills and knowledge
Decrease
4.5
4.3
that I can apply to my farm.
I am happy to take advice about managing the natural
Decrease
4.6
4.4
environment on my farm
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GLAS scheme participants were asked about their intention to take part in future agri-environment
schemes in the two years’ surveys. However, the relevant questions were slightly different. The
change of the questions was to explore the differences in farmers’ intention to implement future
environmental actions/measures between supported schemes and voluntary initiatives in the
second year of the survey (as this was not differentiated in the first year).
In the first year of the survey (2018), the in-scheme participants were asked about the extent to
which they would like to join future schemes:
Q9a. I plan to implement measures in the future to address environmental issues
In Year 2 of the survey (2019), the scheme participants were asked slightly different questions:
Q9b. I plan to implement actions in the future to address environmental issues as part of a follow-up
scheme to GLAS
Q9c. I plan to implement actions in the future to address environmental issues on a voluntary basis.
The responses were recorded into one of the following categories:
1=
2=
3=
4=
5=

strongly disagree
disagree
neither agree nor disagree
agree
strongly agree

The results suggest that that respondents are more likely to have planned to implement actions as
part of a follow up scheme to GLAS (the next AECM) rather than on a voluntary basis (based on
mean scores for Q9b and Q9c).

3.4

Detailed management changes linked to GLAS actions

SUMMARY
 Among the 311 GLAS survey respondents, 14 (5%) mentioned they have dropped some GLAS
actions (Table 17).
 Reasons for dropping actions include (Table 18): lack of time, taking up too much land, not clear
about what to do, hedge type not suitable, bad planning, misled by advisors of eligibility and
suitability, etc.
 Half or more of the respondents reported that they have seen the benefits of the GLAS actions
implemented (Table 19 and Figure 7): Wild Bird Cover (81%, N=62), Traditional stone walls
maintenance (76%, N=37), Grey Partridge (70%, N=30), Fallow land (66%, N=35), Laying
hedgerows (63%, N=32), Protection of watercourses from Bovines (60%, N=93), Coppicing
Hedgerows (57%, N=44), Planting new hedgerow (52%, N=50), Riparian margins (50%, N=28).
 One fifth or more of the respondents mentioned that they have encountered some or major
difficulties in implementing GLAS actions (Table 19 and Figure 7): Corncrake (38%, N=29);
Planting a Grove of Native Trees (36%, N=36); Traditional stone walls maintenance (32%, N=37);
Breeding Waders (including curlew) (29%, N=28); Wild Bird Cover (29%, N=62); Traditional hay
meadows (26%, N=62); Coppicing Hedgerows (23%, N=44); Riparian margins (21%, N=28); Grey
Partridge (20%; N=30); Commonages (20%; N=71). However, the results should be interpreted
with caution where the total number of responses for certain actions is small (N<30, for
example, Breeding Waders, Riparian margins and Corncrake).
 More detailed responses on the difficulties encountered are presented in Appendix 2.
In the second year of the survey, farmers were asked about land management actions they have
dropped; if they have encountered some difficulties in implementing GLAS actions; and what
benefits they have observed as a result of GLAS actions.
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The GLAS actions included in the survey are:



























Arable Grass Margins;
Bat boxes;
Bird boxes;
Breeding Waders (including curlew);
Chough;
Commonages;
Solitary Bees (boxes)
Solitary Bees (sand)
Coppicing Hedgerows
Corncrake
Fallow land
Farmland habitats
Gees and Swans
Grey Partridge
Hen Harrier
Laying hedgerows
Low input permanent pasture
Planting a Grove of Native Trees
Planting new hedgerow
Protection of watercourses from Bovines
Riparian margins
Traditional hay meadows
Traditional orchards
Traditional stone walls maintenance
Twite (Option A)
Wild Bird Cover

Table 17: Have you dropped any GLAS actions?
Dropped actions (N=311)
Yes
No

No. of responses
14
297

%
5%
95%

Among the 311 respondents, 14 farmers reported that they have dropped actions. Reasons for
dropping actions were provided (by open responses) and categorised in Table 18 which suggests
‘mistake in advice’ and ‘lack of time’ are the most frequently mentioned reasons.
Table 18: Reasons for dropping actions
Reasons for dropping actions (N=14)
No. of responses
Mistake in advice
4
Lack of time
3
Space restrictions
2
Action did not suit farm
2
Administration
1
Removed from farm plan
1
Accidental (the action was forgotten for one of parcels)
1
Respondents were asked if benefits of GLAS actions were observed and if they have encountered
any difficulties in the actions. The number and percentage of respondents who stated benefits
observed as well as those who stated some or major difficulties encountered are presented in Table
19. The percentages of difficulties stated and the percentage for benefits observed are then shown
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in Figure 7 along with the total number respondents under relevant GLAS actions. The results
suggest that the percentage of respondents who mentioned some or major difficulties are generally
low for the GLAS actions where higher percentages of respondents stated benefits were observed
Table 19: No. and percentages of respondents who mentioned difficulties encountered and benefits
observed by GLAS action
GLAS management option
N
Some or
Difficulties
Benefits
Benefits
major
%
observed
observed %
difficulties
(no. of
(no. of
responses)
responses)
Arable grass margins
33
5
15%
15
46%
Bat boxes
91
9
10%
19
21%
Bird boxes
93
13
14%
40
43%
Breeding Waders
28
8
29%
11
39%
(including curlew)
Chough
30
1
3%
14
47%
Commonages
71
14
20%
7
10%
Solitary Bees (boxes)
36
2
6%
5
14%
Solitary Bees (sand)
82
3
4%
10
12%
Coppicing Hedgerows

44

10

23%

25

57%

Corncrake
Fallow land
Farmland habitats
Geese and Swans
Grey Partridge
Hen Harrier
Laying hedgerows
Low input permanent
pasture
Planting a Grove of Native
Trees
Planting new hedgerow
Protection of
watercourses from
Bovines
Riparian margins
Traditional hay meadows
Traditional orchards
Traditional stone walls
maintenance
Twite A
Wild Bird Cover

29
35
75
34
30
32
32
140

11
3
2
6
6
3
5
12

38%
9%
3%
18%
20%
9%
16%
9%

12
23
20
16
21
15
20
48

41%
66%
27%
47%
70%
47%
63%
34%

36

13

36%

10

28%

50
93

8
7

16%
8%

26
56

52%
60%

28
62
34
37

6
16
6
12

21%
26%
18%
32%

14
25
16
28

50%
40%
47%
76%

29
62

4
18

14%
29%

10
50

34%
81%
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90%

Benefits observed %

Difficulties %

N

80%

160
140

70%

120

60%

100

50%
80
40%
60

30%

40

20%
10%

20

0%

0

Figure 7: Percentage of respondents who have observed the benefits of GLAS actions and percentage of those who
encountered some or major difficulties in implementation (ranked by % of those who have seen benefits)
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4. Conclusions
Based on the survey results the following conclusions can be made:
1) Farming systems and changes in farming systems: The majority of survey respondents of GLAS
participant survey are small farms, relying more on non-farming income. In terms changes in
farm systems/practices in the last 12 months, less than a third (30%) reported no change with
the remaining 70% mentioning some changes in farming systems although not all of these can
be attributed to participation in GLAS.
2) Experience of GLAS: Most farms interviewed were generally positive about their experience of
GLAS in relation to meeting the requirements including record keeping for actions implemented
nutrient management planning and completing training in environmental standards and
practices. Over 90% of survey respondents used advice (although it is a requirement of the
scheme to have adviser involvement) and thought the advice was sufficient. Over half (58%) of
respondents reported no change in workload and 38% thought that participation in GLAS
increased the workload on farm. Compared to the Year 1 survey, a lower percentage of
respondents reporting increase in workload (38% vs. 51%) and a higher percentage reported ‘no
change’ (58% vs. 44%) in Year 2. This does not necessarily suggest a low additionality of GLAS
actions as implementation of actions do not always involved increased workload. It could be
change of practice (for example, grazing at a different time, not spraying etc.). The increase in
the percentage of respondents who stated no change in Year 2 might be as a result of having the
work done in Year 1. Among the 171 respondents who stated no change in workload in Year 2
and were surveyed in both years, 36% reported increase in workload and 5% reported decrease
in workload in Year 1.
The majority (79%) of the respondents thought the scheme was working well or very well for
them.
In terms of perceived impacts of GLAS actions, managing hedgerows, walls and ditches,
improving biodiversity and improving water quality are the top three benefits reported as having
been fully achieved by more than 60% of the respondents. More generally, higher percentages
of respondents reported the environmental objectives having been fully met.
With regards to their intention for future scheme participation, a higher percentage (79% vs.
73%) of respondents claimed that they would join future schemes and a lower percentage (18%
vs. 26%) who were unsure.
3) General attitudes towards farming and the environment: GLAS participants in this survey are
generally sympathetic to environmental protection and have high levels of awareness of
environmental issues. This is consistent with Year 1 survey results. There are also small increases
in agreement scores of statements relating to environmental protection and awareness of
environmental actions due to participation of GLAS.
4) Implementation and impact of GLAS actions: A small percentage (5%) of respondents reported
dropping GLAS actions. Reasons for dropping actions include: lack of time, taking up too much
land, not clear about what to do, hedge type not suitable, bad planning, misled by advisors of
eligibility and suitability.
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Half or more of the respondents reported that they have seen the benefits of the GLAS actions
implemented for the following GLAS actions: Wild Bird Cover (81%), Traditional stone walls
maintenance (76%), Grey Partridge (70%), Fallow land (66%), Laying hedgerows (63%),
Protection of watercourses from Bovines (60%), Coppicing Hedgerows (57%), Planting new
hedgerows (52%), and Riparian margins (50%).
More than 20% of the respondents mentioned that they have encountered some or major
difficulties in implementing GLAS actions with Breeding Waders (including curlew) (29%, N=28),
Corncrake (38%, N=29), and Planting a Grove of Native Trees (36%, N=36) being the top three
actions.
The results also suggest that for GLAS actions where higher percentages of respondents stated
benefits were observed, the percentage of respondents who mentioned some or major
difficulties are generally low for the same action.
A relatively higher percentage (>30%) of respondents reported some or major difficulties in
implementation of four actions: Corncrake, Breeding Waders, Planting a Grove of Native Trees
and Traditional Stone Walls Maintenance. However, the results should be interpreted with
caution where the total number of responses for certain actions is small (N<30).
5) Intentions to join future schemes: GLAS participants were asked about their intentions to
participate in future ACEM schemes. The results suggest that a significant number of
respondents who did not know what they would do in 2018, would now join a scheme in future
RDPs. This represents a positive change in attitudes and intentions for future engagement with
schemes due to scheme participation.
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Appendix 1: GLAS scheme participant survey questionnaire
1. Farm ID: __________________________________
2. Date of the interview: ______/_______/______ (DD/MM/YEAR)
3. Please confirm which GLAS actions have been undertaken on the farm? Prepopulate and
ask questions for surveyed actions at section D [shaded rows not surveyed]
Tick all that apply






























Arable Grass Margins
Bat Boxes
Bird Boxes
Breeding Waders (including curlew)
Catch crops
Chough
Commonages
Conservation of Solitary Bees (boxes)
Conservation of Solitary Bees (sand)
Coppicing Hedgerows
Corncrake
Environmental management of Fallow Land
Farmland Habitat (private Natura)
Geese and Swans
Grey Partridge
Hen Harrier
Laying Hedgerows
Low Emission Slurry Spreading
Low Input Permanent Pasture
Minimum Tillage
Planting a Grove of Native Trees
Planting New Hedgerows
Protection of Archaeological Sites - grassland
Protection of Archaeological Sites - tillage
Protection of watercourses from Bovines
Rare breeds
Riparian Margins
Traditional Hay Meadow
Traditional Orchards
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Traditional Stone Wall Maintenance
Twite A
Twite (B, C or D) – delete as relevant
Wild Bird Cover

SECTION A: EXPERIENCE WITH GLAS PARTICIPATION
First of all, I would like to ask some questions about your overall experience of the GLAS
scheme and what impact it has had on your farm business.
4. How easy have you found it to meet the following requirements of GLAS? (1=Very easy;
2=easy; 3=neither easy or difficult; 4=difficult; 5=very difficult)
Nutrient management planning
Completing training in environmental practices and standards
Record keeping of actions delivered

1




2




3




4




5




5. Have you attended the 1-day GLAS training course?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO Q8

6. How useful was the training? (1=Very useful; 2= useful; 3=of some use; 4=not very useful;
5=of no use). ___________
7. And why was that?

8. What sources of advice have you used to support your implementation of GLAS actions?
Tick
None



DAFM



Teagasc



Private advisor



Other (specify)



GO TO Q10

9. Do you think the advice you have received has been sufficient to implement GLAS
actions well and maintain them?
Tick
Yes, the advice was sufficient to implement GLAS actions well and
maintain them
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Yes, the advice was sufficient to implement GLAS actions well, but I
would benefit from training on maintaining them
No, the training has not sufficient to implement GLAS actions well and
maintain them
Don’t know / can’t recall




Please
specify
Please
specify



10. In future, what advice and training do you need to best support your land management
in the GLAS scheme and in what format (telephone helpdesk, web video, face-to-face,
events, adviser on farm, other)?
(a) TRAINING NEEDED:
(b) FORMAT:

11. Has participation in GLAS required any changes in the overall workload on your farm?

□
□
□

Increased workload
Reduced workload
No change to workload

12. To what extent do you think the following benefits have been achieved through
participation in the GLAS scheme? (1 – Not achieved, 2 – partly achieved, 3 – Fully
achieved; 999=don’t know/not relevant)
1 2 3 999
   
Increased income/the scheme payment
   
Increased income stability
   
Improving the appearance of the landscape and/or the farm itself
   
Improving soil quality
   
Improving water quality
   
Reducing pollution and emissions from agriculture
   
Maintaining hedgerows, walls and ditches
Increasing biodiversity on the farm (birds, habitats, wildflowers etc.)    
   
Increasing the sustainability of the farm for future generations
Other, specify ___________________________________________    
13. Overall, how well is the current scheme working for you? (1=Very well; 2=well; 3=okay;
4=not well; 5=not working at all)
14. And why do think that is the case?
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15. What suggestions do you have to improve the scheme in future RDP programmes?

16. When your GLAS Contract expires, are you likely to:

□
□
□
□

Join any future agri-environment scheme in future RDPs
Not take part in any future agri-environment scheme in future RDPs
Don’t know yet
Other, specify____________________
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SECTION B: ATTITUDES TOWARDS FARMING AND THE ENVIRONMENT
Now, I would like to ask some questions about your general attitudes towards farming
and the environment.
17. Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements (1=strongly
disagree; 2=disagree; 3=neither agree nor disagree; 4=agree; 5=strongly agree).
1

2

3

4

5









































Preparedness to change
I am always looking to learn new skills and knowledge that I can
apply to my farm.











I am keen to apply new technology on my holding.











I am happy to take advice about managing the natural
environment on my farm.









































General attitude
All farmers should manage some of their land for environmental
objectives such as farmland birds, climate change and water
quality.
Achieving a good quality of life is more important to me than
maximising income from my farm
Attitude towards the environment
Environmental problems resulting from agricultural activities
are exaggerated by the media.
Any loss of agricultural income due to conservation of nature
should be fully compensated by the government.

Scheme related awareness and intentions
My awareness of actions that can be taken to address
environmental issues has increased due to participation in
GLAS.
I plan to implement actions in the future to address
environmental issues as part of a follow-up scheme to GLAS
I plan to implement actions in the future to address
environmental issues on a voluntary basis.
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SECTION C: FARM CHARACTERISTICS
I would like now to ask some questions about your farm business and any changes since
joining the GLAS scheme.
18. What is the total land area that you farm (owned and leased)?
_______ha; or __________acre
19. How much of this land (if any) is difficult to farm (wet, steep slopes, difficult access, etc.)?
_______ha; or __________acre
20. Which of the following statements is most relevant in terms of your household income
in the last 12 months: (household income is the total income from all members of the
family farming business)
Farming provides 100% of my household income
Farming provides more than 50% of my household income
Farming provides less than 50% of my household income
Don’t know/Do not wish to answer

TICK
1
2
3
4

21. Which of the following statements best describes the time that you spend on and off
farm to earn income in the last 12 months?
TICK
1
2
3
4

I spend 100% of my time on farm
I spend more than 50% of my time on farm
I spend less than 50% of my time on farm
Don’t know/Do not wish to answer

22. Has there been any change in your farm business since joining GLAS? If ‘Yes’, please
specify the change and the reason for the change.
Changes made
Farm type (dairy, sheep etc.)
Land area
Livestock numbers
Livestock type
Livestock breed
Length of grazing season
Fertiliser use
Farm labour
No changes made

Please tick all
that apply
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
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Specify change and if due to GLAS or other
reason

N/A

SECTION D: DETAILED QUESTIONS ON GLAS ACTIONS
I would like now to ask some questions about the GLAS actions that you have
implemented and whether you have experienced any challenges.
WHERE ACTIONS WERE DROPPED. Firstly, I would like to check whether you have not
implemented any actions which you planned to, and to understand your reasons for this.
23. Have you dropped any GLAS actions?
NO
1
GO TO ACTIONS IMPLEMENTED
YES
2
24. Which actions did you drop? (specify)
___________________________________________________________________________
___________________________________________________________________________
25. What were your reasons for dropping action(s) ________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
________________________________________________________________________
WHERE ACTIONS WERE IMPLEMENTED
Arable Grass Margins (where relevant)
26. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of Arable Grass Margins?
No difficulties
Some difficulties
Major difficulties

1
2
3

GO TO Q28

27. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
28. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
1
GO TO NEXT ACTION
YES
2
What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
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Bat Boxes (where relevant)
29. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of Bat Boxes?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q31
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3

30. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
31. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Bird Boxes (where relevant)
32. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of Bird Boxes?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q34
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
33. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
34. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Breeding Waders (including curlew) (where relevant)
35. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of actions for Breeding Waders?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q37
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
36. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
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37. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Chough (where relevant)
38. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of actions for Chough?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q40
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
39. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
40. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Commonages (where relevant)
41. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of Commonage actions?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q43
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
42. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
43. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
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Conservation of Solitary Bees (boxes) (where relevant)
44. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of boxes for Bees?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q46
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
45. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
46. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Conservation of Solitary Bees (sand) (where relevant)
47. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of actions for sand for Bees?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q49
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
48. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
49. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Coppicing Hedgerows (where relevant)
50. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of Coppicing Hedgerow? (respond
separately where both management and planting apply)
No difficulties
Some difficulties
Major difficulties

1
2
3

GO TO Q52

51. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
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52. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Corncrake (where relevant)
53. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of actions for Corncrake?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q55
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
54. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
55. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Environmental Management of Fallow Land (where relevant)
56. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of Fallow Land management?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q58
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
57. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
58. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
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Farmland Habitat (Private Natura) (where relevant)
59. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of Farmland Habitat actions?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q61
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
60. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
61. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Geese and Swans (where relevant)
62. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of actions for Geese and Swans?
(respond separately where multiple actions apply)
No difficulties
Some difficulties
Major difficulties

1
2
3

GO TO Q64

63. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
64. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Grey Partridge (where relevant)
65. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of actions for Grey Partridge?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q67
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
66. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
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67. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Hen Harrier (where relevant)
68. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of actions for Hen Harrier?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q70
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
69. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
70. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Laying Hedgerows (where relevant)
71. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of Laying Hedgerows? (respond
separately where both management and planting apply)
No difficulties
Some difficulties
Major difficulties

1
2
3

GO TO Q73

72. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
73. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
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Low input permanent pasture (where relevant)
74. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of Low input permanent pasture actions?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q76
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
75. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
76. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Planting a Grove of Native Trees (where relevant)
77. Did you have any difficulties in Planting a Grove of Native Trees?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q79
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
78. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
79. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Planting New Hedgerows (where relevant)
80. Did you have any difficulties in Planting New Hedgerows?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q82
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
81. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________

82. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
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NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Protection of watercourses from Bovines (where relevant)
83. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of actions for the Protection of Water
Courses?
No difficulties
1 GO TO Q0
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
84. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
85. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Riparian Margins (where relevant)
86. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of Riparian Margins?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q88
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
87. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
88. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
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Traditional Hay meadow (where relevant)
89. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of Traditional Hay meadow actions?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q91
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
90. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
91. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Traditional Orchards (where relevant)
92. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of actions for Traditional Orchards?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q94
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
93. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
94. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________

Traditional Stone Wall Maintenance (where relevant)
95. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of Traditional Stone Wall Maintenance?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q97
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
96. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
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97. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Twite (where relevant)
98. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of actions for Twite?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q100
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
99. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
100.

Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?

NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
Wild Bird Cover (where relevant)
101. Did you have any difficulties in implementation of Wild Bird Cover?
No difficulties
1
GO TO Q103
Some difficulties
2
Major difficulties
3
102. Can you tell me what the particular difficulties were?
____________________________________________
103. Have you seen any benefits from implementing the action (for the farm, wildlife etc.)?
YES/NO. If YES, detail
NO
YES

1
2

GO TO NEXT ACTION

What benefits have you observed?
___________________________________________________________________________
THANKS AND CLOSE.
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Appendix 2: Difficulties encountered in GLAS actions
Table 20: Difficulties encountered by farmers for individual GLAS actions

GLAS management
option

Some or
major
difficulties
(no. of
responses)
5

Difficulties
%

Bat boxes (N=91)

9

10%

Bird boxes (N=93)

13

14%

Breeding Waders
(including curlew) (N=28)

8

29%

Chough (N=30)

1

3%

Commonages (N=71)

14

20%

Arable grass margins (N=33)

15%
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Details of difficulties*

Timing issues (3), difficulties in maintaining
in a correct way and that grass mix did not
grow in a balanced way (2).
Difficulties related to weather conditions
(boxes blown down by wind/storm) (7);
clearer or more instructions needed on
best location (2).
Difficulties related to weather (8); better
and accurate advice needed (2); more
flexibility needed (1), difficulties in cleaning
(1) and difficulties in keeping wasps away
(1).
Rules on cutting and grazing dates are too
restrictive (3); reduction in payment due to
reduction in the size of the field assigned
to breeding waders (1); loss of income and
unsightly due to delayed mowing of
meadows (1); had to buy in extra feed as a
result of this action (restrictions on
fertiliser use) (1); the cutting rules
unreasonable as no curlew being sighted
(2).
Would rather cut the silage in June not July
but this is not a major issue (1)
Administration issues (a lot of paperwork,
issues in payment, difficulties in
monitoring, commonage details and
commonage plan) (7). Liable for
neighbour’s action without any control
(cannot stop the neighbour cutting the
land when they were not supposed to) (1);
issue with shareholder (1); difficulties in
agreeing stocking levels (1); still tied into a
collective agreement which the farmer
feels is wrong (1); cannot comply with
GLAS requirements due to access issues
(1); can't put much stock on the
commonage due to GLAS restrictions
which puts pressure on other areas of the
farm whereas other farmers (who are not
in GLAS) can use the commonage and put

GLAS management
option

Some or
major
difficulties
(no. of
responses)

Difficulties
%

Solitary Bees (boxes)
(N=36)

2

6%

Solitary Bees (sand)
(N=82)

3

4%

Coppicing Hedgerows
(N=44)

10

23%

Corncrake (N=29)

11

38%

Fallow land (N=35)

3

9%
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Details of difficulties*

lots of stock on it (1); Wasn't able to make
silage when the weather was good due to
the date restrictions in GLAS and as a result
losing all the animal feed for the year (had
to watch it rot and could not do anything
about it), which cost the farmer £3,000 as
he had to purchase it from other farmers
who increased their costs due to the
shortage in silage that year from GLAS (1).
Deteriorating in the weather which
requires better quality boxes (1); the bee
boxes are not particularly beneficial for the
bees - would like GLAS to consider using
wildflowers for the bee actions instead of
boxes as it may be more beneficial for
them (1).
Sand washes away in bad weather (1);
difficult to manage the ground around the
sand (2).
A lot of work involved, too much time
consuming and laborious for the first two
years of GLAS (3); difficulties in carrying
out the actions successfully even though
following the instruction so more advice
needed to grow the hedge properly (4);
when they were cut, it allows for weeds
and more undesirable plants to dominate
(1); unsure of success (1); hedges didn’t
grow due to the weather (1).
GLAS requirements were too restrictive
(closing dates hard to meet, the grazing
times too restrictive, grazing season too
short, restricted on use of land, the
restrictions on when you can cut have
resulted in a lot of grass being wasted,
access issues, restrictions on fertiliser use
led to reduction in fodder )(18); too much
land has been set aside for the corncrake
and as a result livestock numbers have had
to be reduced) (10). No payments have
been received (1).
Increases in rats on the farm (improved
this year when it was mown) (1).
Not allowed to top after September which
was difficult in the first year as the weather
was so wet in winter (1). Had to ask for

GLAS management
option

Some or
major
difficulties
(no. of
responses)

Difficulties
%

Farmland habitats (N=75)

2

3%

Gees and Swans (N=34)

6

18%

Grey Partridge (N=30)

6

20%

Hen Harrier (N=32)

3

9%

Laying hedgerows (N=32)

5

16%

Low input permanent
pasture(N=140)

12

9%

Planting a Grove of
Native Trees (N=36)

13

36%
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Details of difficulties*

permission to cut silage from the fallow
land due to fodder shortage in this year (1).
Delayed mowing of meadows, Land not as
productive, Loss of income and unsightly
(1). Found grazing dates too restrictive (1).
Lack of flexibility of grazing dates (4).
Difficulties in keeping livestock away from
the area (1) and not getting paid to take
the cattle off the land (1).
Can be hard to get the seed and the
deadline is very restrictive especially during
poor weather. Would prefer more leeway
to get the seed sown (1).
Not happy to be doing this measure when
she is not being supplied with Grey
Partridges (1).
Regrowth during the drought this summer
was bad (1).
Should be allowed to move the action from
one parcel to another and not have to keep
the same piece of land in the action for 5
years.(1)
The local warden has been laid off, and this
has had a negative impact on the Grey
Partridge measure. (1)
This action has only led to an increase in
rats not birds (1)
Rush control is difficult (2); restricted
topping of fields (1).
Labour intensive (2); slow-going (1);
difficult to get any filter ‘quicks’ to grow
and DAFM advice not being realistic (1);
penalised even though putting in a lot of
effort (1).
Fertiliser use and/or topping dates are too
restrictive (7). Land looks untidy (3). Last
year the change in date for topping the
LIPP parcel was not communicated (1).
Thistles are going to seed- they will spread
to other fields and other farmers will use
herbicides which is not beneficial to the
environment (1)
Weather issues (4); bad/wrong or no
advice given (3); weeds difficult to control
(1); time constraint (2); had difficulties with
deer (1); had to buy in excess of 300 trees

GLAS management
option

Some or
major
difficulties
(no. of
responses)

Difficulties
%

Planting new hedgerow
(N=50)

8

16%

Protection of
watercourses from
Bovines (N=93)

7

8%

Riparian margins (N=28)

6

21%

Traditional hay meadows
(N=62)

16

26%

* Total number of responses is given in the brackets.
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Details of difficulties*

as rabbits were destroying old ones (1);
hard to source the right trees (1)
Difficult to source saplings (1); plant on
land difficult to access (1); had to replant
(4); some trees died/failed due to weather
(2).
Difficulties the maintenance involved (refencing, moving the fence in wet weather
or when flooded, etc.) (6); the other
respondents reported that it was
expensive to implement (to hire someone
to build a bridge across the watercourse)
(1).
Riparian margins are overgrown and
difficult to manage, mow or try and fence
(4).
A tillage farmer wanted to move a section
of tillage to riparian margin, however
found out after that could only be allowed
if the area was first permanent pasture
which took him over two years to get
permission to change this. (1)
One farmer was part of Tier 1 of GLAS so
he was automatically put into the riparian
margin action - his planner did not take
him out of the action on time so the
department told him if he did not
implement the action he would be
removed from the GLAS scheme entirely.
As a result he had to spend a lot of money
digging up the land for riparian margins
which resulted in the loss of scrub habitat
that was valuable for wildlife (provided
good shelter) (1).
The dates are too restrictive and weather
conditions were not taken into
consideration (12); Weather issues were
also mentioned (3) as well as the
difficulties in controlling weeds (1).

