
 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Summary Front Sheet 

DEFRA Consultation on a Post Brexit Domestic Farming 

Policy (DFP) which is entitled “Health and Harmony: the 

future for food, farming and the environment in a Green 

Brexit”.     
 

What is the purpose of this report? 

 
In Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly in 2016 total GVA from Agriculture was £217 million, equal to 
2.3% of total output.  Food processing1 accounted for £248 million or 2.6% of total output. Both 

sectors are more important to Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly than for England as a whole in 
percentage terms.  The location quotients being 4.7 and 1.9 respectively.   

 
Agriculture – 2016 – Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly = (  ).  Figures for England = [  ]. 
 

A total workforce of 11,180, broken down into farmers 7,495 or 67% [57%], and employees 
2,464 or 22% [28%], and casual workers 1,221 or 11% [15%].  The labour force profile for 

Cornwall is different to that for England with a higher percentage of farmers – both full-time 
35% [29%], and part-time 32% [28%], but a lower percentage of full-time regular workers – 
10% [15%]. 

 
In total there are 4,571 holdings – 39% [38%] below 20 hectares, 17% [24%] were holdings of 

100 hectares or more.  Holdings below 20 hectares accounted for 6% [4%] of the farmed area, 
those over 100 hectares for 56% [74%].  Half of holdings, 50% [42%] were engaged in grazing 

livestock, followed by general cropping at 17% [ 17%] and dairy at 9% [6%]. 
 
In terms of land use,  45% [29%] were engaged in grazing livestock, followed by general 

cropping at 17% [17%] and dairy at 9% [6%].  Altogether over 80% of the land mass of 
Cornwall is farmed, with two-thirds owned and one third rented.  On the Isles of Scilly over 90% 

is farmed with the majority rented. 
 
Permanent grass is the dominant land use across Cornwall, accounting for 53%, [36%], followed 

by Arable crops & uncropped arable land/ bare fallow at 21% [45%], and Temporary grass at 
15% [7%] and Forestry 3%. 331,365 cattle were recorded, with dairy accounting for 38% and 

beef for 32%.  Other livestock included 484,438 sheep, 47,313 pigs and 747,077 poultry. 
 
[Defra, Farm survey]. 

 
 

 
 
 

                                                 

 



 

 

 

 

Agricultural output at sector level 
Total agricultural output in 2015 was estimated at £477 million.  Animal outputs accounted for 

£311 million (65%) and crop output £166 million (35%).  Three-quarters of output is derived 
from five categories:   Milk £143 million (30%); Cattle £109 million (22.8%); Plants and flowers 
£54 million; (11.3%); Sheep and goats £30 million (6.2%); and Fresh vegetables £27 million 

(5.8%). [Eurostat, Economic accounts for agriculture by NUTS 2 regions] 
 

Food processing 
A total of 205 workplaces (does not include food service or hospitality) were identified in 2017 
and many source the majority of their ingredients from local supply chains.  The main categories 

were: Manufacture of bread; manufacture of fresh pastry goods and cakes = 50; Manufacture of 
beer = 30; and Processing and preserving of meat = 15.  In terms of size, Cornwall and the 

Isles of Scilly had a lower share of medium and large workplaces compared to the English 
average, 9.8% compared to 12.2%. [UK Business counts]. 
 

A total of 6,000 were employed in food processing in 2016.  This accounted for 2.7% of 
employment compared to an England average of 1.3%.2  The main categories were: 

Manufacture of bread; manufacture of fresh pastry goods and cakes = 2,000; Production of 
meat and poultry meat products= 900; Processing and preserving of meat = 800; Manufacture 

of rusks and biscuits; manufacture of preserved pastry goods and cakes = 600; and Operation 
of dairies and cheese making = 500. [BRES]. 
 

In monetary terms the Common Agricultural Policy (Pillar 1 and Pillar 2) current brings into 
Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly approx. £100 million annually in the form of various grants and 

payments.  Whilst farmers and land managers are the recipients of these funds they 
are not the sole beneficiaries of them as it can be argued that CAP receipts help to 
keep food prices lower than they would be without the CAP support and that the 

general public also benefit from the “public goods” provided by the agri-environment 
schemes.   

 
Therefore any change to this support structure will have a direct impact on farm businesses and 
their input supply chains, food and drink processors who rely on the sector for their ingredient 

supplies and potentially the general public who benefit from lower food prices and environmental 
“public goods”. Depending on the severity of any changes and the future trade environment for 

food products, it could also have an inflationary effect on food prices which in a worst case 
scenario could also increase levels of food poverty.   
 

An alternative view would be that future changes will free up trade in food products which will 
see consumer prices fall.  Given the tight margins involved in many agri-food related business 

this scenario could see many businesses in the sector come under additional financial strain with 
job losses and business failures likely as a result. Given the scale of the agri-food sector to our 
economy this will have a disproportionate effect on our overall economic performance. 

 
The impact on mental health wellbeing in an industry already challenged by such issues should 

not be underestimated. 
 
 

 
 

 

 

                                                 

 



 

 

 

What is the Political strategy for this?  

 
This consultation response contributes to the following Council Priorities:- 

 
Green and Prosperous Cornwall – the current CAP regime invests circa £50 million per 

annum in agri-environment payments.  Significant changes to the current agri-environment 
regime could have both negative and positive outcomes on the way that land is managed in 

Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly and the severity of these changes will be informed by the 
response to this consultation.  As a region with an agreed Environmental Growth Strategy in 
place (endorsed by the Council, our Local Nature Partnership and our Local Enterprise 

Partnership) we are very keen to reduce any potential negative impacts and maximise the 
benefits that a move to a DFP can deliver.   

 
In terms of the economy, the Basic Payment Scheme (BPS) is currently worth £48.6 million per 
annum to Cornish farm businesses (average £16,000/farm/annum) and an additional £2 million 

per annum is available from the various rural development programme activity (LEADER, 
Growth Programme) to support growth in our economy. Any reduction in the level of support 

provided from the change to a DFP will therefore have a direct impact on the viability and 
profitability of farm and food businesses (via the removal of the BPS payment) and their wider 
supply chains (by the possible removal of rural development funds).   

 
As one of the largest land owners with many tenant farmers on the County Farms Estate the 

changes over the next few years will have a direct impact on our tenants and their ability to 
operate a profitable business which could also have an impact on the income derived from our 
County Farms Estate.  By responding to this consultation and by undertaking a review of our 

own County Farms Strategy over the next few weeks Cornwall Council is looking to influence the 
direction for the farmed environment in Cornwall. 

 
Democratic Cornwall – this consultation will help to make Cornwall Brexit ready and by 
responding to this consultation the Council is demonstrating leadership on behalf of the Agri-

food sector in Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly. 
 

In addition our Strategic Economic Plan (Vision 2030) identifies the need to support the agri-
food sector to continue its growth and improve its productivity as one of the key ways of 
addressing our overall economic underperformance.  The LEP’s 10 opportunities document has 

also identified the Agri-food sector as one of the sectors that can drive the future economy of 
Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly.   

 
The Cornwall Futures Group also identified the Agri-food sector as one of the sectors that could 
see the most significant change from the decision to leave the EU.  Both challenges and 

opportunities can be foreseen from the change from the CAP to the DFP, and by participating in 
this consultation we are not only crystallising our own thoughts and views about the future of 

the Agri-food sector in Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly but, we are also making our views known 
to DEFRA. 

 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 

 



 

 

 

It is proposed that the consultation response is a joint response from Cornwall Council and the 

LEP, and should be informed by the following principles:- 
 

1) To ensure that any negative financial implications to farm business and land managers in 
Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly are minimised during the change from the CAP to the DFP 
regime.  

2) To ensure that farm businesses and land managers in Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly are 
given the maximum opportunity to adapt to the new DFP regime by supporting an 

agricultural transition period of 10 years (2020 to 2030). This will help to create a secure 
policy environment that is necessary for businesses to plan any changes in their 
businesses and/or adjust to the new policy regime and delivery processes. 

3) To support the development of a future DFP policy regime that is based on first principles 
about what we want the policy to achieve rather than a slightly altered version of the 

current CAP.   
4) To support a DFP that creates a policy environment that will encourage the Cornish and 

Isles of Scilly farming, food and land management sector to improve its productivity and 

maximise its contribution to the economy.  This should include specific support for new 
entrant incubation and support for wider rural development activity that is currently 

funded by Pillar 2 of the CAP. 
5) To support a DFP that enables the farming and land management sector to maximise the 

contribution the sector can make to our Environmental Growth strategy and the 
recommendations outlined in the South West Rural Productivity Commission report. 

6) To ensure that the policy compliance and regulatory environment for the DFP is simplified 

in areas such as animal health and welfare and food safety; by working with DEFRA to 
pilot new and innovative ways to deliver improved regulatory and inspection functions at 

local level. For any new agri-environment type activity this should also include a rolling 
application window rather than an annual deadline (as per the current scheme).  This 
move would reduce the unnecessary administrative burden of an annual deadline from 

both the applicant and the RPA. 
 

This joint response (appendix 1) will demonstrate leadership, reinforce the strategic objective to 
support the Agri-food sector and help to deliver a Brexit ready Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly.   

 
  



 

 

 

Appendix 1 Consultation response submitted to the DEFRA online Portal on 4th May 

2018. 
 

Given the importance of the Agri-food sector to Cornwall and the IoS the change from a CAP to 
a DFP policy regime is very significant and it is therefore vital that government recognise the 
potential implications of any changes to those areas where the Agri-food sector makes up a 

significant portion of the local economy.   
 

The development of the DFP must also recognise the complicated nature of the farmed 
environment, the diverse nature of the economy of rural areas and the differences of the 
environment across England.  A policy that is suitable for the farmed environment in Lincolnshire 

may not be suitable for the farmed environment at Lands’ End and therefore the DFP policy 
regime must be flexible enough to take this into consideration. 

 
One of the key priorities that have informed this submission is our intention to support a DFP 
that creates a policy environment that will encourage the Cornish and Isles of Scilly farming, 

food and land management sector to improve its productivity and maximise its contribution to 
the economy.  This should include specific support for new entrant incubation and support for 

wider rural development activity that is currently funded by Pillar 2 of the CAP. If the future 
DFP does not have a wider rural development function/fund (to replace the current 

LEADER, EAFRD Growth Programme and Countryside Productivity schemes) then 
economic growth, which in itself is a significant “Public Good” delivered by the current 
CAP regime, will be lost.  

 
Therefore DEFRA need to ensure that the current CAP support that is targeted at wider 

rural development activity (EAFRD Growth Programme and LEADER) is replicated 
within the DFP policy regime.  In addition DEFRA also need to ensure that the planned 
UK SPF is fully rural proofed so that it can support the development of the economy of 

rural areas and support rural businesses, as this will ensure that the UKSPF is truly an 
England wide scheme and not just an urban or City Region based scheme.  Currently, 

environmental projects on land eligible for agri-environment schemes, farm 
businesses, land managers and food processing businesses (annex 1 businesses) are 
excluded from accessing ERDF support and it is vital that this does not continue into 

the future. 
 

The responses below are therefore designed to take into account the principles identified in the 
report above. 
 

 
 
 

 



 

 

 

In order of importance the proposed response to this is:- 

a) in order to simplify the whole application process, make it easier for farmers and land 
managers to access the support available and reduce delivery costs.  One of our key 

priorities that has informed this response is the desire to ensure that the policy 
compliance and regulatory environment for the DFP is simplified in areas such as animal 
health and welfare and food safety.  For any new agri-environment type activity this 

should also include a rolling application window rather than an annual deadline (as per the 
current scheme).  This move would reduce the unnecessary administrative burden of an 

annual deadline from both the applicant and the RPA; 
b) in order to reduce the cost burden on applicants (who often have to employ a consultant 

to fill in the current forms) and the RPA;  

d) in order to reduce the overall audit requirements (e.g. parcels of land to 4 decimal places) 
which will help to reduce the cost of delivery. 

 
The answer to the second question would be as follows:- 

a) The current Countryside Stewardship Scheme uptake has been low due to the limited land 

management options available and the payment rates (especially in the lower tier 
scheme) have not been set at rates that are attractive to most land managers.  It does 

also not take sufficiently into account the different land management practices in different 
areas of England.  Our maritime climate means that we have vegetative growth for over 

300 days per year and the future DFP land management schemes must take this into 
account.  Currently when farmers and land managers undertake a simple cost benefit 
analysis of the current CS scheme they decide that the payments are not worth the time 

it takes to apply and manage a CS contract.   
 

Looking forward the options available and payment rates need to be reviewed to address 
this weakness in the current system. Agreements that enable a wider “Natural Capital 
outcome” approach to be taken should also be developed as this delivers broader 

outcomes than the current, more constrained “environmental or income foregone 
payment” regime.   

 
b) Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly LEP and Local Nature Partnership (LNP) are working 

together on a pilot Natural Capital project centred around the Fowey River valley and 

would welcome the opportunity to pilot element of the proposed Environmental Land 
Management Scheme (ELMS) in the 2018 to 2020 period in order to help inform the 

proposed options that will be available after 2020.  Of particular interest to DEFRA would 
be work we could do around the local  “governance” structures that may need to be in 
place to deliver elements of their new schemes 

 
c) In addition and where appropriate improved integration with the socio economic elements 

of the current CAP regime (LEADER, EAFRD Growth Programme) via a “whole farm 
agreement” would also be beneficial as we are confident that environmental benefits and 
the associated public goods and services can be delivered as part of wider business 

investment/support rather than just the current one dimensional agri-environment 
payment regime which are currently based on income forgone methodology.  

 
d) There has to be clear support for farmers and land managers to address both productivity 

and ecosystem 'outcomes'. For Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly these are linked issues as 

articulated in the Cornwall Environmental Growth Strategy, and if the balance of support 
is not there it could result in decreased food production and quality and/or a degraded 

natural environment which will impact on everything from health to brand. The associated 
goods and services provided by a quality environment, such as flood protection and 
pollination, will also be diminished. 

 



 

 

 

How the planning system operates in tandem with the delivery of strong environmental 

outcomes is important. Exiting the industry could lead to unintended consequences if farm 
buildings are disposed of in a more 'flexible' planning system: both in terms of the impact of 

development and in terms of the heritage value of particular buildings. Specifically, the Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (which is dispersed across Cornwall) should be a targeted area for 
stronger stewardship. 

 

 
 
The answers to question above about reductions would be:- 

 
b) Apply a cap to the largest payments.  The reason for this is that this will help to ensure 

that any negative financial implications to farm business and land managers in Cornwall 

and the Isles of Scilly (and their input and output supply chains) are minimised during the 
change from the CAP to the DFP regime.  Cornwall and the IoS specific farmed landscape 

and farm structure (network of small fields and family farms) means that we only have a 
limited number of farmers and land managers that receive over £125k of direct payments 
so this option will have the least financial impact on recipients.   

 
In addition this option would unlock funds nationally for the environmental ambitions 

outlined by DEFRA which Cornwall and the IoS should be well placed to access because of 
the quality and role its environment makes to the local economy and associated public 
benefits. This would be an important contribution to that of the UK. The Cornwall and the 

Isles of Scilly LNP and our Environmental Growth Strategy is providing the framework and 
catalyst for the area to maximise the environmental opportunities provided by this new 

approach. 
 
 



 

 

 

The answer to the question above about conditions would be: 

 
b) Simplification of the current system during the agricultural transition period is the most 

sensible approach, as this will help to reduce the number of changes recipients of CAP 
support will have to make in the transition period as they will not have to “learn” a new 
system at the same time as making significant structural changes in their businesses.  

This will also help to maintain some of the protections that the current greening regime 
delivers during the transition period.  

 
The factors that should drive the profile of reducing direct payments during the agricultural 
transition period should be the need to give the industry a clear policy direction whilst at the 

same time giving them time to adapt.  This will provide businesses with the stable policy 
environment they need to make informed businesses decisions and ensure that farm businesses 

and land managers (and their input and output supply chains) are given the maximum 
opportunity to adapt to the new DFP regime.    
 

A 10% reduction per annum over 10 years would provide more time for businesses to adapt 
which is especially relevant if the UK does not secure the trade deals it requires and WTO 

conditions apply to agricultural products.   If change is too rapid it could put many farm 
businesses under undue financial stress (especially given the importance of CAP related 

payments to the average farm in Cornwall and the IoS) and could also have an impact on 
environmental issues through any significant changes to land management practices that may 
result from the change from the CAP to the DFP.  It is recognised that these changes could be 

positive as well as negative, but either way nature will take time to adapt to changing 
management techniques. 

 
With regards to the agricultural transition period itself it should be short enough to signal the 
need for change and long enough to allow businesses to adapt.  Many farming systems work on 

a multi annual cycle so changes cannot be made immediately.  Equally land tenures mean that it 
may not be possible to exit land or take on more land as quickly as may be required.  Therefore 

a maximum of a 10 year transition period is suggested.  Direct payments should be reduced 
equally across each year of the transition period in order to provide businesses with a phased 
withdrawal of funding, and time to adapt to the new policy/market environment, which could 

include adapting to the support provided by any succession to EU economic development 
funding.   

 
There is a need to ensure that any progressive reduction in claim values are not to the critical 
detriment of the businesses concerned; that business support is enabled to sit alongside any 

reduction in order to provide a sustainable future for the business. It could be that the support 
in question is enabling the continuation of a business critical in the food supply chain or 

providing some on-going critical environmental support.  A move away from area payments will 
also potentially disadvantage the smaller and tenant farmer as the current BPS regime is likely 
to make up a greater proportion of their farm business income.   

 



 

 

 

 
 

In order to support a DFP that creates a policy environment that will encourage the Cornish and 
Isles of Scilly farming, food and land management sector to sustain itself , improve its 

productivity,  remain resilient and maximise its contribution to the economy the answer to the 
question about increasing the take up of knowledge and advice would be:- 
 

a) If you can’t measure it you can’t manage it so the use of established benchmarking 
criteria will be key. 

d) Currently the EAFRD Pillar 2 funds cannot be used for training and development and CPD 
relating to business management practices or technical skills.  This is a decision by 
DEFRA as they are eligible for EAFRD support at EU level.  Improved skill levels 

across the business (management, HR, entrepreneurialism) are a key element of 
improving productivity and the need for improved skill levels applies across all tiers of 

staff involved in businesses from the owner/manager to the herdsperson or tractor driver.  
Increasingly knowing how to manage staff will be as important to many businesses as 
knowing how to keep costs of production to a minimum.  Practical agri-environmental 

management training should also run alongside other skills training, guidance and 
development. 

e) For too long DEFRA have been giving grants to farm businesses for equipment without 
any knowledge of the baseline performance, skill levels of the applicant or incentive to 

improve the management skills deployed in the business.  Worst case example would be 
that the farm is still in the bottom 25% of production performance but with a new grant 
funded cattle crush or seed drill funded by the current EAFRD schemes.   

 
Making benchmarking and evidence of structured CPD compulsory as part of any grant is 

one way of approaching this.  However, if this CPD is after the equipment has been 
purchased the results could be sub optimal.  It should also be recognised that many farm 
businesses and land managers already undertake structured CPD or some form of training 

as part of their normal practice so expecting them to undertake additional activity is 
perhaps excessive.   

 



 

 

 

Therefore in future any recipient of DFP support to improve the productivity of their 

business should have to demonstrate that they already have the necessary skills to make 
an informed choice about any planned investment (this could be via a facilitator or an 

independent 3rd party advisor) or that they agree to undertake a structured CPD 
programme as part of their grant application.  This will help to ensure that that the 
applicant has the skills necessary to gain the maximum benefit from any funded activity 

BEFORE they make the investment.  This may even help them to decide whether the 
equipment purchased is the right investment decision in the first place.    

 
This approach will be seen as a “barrier” by many farmers but if we want best value for 
money from any public investment we have to use every lever we can to drive change.  

However, any system would need to be flexible to ensure that any training up front or 
CPD afterwards delivers maximum benefit.  Any training need should be fit for purpose, 

be business led rather than provider led so that the business can access the training they 
want/need not just what is available from their local provider. 

 

In our view the main barriers to investment are e), a) and b).  The future DFP policy regime 
must be based on first principles about what we want the policy to achieve rather than a slightly 

altered version of the current CAP.  By ensuring that the wider rural development activity 
currently funded by Pillar 2 of the CAP (EAFRD Growth, LEADER and Countryside Productivity) 

continues into the DFP will therefore be vital as it can help to reduce these barriers.  Examples 
of where funding can help reduce these barriers whilst also delivering the necessary public 
goods include the following:- 

 Marketing and Branding (at individual product/business level and at regional level:. 
Cornwall and the IoS) – under the current CAP regime DEFRA have decided to exclude 

expenditure on marketing and branding from the list of eligible activity even though it is 
eligible for EAFRD support at EU level.  This means that whilst a food business or farm 
diversification project can access capital grants from LEADER or the EAFRD Growth 

Programme to build the processing capacity or tourist attraction, the only marketing 
support they can include in their projects are those related to designing websites.   

This often leads to increased production , and then sub optimal marketing of a product 
the market place. In a post Brexit world in order to deliver the public good of export led 
growth marketing and branding support will be key.  Subject to any changes in the future 

CAP regime in the EU you could therefore see a food business from the EU competing with 
a food business from the UK for the same export markets.  The former will have CAP 

support for the related costs, the UK business would not.  Hardly a level playing field! 
 Supply Chain approach to delivery - Adopting a supply chain approach (rather than 

separate and unlinked investments at farm level and processor level) could be one way to 

help reduce uncertainties about the future and this is something we are willing to pilot in 
Cornwall and the IoS. By working across the supply chain we can invest in growth in the 

processing business (creating jobs and growth) whilst at the same time working with the 
suppliers of their ingredients to maximise their productivity in their current output and 
where necessary support them to increase their output to meet demand.  Helping to 

make businesses and supply chains “match fit” in a post Brexit world is a significant public 
good for the UK economy as they may become more exposed to the world market and will 

therefore have to improve their competiveness to survive and thrive. 
 

The most cost effective ways to support new entrants would be a loan scheme (already piloted 

in Cornwall and the IoS as part of our Fresh Start Programme: evaluation available) to 
assist with the up-front costs (e.g. equipment, working capital, stock,etc).  This should also 

include integral business support for new entrants and those who need to retire from the 
industry to ensure that they both have robust financial projections.   
 



 

 

 

As an “offer” to DEFRA Cornwall Council is prepared to consider a new entrant “incubator” pilot 

that builds on the existing mandate of our County Farms Estate as part of the DFP regime.  This 
will require co-investment from DEFRA and the Council (confirmed by George Eustice MP at the 

Cornwall AONB conference on the 14th of April 2018 as something that he would like to consider) 
and would combine land, loan capital, training and business support. 
 

There will be a continued need to learn from people already in the industry and ensure that 
succession is managed carefully. The use of technology and encouraging innovative young 

people into the industry will assist with its diversification, with a dual focus but specialisms 
relating broadly to both the 'management' and the 'productivity' of the land. 
 

With regards to tenancy law we defer to the stated position of the Tenancy Reform Industry 
Group ( TRIG) who are better placed to comment on this issue as it brings together the views of 

landlords, tenants, young farmers, etc. 

 
 
The priority research topics are d, e and c.  Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly have already 

developed an Agritech project as part of our EU Growth Programme (ERDF funded) to drive 
research at local level in order to grow our economy see Agri-tech Cornwall – and Isles of Scilly.    

However, this is another example of where eligibility criteria are restrictive as the Managing 
Authority for ERDF have  deemed annex 1 producers (farmers and food processors) to be 

ineligible to apply to this scheme.  At EU level they would be eligible. 
 
Government and farmers can take a more proactive role in RD&I activity by d, c and b.  

However, facilitation of this activity will be key as will knowledge transfer via peer to peer 
discussion groups, greater use of on line video content, etc. 

 
The main barriers are cost of new technology, ability to understand how technology can be 
applied on farms with different levels of performance (i.e. a top 25% producer will get more out 

of a GPS system than a bottom 25% producer).  This can be overcome by a package of 
benchmarking activity, independent advice on the most suitable (not just the most attractive or 

what is currently eligible for EAFRD support) technology options for any given farm, training in 
its use and grants/loans to help reduce the initial capital outlay.  Loans could be repaid over 
time by savings made through ongoing and appropriate business support. 

 

https://www.agritechcornwall.co.uk/


 

 

 

Greater use/encouragement of discussion groups, clusters and networks would also be beneficial 

as these are a proven way to disseminate best practice between farm businesses. This should be 
organised from the bottom up rather than imposed from the top down.  The key to successful 

discussion groups is trust between the participants, so support for this activity should be 
available through the entire transition period.  In Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly we have an 
industry led organisation called the Cornwall Agri-food Council (CAC) which provides a useful 

model of how networks can add value to delivery. 
 

Too often initiatives start, gain trust and then have to fold after the initial 3 year duration of the 
project expires.  Lessons needs to be learned from the Objective 5b (1992 to 2000), Objective 
One (2000 – 2007), RDPE (2008 to 2013) as well as the current EAFRD Programme (2014 to 

2020) as there are lessons (good and bad) to share from all of them.  If DEFRA truly want to go 
back to first principles with the DFP then some analysis of what has been tried (and quite often 

independently evaluated for its effectiveness) over the last 25 years would be vital in our view.  
Cornwall and IoS stakeholders are prepared to share their experiences with the DEFRA DFP 
team if required. 

 
All of these are significant issues but it is essential that during the Brexit process and beyond 

consumer confidence in British produce is enhanced; and there is recognition that environmental 
good practice has wider impacts in terms of (for example) resilience against flooding and 

product marketing to encourage ‘buy British, but local’. 
 

 
 
The major skills gaps are a, b and c but all are relevant.  Equally DEFRA must recognised that 

the skills gaps in the sector vary between the sub sectors of the agricultural and food sector and 
across different areas of England.  Therefore the policy and delivery of the DFP needs to be 
sufficiently nuanced to cater for this rather than try and impose a centralised “one size fits all” 

approach. 
 

To support a DFP that enables the farming and land management sector to maximise the 
contribution  it can make to our Economic and Environmental Growth strategies( and the 
recommendations outlined in the South West Rural Productivity Commission) attracting good 

staff and providing clear career progression routes and CPD will be key.  Ensure wage rates, 
benefits packages and HR management and compliance are attractive and undertake greater 

promotion of the industry at career events in schools.  The agricultural sector and its input and 
output supply chain has a range of career choices for people with varying abilities and can 



 

 

 

provide career progression as well as secure employment. The whole supply chain should 

work together to promote the sector as a whole as a career choice. An additional 
“Public Good” would be including in the DFP mechanisms to encourage greater 

collaboration between farmers, land managers and schools. 
 
With regards to labour demand we defer to the position of the NFU who have made a number of 

suggestions for how to solve this issue.  However, we would add that any solution should also 
enable workers to work across sectors such as tourism, care and the food processing sectors.  It 

should also be based on competencies rather than just qualification levels to allow for the 
transferability of skills to enable sustainable careers in the economy of rural areas. 
 

Entry into the industry must be on the basis of a clear career path and the ability to enter and 
exit. The range of environmental qualifications which are available mean that there is a real 

opportunity to diversify the sector as a career of choice for young people where what it means 
to be a 'farmer' is also diversified.  Motivation for profit will need to be balanced with ensuring 
that what is available to the domestic consumer is appropriately affordable and is produced in 

harmony with the environment and established consumer demands in terms of animal health 
and welfare. The creation of a premium product could mean that those who cannot afford it seek 

refuge in cheaper imported foodstuffs which may have an impact on the health of the nation 
(adding costs to the public purse elsewhere) and the demand for home grown produce. 

 
Sustainable farming has to mitigate the impact of market volatility (the role the current BPS 
system plays in this should not be underestimated.  At one level it is a very simple and effective 

tool for achieving this aim), increase productivity and enhance natural capital and the role that 
farming has as bulwark against the consequences of climate change (which also affect farming 

themselves).  Farmers have to receive a fair price for product (e.g. milk) and will need support 
in ensuring that production is achieved both efficiently and in positive ways for the environment.  
 

Direct payments are currently helping to offset the impact of market volatility but farmers and 
land managers need investment strategies that are not just based on offsetting lost income. 

Income resilience against the UK and global marketplace has to be supported through 
encouragement of that marketplace as well as productivity improvements at farm level: buying 
British and buying local. Flexible support will be required over a long period to try and introduce 

some stability and return. 
 

Knowledge exchange with other sectors and training initiatives tailored to sector needs should 
form part of a new DFP; with an emphasis not only on the use of technology but also hands on 
experience.  Some, traditional more environmentally-friendly farming practices are also being 

lost. These techniques may have a significant role to play in areas farmed and managed for 
environmental and public outcomes (rather than focussed only on productivity) and may 

therefore need to be re-integrated into the farming community and land managers toolbox of 
skills and knowledge. 
 



 

 

 

 
 

Top 3 environmental outcomes are d, a, b. Rationale – if we look after these three then the 
others will be looked after by default – that wouldn’t necessarily work in the other direction. 

 
The most important public goods would be c, d and e – the UK could define its farming methods 
and consequent products by high standards backed up by industry led assurance schemes.  

Biosecurity is essential foundation for our countryside and productivity particularly in light of 
climate change impacts and Government has a role in delivering this at national level. We would 

also support f) as managed access will ensure the UK public feel connected to and see benefits 
of the investment they are making via the DFP.  
 

Other public goods would be:- 
 Increasing tree cover; 

 Supporting participation/ training in the countryside via farm businesses for health 
benefits, traditional and modern skills that supports ‘inclusive’ diversification of farm 
businesses; 

 Supporting the growth in the economy of rural areas via a rural development 
type strand of the DFP to ensure that rural areas continue to contribute to the 

UK economy.  If this is not included and economic support is only available in 
urban or “City Region” areas rural areas will become dormitory areas over time. 

 



 

 

 

 
b, c, d, e, f, g, j, i  

 
Outcome based payments should be the bedrock of any new system but it should be noted that 

by definition 'outcomes' takes time to deliver. The impact of woodland for business, recreation, 
biodiversity and/or flood alleviation can take decades. Therefore the approach to payments 
needs to be realistic and stable for a significant period of time (10 years minimum) rather than 

being allowed to change on an annual or political cycle basis. 
 

Government should set the national priorities that should be applied on a UK basis.  Devolved 
Administrations and regions (Cornwall and the IoS) in England can then add additional local 
priorities (identified by local stakeholders e.g. LNP’s and LEP’s).  This approach has worked well 

for the EAFRD Growth Programme where DEFRA have set the national priorities and then LEP 
areas have issued a local targeting statement that also has to be taken into account when funds 

are delivered.   
 
Local delivery of the land management system should also be encouraged where possible as the 

current system is very “top down” whereas a mix of “top down” and “bottom up” may deliver 
better outcomes in those areas that wish to develop a role in local delivery.   

 
Catchment based approaches should be incentivised through the provision of facilitation funds 

(devolved to partners in local areas and regions i.e. Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly rather than 
held by the RPA or other DEFRA agencies) to bring groups of farmers together, and higher rates 
of payments/grants for collaborative approaches can also increase uptake. This would encourage 

farmers and land managers to work together as they may receive a higher level of support than 
they could access on their own.  In Cornwall and the IoS our LEP and LNP are working together 

to develop a natural Capital Pilot project and are willing to work with DEFRA to explore some of 
the delivery and governance issues that are part of introducing a new policy regime. 
 

Understanding the continuing role and importance of natural capital is crucial. There is a danger 
that the loss of CAP from smaller landowners could disproportionately impact on the protection 

of the countryside and its role in providing public good (biodiversity, brand, health and 
wellbeing).  The right balance will need to be maintained between the provision of food (and 
efficient production) and the enabling or provision of public goods. Support for 'new' 

environmental land management schemes should not be at the expense of maintaining and 
improving existing schemes, but a streamlined approach to application and assessment is to be 

welcomed; as are ways of ensuring and enabling experts in biodiversity and land management 
to work more effectively with farmers. 



 

 

 

Part of the approach has to be on education and mitigation: avoiding pollution in the first place 

and enabling ways for the sustainable re/use of natural resources to reduce business costs and 
add value to the business model: both for farming and for other sectors. It is local priorities that 

will contribute to national outcomes. There also needs to be greater resource put into 
understanding the modern value of natural capital so that these can be subjected to 
mainstreamed economic assessment. 

 

 
 

Yes pilots can help to demonstrate the benefits of different approaches that deliver the same 
outcomes as long as they do not bring with them onerous standards.  Any Pilot should be 
tailored to fit local conditions e.g. an upland area in the SW has different climatic conditions 

than one in the North of England, so could warrant a different approach to animal welfare or 
habitat management.  For example would a scheme designed to assist with physical 

infrastructure on farm (e.g. cattle crush) deliver greater animal health improvements and 
productivity gains than a comprehensive package of advice, training and business support?   
 

As part of the Cornwall and IoS Economic Strategy ambitions and our Environmental Growth 
Strategy objectives, we would like the flexibility to target resources accordingly and work with 

local farmers and land managers to develop approach that will deliver the desired outcome at 
local level. 

 
With regards to further standards our answer would be b).  Any support for improved animal 
health and welfare needs to ensure that the starting point for the business being supported and 

recorded as this will help to identify best practice, demonstrate the value of the support and the 
level of improvements delivered by any policy intervention.  If you do not know where you are 

starting from how do you know where you want to end up? 
 



 

 

 

For those farms with below average performance on animal health and welfare and productivity 

(measured by the use of standard benchmarks) we believe that in future any grant or other type 
of financial support for farms should be predicated on an integral and compulsory business 

support/training package as this will maximise the benefits derived from the investment.   
 
For those with above average performance the training and business support package should be 

optional but strongly encouraged, and could be targeted at wider farm/business management 
needs rather than just animal health and welfare matters. Farm businesses that are already 

undertaking this training or who can demonstrate the use of suitably qualified advisors could be 
exempted from this condition. 
 

Improvements in animal health (beyond statutory norms) should be market led as otherwise 
production costs could increase without the ability to recoup these costs from the market.    Bad 

practice (not meeting statutory norms) should be prosecuted to deter poor standards prevailing.   
 
Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly has a strong reputation for taking steps to reduce and coordinate 

regulation through the 'Better Business for All' scheme but it is likely that animal welfare will 
continue to remain a central concern for consumers despite the fact that there are costs 

attached to ensuring high quality animal welfare and production.  Indeed, this is a basic area of 
support which forms the basis for landowners to market their product.  

 
Welfare is also dependent on the quality of the natural environment (e.g. access to quality 
grassland) and the need to support the restoration of farm buildings to allow for the housing of 

livestock as appropriate. What hasn't been funded by the CAP and has been delivered by 
the industry via its business activities should not be underestimated or unrecognised 

in the DFP. 
 
With regards to actions that can help to deliver improved animal health and welfare all are 

equally important apart from d) which we do not feel is as important as the rest of the actions 
outlined above. 

 
High standards of animal welfare should not be optional for UK produced and more importantly 
imported food should be produced to the same standards in order to ensure a level playing field 

in the UK market. There needs to be a thorough understanding of the costs of higher animal 
welfare standards to business; but also the marketable benefits.  

 
Cheaper food should not be at the expense of welfare standards which can be improved through 
investment in facilities and training. Technology which assists in ensuring welfare standards has 

to be funded if we are to achieve a sustainable industry.  We agree that consumers need to have 
better knowledge of the exact nature of the welfare standards in purchasing their product: for 

example how 'free' are free range eggs and the same standards need to be applied to all 
products no matter where they have been produced in the world. 
 

Under previous rural development programmes (Objective One – 2000 to 2006 and RDPE – 
2007 to 2014) support was provided to deliver animal health and resource efficiency 

advice/training on farms.  This enabled additional time for vets and other 
professionals/independent advisors/facilitator to spend on farm to discuss the long term 
development needs of the business rather than just address the specific issue they were called 

into discuss.  Independent evaluations of these schemes demonstrated a benefit far in excess of 
their cost and have been supplied to DEFRA personnel for reference.  The current EAFRD 

programme does not offer the same type of support and therefore the impact of the grants 
available is sub optimal in our view.   
Endemic diseases – we defer to the NFU position on this. 

 



 

 

 

 
 

Upland farming is amongst the most challenging business environments in England and 
therefore we believe that they should receive the highest levels of support in order to ensure 

that our upland areas remain managed.   
 
In the transition period they should be treated the same as lowland farmers (same payment cap 

and % reduction) but should be prioritised for entry into any new DFP regime.  Any future 
payment regime should also have integral benchmarking, business support and advice (similar 

to that provided by the SW Upland programmes in the RDPE period 2007 – 2014 – evaluation 
available) as a condition of participation to ensure that the drive to improved productivity and 
environmental performance forms part of the delivery regime in these areas. 

 
A,b and d 

 
With regards to the challenges faced by wider rural communities and businesses (i.e. rural areas 
generally ) a, b and d.  In future DEFRA should:- 

 
 Ensure that the “public good” of economic development of rural and upland areas forms 

an integral part of the DFP as these areas need access to rural development type funds to 
ensure that they can continue to evolve and develop and make a greater contribution to 

the overall UK economy.  In Cornwall and the IoS many of our most well known and world 
class food businesses (Cornish Kern – Best Cheese in the World 2017, Cornish Blue – Best 
Cheese in the World 2010, Camel Valley Wines – Best Sparkling Wine in the World) are 

located in rural areas. 
 Ensure that their rural proofing role is strengthened to ensure that all government 

departments and policies take the needs of rural areas into account.  Over the course of 
12 years the Government has diminished the resources given to departments and bodies 
which protect the UK’s natural environment and promote the needs of rural communities.   

 
The independent bodies created by the NERC Act, such as the Commission for Rural 

Communities and the Rural Advocate, have been abolished and their loss has significantly 
weakened the Government’s understanding of rural society, leading to policy changes that 
fail to account for the negative impacts for people in rural communities, especially those 

areas which are outside the influence of City Regions and who therefore do not benefit 
from the agglomeration impact derived from urban or City Region policies.   



 

 

 

 

For example a recent meeting with the National Infrastructure Committee confirmed that 
they had never been informed that their policies need to take rural proofing into account. 

This illustrates to us that there has been a consistent failure, over a number of years to 
prioritise the ‘rural affairs’ element of the departmental remit of DEFRA. The focus of the 
department has been consumed by its work on agriculture and the environment and this 

will only intensify as a result of Brexit. The lives of those who live in the rural areas have 
been neglected as a result. 

 
In summary we fully support Lord Cameron of Dillington, Chairman of the Committee, 
view that “It is clear that the Government are failing to take proper account of the needs 

of rural communities.  Departmental decisions and policies continue to demonstrate a lack 
of rural understanding among Whitehall policymakers. Each and every Government 

department should be required to think about the ways in which their policies affect rural 
people, and the Government must take action to ensure that this ‘rural-proofing’ of policy 
happens”. 

 
As part of the rural proofing role Government therefore need to ensure that any future economic 

development funding is underpinned by the following principles:- 
 The UK Shared Prosperity Fund (UK SPF) and/or successor funding to the EU Rural 

Development and Fisheries Programmes should take the form, at LEP level, of a 
streamlined single integrated investment programme up to 2030 combining economic 
development funding for rural and coastal areas (including funding that is currently 

being delivered through programmes such as Countryside Stewardship, LEADER, 
EAFRD Growth and Countryside Productivity Programme’s and EMFF) with other 

growth, infrastructure and skills funding schemes.  
 Eligibility criteria for accessing the UK SPF should enable any business located in a 

rural or urban area to access the support available.  The current EU Growth 

Programme and EAFRD programmes operate a demarcation system that restricts 
growth in rural areas and delivers sub optimal outcomes and should not be used as the 

basis of the UK SPF. 
 Alternatively if the UK SPF is not going to support this activity, DEFRA need to 

consider a rural development programme as part of their future DFP. 

 Delivery of integrated economic development funding for rural and coastal areas 
should be allocated to ‘place/LEP level’ and form part of the ‘single pot’ approach 

suggested above. At the very least, the financial support for the agri-food and fisheries 
sector should be aligned with UK SPF activity via an Agri-Food and Fisheries Sector 
Deal for Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly under the auspices of our local Industrial 

Strategy. 
 Adopt an ‘inclusive growth’ approach to the delivery of the UK SPF and other economic 

development funding as this will help to rebalance the economy as a whole and not 
just urban or City Regions.  The UK SPF must be an England wide scheme in order to 
deliver shared prosperity. We now have an opportunity to capitalise on the legacy of 

previous investments to become a thriving self-sustaining economy that not only 
delivers sustainable inclusive growth, but also contributes to the economic position of 

UK PLC. 
 A programme design focused on local accountability (within a national framework) that 

builds on our current Intermediate Body/accountable body status will ensure that the 

programme is easy to access by beneficiaries, owned and recognised by local 
stakeholders and partners; and easily accountable to and monitored by Government. 

 Delivery according to measurements of success, that are linked to the quality of 
outcomes achieved rather than outputs delivered, will ensure that a whole system 
approach to economic growth can effectively tackle areas of underperformance and 

optimise the productive capacity of regions such as Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly. 



 

 

 

There is a strong relationship in Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly between the location of farming 

communities, the AONB and World Heritage Site status. Diversification into (for example) 
community energy schemes is an important opportunity where there is a role for the 'farmer' in 

working with the wider business/community.  
 
Facilitation and capacity building through mechanisms such as LEADER and CLLD will remain 

important but there are also examples from previous Rural Development Programmes over the 
past 20 years that are worthy of consideration e.g. Delegated Grant Schemes, South West 

Upland Initiative, Soils for Profit, Dairy Collect, Vocational Training Schemes, The Grassland 
Initiative and Fresh Start.  All of these were independently evaluated and many lessons can be 
learned from the findings of these reports.  Partners in Cornwall and the IoS are willing to share 

these lessons with the DEFRA DFP team. 
 

The opportunity for rural communities to be able to contribute to national economic wealth 
should not be underestimated, knowledge economy workers can choose to live in such 
communities and the way that knowledge is shared (through the evolution of work hubs for 

example) is one way of ensuring intellectual innovation.   
 

It is imperative that future DFP and UK SPF activity builds on the success of EU funding for 
Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly. There is also a double challenge in ensuring that growth 

addresses the need for inclusivity amongst (including) rural communities where issues of 
distance deprivation or isolation impacts on economic opportunity. There is a need (for example) 
to look at ways that locally produced food and the countryside can contribute to health and 

wellbeing and through development and connectivity that enables access to the countryside. 
 

Economic growth needs to be socially inclusive and mindful of the natural capital that creates 
the environment for business to want to be based in or operate from Cornwall and the Isles of 
Scilly.  In future “Inclusive Growth” needs to achieve a number of things to enable economic 

growth: 
 Quality, accessible, well designed and lifetime homes in the right places to stimulate the 

economy and  associated employment space. 
 Enabling labour mobility throughout Cornwall and the Isles of Scilly so skills growth can 

access opportunity and not be hampered by a lack of housing choice, transport issues or 

appropriate workspace availability. 
 Encouraging and enabling job and career progression to address housing affordability and 

income levels  
 Supporting quality of life through natural capital growth: for wellbeing and the economy 
 Helping businesses to become more productive with a view to becoming “best in class”; 

engendering healthy competition nationally. 
 



 

 

 

 
A, b, d, e and f.  For f) we propose that Regulatory powers and derogations over areas such as 
Animal Health, Environmental Health, Licensing, Port Health and Trading Standards should, as 

the default principle, be devolved to Cornwall Council.  Specific empowerment is sought to: 
 Enable local flexibility over the FSA’s Codes of Practice to tailor intervention strategies for 

businesses, including by basing earned recognition on local accreditation schemes. 
 Issue certificates to permit the export of all food products. Currently different agencies 

permit the export of different products. 

 Redraw local enforcing responsibilities for health and safety with HSE to ensure the best 
use of collective resources to provide support to Cornwall’s businesses. 

 Simplify regulation in farming (currently divided between numerous agencies) through the 
consolidation of statutory powers to the Council where possible. 

 Devolve the power to make Public Space Protection Orders to appropriate local town and 

parish councils. 
 Issue a single, “lifetime” licence to businesses for all licensable activities with local fee-

setting powers and a single public record. 
 

By doing this businesses will benefit from a local, more joined-up regulatory framework, which 

will simplify regulations and save time and money. Improved business competitiveness and 
economic growth in our region has the potential to attract more businesses to operate in 

Cornwall and the IoS and create jobs. Communities will benefit from the devolution of regulatory 
powers/sanctions to Cornwall Council with the further devolvement of community protection 
powers to town and parish councils delivering whole system efficiencies. Cost-effective sanctions 

will also reduce burdens on the courts system. The Cabinet Office estimate potential average 
savings of 10% to regulators’ costs from earned recognition/regulated self-assurance. 

 



 

 

 

 
We defer to the NFU position on first two questions and the first part of the third. 

 
In terms of providing crisis support the change from the CAP to the DFP will in some cases 

create sufficient crisis in a business to warrant a dedicated support mechanism.  This could take 
the form of targeted (free at point of use) business support (e.g. FarmCornwall: which includes 
advocacy and wellbeing support) to enable the farm business to either close down in an efficient 

manner or make the changes necessary to survive once the transition period comes to an end.  
In addition activity such as that delivered by our Fresh Start Programme (2004 – 2008) helped 

to match make and support those wishing to leave the industry with those seeking to enter. 
 
Payments to “exit” the industry should be avoided although there is a case for some form of 

bridging loan (to enable a farm to wind up its affairs) and/or some form of housing grant (like 
the model developed by the Addington Fund) to provide housing for retiring farmers.  

Behavioural research is to be welcomed as a vital component before any future policy decisions 
are taken on this element. 
 

 
 
 

 



 

 

 

 

1st question 
a) We strongly agree that there is a continued on-going role for Government to co-ordinate 

and support the necessary actions required to respond swiftly to outbreaks of this nature.  
This should include the regulatory powers and the funding necessary to ensure that swift 
action is taken. 

b) We strongly agree that there is a continued on-going role for Government to support 
landscape recovery (through the replacement of the current woodland planting scheme) 

and the development of more resilient trees through increased RD&I expenditure in this 
area. 

c) We strongly agree that there is a continued on-going role for Government to co-ordinate 

and support the necessary bio security actions required to ensure that supply chains are 
not compromised, especially when negotiating any future Free trade agreements.  One 

could argue that existing controls are insufficient when compared to the controls that are 
in place if anyone was trying to take food or plant material into America, Australia, etc. 

 

2nd question 
a) Government should play a facilitating role through use of its regulatory and convening 

functions, as well as the provision of funding, to underpin the market failure in order to 
ensure that swift action is taken.  It could be argued that some form of insurance 

mechanism could be developed to cover any funding shortfall but as trees provide a both 
a societal and environmental benefit to the general population (as well as a financial 
benefit to the woodland owner/manager, depending on the species) the cost of this 

should be underwritten by government with contribution made by the woodland 
owner/manager where economics allow. 

b) We strongly agree that there is a continued on-going role for Government to support 
landscape recovery (through the replacement of the current woodland planting scheme) 
and the development of more resilient trees through increased RD&I expenditure in this 

area. 
 

More targeting of the Governments Agritech strategy, relevant research councils or a possible 
inclusion of the woodland sector into the AHDB suite of activity (would require a levy to be paid 
by woodland owners/managers) would increase the availability of research funding..  In addition 

the ability for UK based organisations to participate in future EU wide programme (e.g. Horizon 
2020) should be built into any transition agreement as well as more long term arrangements.  

Pests and diseases do not recognise country borders and for some pests and some diseases EU 
wide research will be the best way to tackle the challenge. 
 

The assumption should be that this is a Government, not a commercial role, to ensure that local 
advice and support is swiftly deployed to contain disease, research and deal with it. 

 



 

 

 

 
B, a and d.  d would be greater powers and funding for the grocery Adjudicator to work across 

the supply chain.  The Governments recent response to the consultation on the remit of the GCA 
stated that the consultation revealed a number of specific concerns:-  

 Problems with the balance of bargaining power in the groceries supply chain. 
 Examples of unfair or unclear contract terms. 
 Extended payment terms (90 days+) can cause significant cash flow issues for smaller 

producers  
 Difficulties caused by late payments.  

 A lack of trust and transparency that discourages good relationships across the supply 
chain.  

 

Whilst the government has published its response to the consultation and announced a £10 
million fund to help some of the issues raised we do not believe that it goes far enough.  We 

believe that in future the GCA should be empowered and resourced with the following:- 
 Additional powers to investigate malpractice within the groceries supply chain 
 A remit to look at the whole of the supply chain where required - not just direct contracts  

 The responsibility to report on the balance of returns within the supply chain in an open 
and transparent manner 

 The adjudicator’s remit should also be expanded to cover major players in the food 
service sector 

 We would also like to see the strengthening of the adjudicator’s investigative powers, and 
power to fine companies breaching the code 

 

Compared with other, more powerful players in the groceries supply chain, primary producers 
are much smaller and disaggregated. The lack of bargaining power of many farmers and 

growers was an important theme raised in the recent GCA Call for Evidence. Collaboration 
between farmers can bring substantial economic benefits, enabling farmers to benefit from 
economies of scale, share knowledge and jointly market their produce. However, in the past the 

Competition Authorities have taken a dim view on large supplier groups (MMB, Milk Marque, etc) 
that has meant that when critical mass has been achieved the organisations involved have 

needed to be broken up thus weakening their ability to negotiate on a like for like basis 
 
The main barriers to collaboration can be summarised as follows:- 

 An established culture of non-collaboration and an industry littered with failed co-
operatives (e.g. Univeg, GMS Ltd, Cornwall Farmers Ltd) 

 Lack of trust between collaborators 
 Fewer farmers in the industry to collaborate with 
 Lack of knowledge about the benefits of collaboration. 



 

 

 

 Lack of funded facilitation support (especially in the early stages of collaboration before 

the benefits can be demonstrated) to help arrange the collaboration.   
 

Government can encourage collaboration by targeting support towards achieving this desired 
outcome.  This could include funding for certain activity such as facilitation and business support 
to enable businesses to explore the benefits of collaboration (feasibility studies, professional 

advice, business planning, start up loan finance) and/or higher rates of support for activity 
where collaboration forms part of the project e.g. grant levels for certain items could be 

increased where equipment/benefit is shared between more than one business.  In addition 
further research into the benefits of collaboration and improved communication of the benefits 
would also help.  Is there scope to include specific, compulsory modules on collaboration into 

the curriculum/course details in agricultural related education so that the next generation of 
farmers see the benefits? 

 

 
We defer to the NFU position on JMC (EN). 
 

As the first rural area with a devolution deal, Cornwall is a trailblazer for how devolved powers 
and funding can unleash the potential of non-metropolitan regions; now driven by the 

imperative of Brexit and requiring the right mixture of tools and approach (for example to labour 
migration) to enable a successful economy that contributes to UK PLC in the future. 

 
With regards to Cross Border farms DEFRA need to ensure that the delivery of the DFP does not 
create internal unfair competition within the UK.  For example if the farmers in a devolved 

administration are given a different level of support to those in England (in scale or scope) they 
could compete for UK markets using this support to underpin their business model.   

 

 
Trade – we defer to the NFU position on this matter  
 

Government can work with industry to open up new markets in the following ways:- 
 Ensure that the UK SPF and other Government support strands continue to support UKTI 

type activity, but in addition to national activity this should also have a local dimension to 
enable it to support local businesses.  However, this activity must be fully rural proofed to 
ensure that it is not monopolised by large urban based multinationals and that the 

support is fully open to primary producers (annex 1 producers) who wish to export.  
Currently there is some reticence to work with primary producers and small businesses 



 

 

 

(who may have identified a market for their goods) and find it difficult to access support 

for anything outside major UK type trade initiatives. 
 Training should be provided for businesses that wish to export and this should be funded 

by the replacement for the ESF programme as part of the UKSPF.  This training could 
include a range of activity ranging from how to fill in export forms to the how to ensure 
that any business takes into account the cultural aspects of their target markets. 

 The UK SPF should include support to develop marketing materials and websites in 
different languages as often the cost of doing this is prohibitive for small businesses 

especially at the early stages of market development.  On-going marketing activity should 
also be eligible as the entry to new world markets will require focussed strategies. 

 The UK SPF and future DFP rural development activity should provide support to 

businesses to ensure that they are export ready in order to respond to new markets.  This 
may include capital support for equipment, business advice and export finance.  For 

example one business in Cornwall successfully secured a trial for their products in China.  
When the “trial” order came through it was for 20 articulated lorry loads which they could 
not finance the production costs for and so had to pass up the new business opportunity.  

 
To protect our brand, environmental protection, food safety and animal welfare standards 

Government needs to:- 
 Ensure that any new trade deal does not weaken the high standards that apply in the UK 

as this will undermine the viability of the industry by allowing products to lower/different 
standards having access to our markets e.g. hormone treated beef from Australia.  The 
agricultural sector must not be used as a sacrifice in order to open up the markets for the 

service sector in other countries.  If this happens all we are doing is “off shoring” lower 
standards whilst dictating that our own producers must abide by higher environmental 

and animal welfare standards.  The discerning consumer will understand the difference 
and be willing to pay more for produce produced to higher standards but as 95% of 
consumers buy on price the cheaper products will gain more market share as a result. 

 Ensure that the protections delivered by the current EU protected food names (PDO/PGI) 
is maintained in any future trade arrangement with the EU (mutual recognition) and is 

written into any future trade deal with other countries. 
 

 
We agree with the powers  

 
In terms of other measures the principle of subsidiarity and/or “double devolution” should be 

embedded into the bill so that the policy can be delivered at regional (Cornwall and the IoS) 
level in England where appropriate.  Some policy objectives are best addressed at UK or England 
level but many will be best addressed at regional level with relevant partners involved in the 

delivery of the outcomes necessary to deliver the policy objective. 
 

In addition the rural development part of the DFP should have the policy objective of “levelling 
up” the economy of those rural areas that are below the England average, so that it can help to 
deliver shared prosperity and an economy that works for everyone.  This could take the form of 

higher per capita financial allocations for these areas and/or a greater range of activities that 
can be supported.   

 


