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Chairman’s Introductory Remarks. 
  

 (a) The Chairman expressed his delight that we were holding another 
conference almost two years since the last and that it was being held in the 
House of Lords.  He thanked Lord Lucas for his invitation. 

 
 (b)  Those attending. 

The Chairman welcomed the 38 delegates (including speakers and staff) 
representing     23 organisations and 5 individuals.  12 apologies for absence 
were received, recorded on the list of those attending.  He particularly 
welcomed those who were attending their first meeting. 

 
 (c)  The Chairman reminded delegates when speaking from the floor to give 

their Name and the Organisation they represent. 
 
 
 
 
PART 1 – CURRENT AFFAIRS 
 
Item 1 To approve the Minutes of the 89th meeting held on 18th May 2023. 
 The Minutes were approved and signed by the Chairman. 
 
Item 2 Matters Arising. 
      There were none. 
 
Item 3 Report on European and International Affairs. 

No written report was available. 
Professor Kenward (ESUG) spoke of the origins and work of the European 
Sustainable Use Group and of its latest project, Pro-Coast.  He stressed the 
need for all parties to work together to achieve appropriate outcomes. 

  
Item 4 Parliamentary Report. 

No written report was available. 
Lord Lucas spoke of the Planning and Infrastructure Bill which will introduce 
Environmental Delivery Plans. 

 
Item 5  To consider subjects for future meetings. 

 The Chairman suggested that ideas might be forthcoming during the 
afternoon debate.  He also asked for proposals to be sent to the Secretary. 

 
Item 8  Any Other Business.  

There was none. 
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PART 2 
 
The Theme for Part 2 was ‘How may the Conflicting Demands on Rural Land Use 
be Reconciled?’  The demands on rural land use, whether they be for climate change 
mitigation, reversal of the loss of wildlife or food production, have become increasingly 
polarised.  Defra has launched a consultation on the proposed Land Use Framework 
so this is the opportunity to debate the demands and seek common ground and 
effective policies.  The presentation by Lord Randall, former environment adviser 
to Theresa May and RSPB Council member, is included at Appendix 1 and that 
by Roger Mortlock, CEO of CPRE, is included at Appendix 2.  Unfortunately 
Baroness Batters, farmer and former President of the NFU was unable to attend. 
 
The open debate following the presentations is attached at Appendix 3. 
 
 
 
 
The above Minutes were prepared for approval and signature by the Chairman at the 
next meeting of the Countryside Forum. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Signature…………………………………. ……. 
 Date…………………….. 

  The Marquess of Abergavenny, Chairman. 
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APPENDIX 1 

 
 
 

The need to work together to reach consensus 
 

by 
 

Lord Randall 
 
Good morning and welcome to the House of Lords.  Thank you very much for the 
invitation to speak to you today.  I have just had a look at the list of Those Attending 
and there is an excellent range of organisations present.  There are one or two gaps I 
would like to have seen filled but not from a lack of invitation, I am told. 
 
I will just say a little about my background.  I had no intention of coming into politics, I 
started in retail, the fourth generation in the business.  I was complaining to the then 
Conservative Government saying I would do whatever I could to help and then found 
myself in Parliament.  I was MP for Uxbridge for 18 years, most of my time in the Whips 
Office both in Government and Opposition.  I left in 2015, somewhat disillusioned, to 
concentrate on some of my issues such as conservation.  After the 2017 General 
Election, I was asked to join the No 10 Policy Unit as an environmental adviser.  That 
gave me the opportunity to meet representatives of many organisations, many of 
which are represented here today.  This is so important because the whole debate in 
the countryside has become incredibly polarised which has engendered conflict, which 
is not at all helpful.  We all have the same goals but have different ways of going about 
it, some of which upset others.   
 
So what can we do about it?  The first and most important thing is to talk about it.  
Landowners and farmers need to talk about their achievements.  The RSPB has been 
mentioned and I have been a members for 62 years but, like the countryside, I have 
seen that change.  We have to accept that time moves on.  I saw recently that the 
RSPB have congratulated farmers on their success with stone curlews, so there are a 
lot of good things going on.  I see that the GWCT is here today and, back in the day, 
the RSPB worked very well with the GWCT, but no longer.  Maybe the GWCT should 
drop the ‘game’ from its title so that it is not thought that it is all they are about, but that 
is not for me to suggest. 
 
When I was in No 10, I was very fortunate to go down to Arundel to see the Duke of 
Norfolk’s estate where he has brought back grey partridge in an incredible way, and 
other biodiversity as well.  But the problem is that there are two extremes. Landowners, 
farmers, those who hunt, shoot or fish are depicted as being ghastly evil caricatures, 
which of course they are not.  The way to counter that is to get round the table, but it 
is not easy.  The difficulty for serious member-based environmental groups is that 
much of their income comes from their members.  At times when funding is limited, 
they don’t want to upset those members so they start to cancel their subscriptions.  I 
think they make a mistake because they assume that their members are all the same 
but, of course, they are not.  This is a useful forum but we need a few more people 
who might not agree with all that is said. 
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Food production has come to the fore because of the war in Ukraine, as indeed has 
energy.  Before that, governments tended to think that food production was not 
important because we could always import it.  But that has been shown to be totally 
incorrect, we do need to be self-sufficient.  But we don’t need to become so obsessed 
with production what we destroy biodiversity, there is a median.  My family motto is 
‘moderation in all things’.  So we need to accommodate various priorities in land use.  
Even solar farms, provided they are not on prime agricultural land.  Wildlife can thrive 
on solar farms if they are well enough planned.  Food security is important, but we 
have to work together. 
 
The Planning and Infrastructure Bill was mentioned earlier which we may not see until 
July or even September.  The Government has gone all out for build, build, build, which 
is interesting because farmers have put forward proposals for development on the land 
and have been refused planning consent.  The planning process can be long, the 
Holkham Estate has some plans that were first submitted in the 18th century!  Farmers 
and landowners must feel under pressure but the loss of biodiversity is not entirely 
down to intensive farming, there are all sorts of other reasons that need to be sorted.  
Some farmers are doing a great job for wildlife.  But there is no point in having 
discussions in silos.  I tell the RSPB that there are many people who do not regard 
farmers as the enemy, but some do, not so much the members but some of their staff.  
Pest control, for example.  The RSPB does practice some, they kill foxes on their 
reserves but they don’t want to tell anyone because they think it would upset a 
proportion of their membership.  What we have in some areas is a conflict between 
conservationists and animal welfare supporters, some of whom are extreme.  Those 
in ‘the ban them all’ category cannot see that there are other arguments.  We have to 
get together to discuss the issues but some think that the other side is so entrenched 
that they cannot see any point in even talking. 
 
I shall stop there but I am very happy to take questions. 
 
 

Discussion. 
 
Marnie Lovejoy (BASC) asked why the GWCT should drop ‘game’ from its title.  Why 
cannot the RSPB admit to killing predators?  Evidence shows that shooting does a lot 
of good for wildlife but as it comes from the shooting sector bodies such as the RSPB 
refuse to accept it. We should be proud of what we achieve. 
 
Lord Randall replied that this was only a personal view.  Some people object, but it is 
fine to keep the name if GWCT can persuade the public that game is good.  But 
industrial shooting gives the sport a bad name.  It would help if the BTO were to present 
information that would help because they are not linked to game and some bird 
watchers have been radicalised to think that shooting is evil.  He added that he was 
very impressed by the work of the GWCT when he visited the Allerton Project at 
Loddington. 
 
Lord Lucas said that his predecessor, Ron Lord Lucas, before the First World War 
used to go coot shooting with the Chairman of the RSPB. 
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Henrietta Appleton (GWCT) declined to comment on the name but said it was not 
helpful if the countryside is thought to be a war zone.  The conflict is not between 
humans and wildlife but between humans over wildlife, especially in the uplands.  The 
IUCN guidelines should be promoted and followed. 
 
Lord Randall said he had deliberately left out the uplands as they are so controversial.  
Perhaps we should concentrate on the lowlands first and, if we can get consensus 
there, we can move on to the uplands.  Wildlife crime is crime and must be 
condemned, but it is not helpful if all landowners, particularly of grouse moors are 
portrayed as criminals. 
 
S J Hunt (Country Food Trust) spoke of urban views of game and the disconnect 
between urban and countryside views.  Education is needed to persuade the public of 
the benefits of game meat. 
 
Lord Randall replied that an opinion poll might show that eating game is ‘posh’.  There 
is also the lead issue. 
 
Ed Swales (Hunting Kind) appreciated Lord Randall’s comments on moderation.  He 
mentioned that the RSPCA has called for a review of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981, which he welcomed provided it does not turn into a campaign to ban all hunting.  
Perhaps this Forum can provide the opportunity to seek a consensus on modernising 
the Act. 
 
Lord Randall replied that from his experience in No 10, many advisers would urge the 
Government not to touch the Wildlife and Countryside Act because it would be very 
controversial.  Any Bill to update it would be what is known as a Christmas Tree Bill, 
people keep adding bits to it!  Consensus is possible, particularly if the debate happens 
in private, but not on social media! 
 
Simon Smith (P D Carter/Royal Agricultural University)  asked Lord Randall whether 
he would rather bite on lead or steel shot. 
 
Lord Randall replied that he would spit either out!  But he appreciate that lead is not 
good for the human body. 
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APPENDIX 2 
 

 

The Land Use Framework – Government Consultation 
 

by 
 

Roger Mortlock 
 

Chief Executive Officer of CPRE 

 
 
 
Thank you very much.  I am delighted to stand in for Dr Richard Benwell of the Wildlife 
and Countryside Link who was called away to a meeting of the Independent Water 
Commission.  I am also very pleased to follow Lord Randall as we were both once 
Trustees of the Bat Conservation Trust. 
 
I have worked with farmers and landowners for many years, both with the CPRE and 
the Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust.  You can do little for conservation unless you work 
with farmers and landowners and I would like to echo what has already been said 
about the polarisation of the debate about the future of the countryside. 
 
The CPRE is coming up for its centenary next year, having been founded in 1926.  We 
have seen the introduction of National Parks and National Landscapes and many 
changes to the planning system.  Now we have the introduction of the Land Use 
Framework amid concerns about how it will work in practice, whether it will tell us what 
to do.  Defra is a little late to the party, the UK is one of the last western countries to 
adopt such a framework.  It is being introduced in parallel with plans to tackle climate 
change and to build one and a half million houses.  Will the Land Use Framework play 
second fiddle to the other two? 
 
The CPRE has a number of concerns in the development of the Framework.  The 
Green Belt is one issue, under threat from development of new housing.  The second 
is around democracy, devolution and local government reorganisation.  The principle 
of the city region may result in a strong urban bias, swamping the countryside. 
 
Land is a finite resource but we act as though it is not, with all the conflicting demands, 
particularly in the South East.  Take solar farms for example; less than 0.1% of our 
land is covered in solar panels but it is, or is planned to be far higher in some areas, 
8% around Newark, 5.6% near Gainsborough including Grades 2 and 3 soils.  Climate 
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change is important, increasing flooding is another issue.  Large areas of land are at 
risk of flooding and may become unfarmable by 2050.  So we have some existential 
threats coming our way. 
 
We have some good environmental data that is not being used by planners when 
taking decisions.  There is an attitude that only 8% to 9% of our land is urban so what 
is the problem?  But that does not take account of the impact on the countryside of the 
wider infrastructure such as roads.  We do accept that there is a housing crisis, that 
climate change has an impact, so the Land Use Framework is about how we take 
account of these issues to best advantage.  There is not enough emphasis on how the 
changes in land use taken now will have very long term implications, particularly in 
terms of rewilding or rewetting. 
I think there are seven principles that we need to follow when developing the Land 
Use Framework: 

• Land is finite, that must be kept in context. 

• We must use the data that we have collected, it must be accessible and not 
used by different people in different ways. 

• Where should decisions on land use be taken, at what level?  Local authority, 
water catchments?  Who has a say in the decision making process?  This is a 
critical issue. 

• There are two ways by which decisions are taken.  Landowners and farmers 
take decisions on how their land is used, for farming, forestry, diversification.  
But decisions are also taken by planners, on the siting of development for 
example, and these two interrelate.  Killing hope value to reduce costs is too 
crude a mechanism. 

• What tools do we have to help take these decisions? 

• We must work with landowners not impose policy. 

• We have been working with the Royal Agricultural University on how best to 
achieve the trade-offs in land use at a local level. 

 
I shall stop there and welcome questions.  Thank you. 
 
 

Discussion. 
 
Barney Holbeche spoke of devolution.  On the face of it, that is a good thing but, if 
district councils are abolished, what happens to Local Plans in planning issues?  Rural 
areas may be left out. 
 
Roger Mortlock replied that this was a huge risk. 
 
Anthony Weston (CLM) asked whether current land use classification is appropriate 
for taking decisions on rural land use? 
 
Roger Mortlock replied that there are other factors to take into account, especially for 
the siting of renewable energy for example.  Most farmers want to do the right thing 
when it comes to nature recovery.  People need to be taken on a journey towards net 
zero but there has to be consensus.  In terms of renewable power, why are not logistic 
hubs covered in solar panels? 
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Jon Dearly (Savills) asked about marginal land and the prospect of landowners being 
told how their land should be used. 
 
Roger Mortlock replied that it is such a crude tool.  Where there is the opportunity for 
new towns or energy infrastructure, but it can lead to poor decisions. 
 
Simon Smith (P D Carter/RAU) spoke of the constraints on on-shore wind turbines and 
the tendency for them to get much bigger. 
 
Roger Mortlock replied that connectivity is a major issue and largely dictates where 
renewable energy projects are sited.  But landscape also should be a factor. 
 
Lord Randall asked about small scale solar farms to power villages.  He also spoke of 
the demands of large data centres, especially for water. 
Roger Mortlock replied that the demands of data centres was hugely important and 
needed to be managed.  In terms of local provision of energy or food, maybe we should 
revert to the Victorian practice of each town and village being self-sufficient with, for 
example market gardens growing fruit and vegetables locally. 
 
Robert Kenward (ESUG) brought the conversation back to biodiversity.  He said that 
the idea of a major land use framework covering the whole country is somewhat 
horrifying.  Diversity is needed for biodiversity not uniformity.  Is there not a danger of 
creeping sameness? 
 
Roger Mortlock agreed that it would be a serious problem if the framework were 
created in Whitehall.  It is essential that there is local interpretation of any national 
framework.  The key question is who is going to make the decisions.  If the scale is 
too big, people will make the wrong decisions.  You cannot have farmers and 
landowners being dictated to by bureaucrats. 
 
Simon Smith (P D Carter/RAU) said that the problem of food production is that it is 
barely profitable.  Estates are taking decisions on land use not necessarily based on 
food production.  Food is too cheap and, until farmers get reasonable returns, they will 
take decisions for other reasons.  In the past it took war to get focus on food security, 
will it take that again to concentrate minds? 
 
Lord Randall agreed wholeheartedly but no Government wants food prices to rise.  
The only way to achieve that politically would be with cross-party agreement with 
recommendation from a Royal Commission or something similar.  The issue has to be 
taken out of politics. 
 
Simon Smith (P D Carter/RAU) said that successive governments have tried all sorts 
of mechanisms to support food production but most distort the market. 
 
Peter Geldart (Hon Treasurer) spoke of large scale solar farms, specifically the 7,500 
acre donut proposals around Newark in Nottinghamshire.  The decision will be taken 
by the Secretary of State, but the implications for the landscape and rural life are not 
taken into account.  Farmers are uncertain of their future, whilst land and property 
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values are falling.  The Local Authority would take into account the views of those who 
live and work in the area but the decision will not be taken at that level. 
 
He also spoke of a conversation with a Soil Protection Officer for the Environment 
Agency, who said that, if Defra were to review land classification today, the results 
might be very different.  For example, relatively poor grade soils in Kent and Sussex 
might be reclassified as Grade 1 because of their value for growing vines. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

APPENDIX 3 
 

Open Debate 

 
The Chairman opened the debate by inviting S J Hunt of the Country Food Trust to 
outline the work of the Trust. 
 
S J Hunt said that the Country Food Trust is a food charity celebrating its tenth year 
with the aim to ensure that wild meat gets into the food chain, primarily to people in 
need.  This is done by going to shoots to collect pheasants and partridge, process 
them and pass them on, either as raw meat or as ready meals.  Specifically she spoke 
of a project to process venison as part of a deer management strategy.  We have a 
serious deer problem in this country with upwards of three million whilst only culling 
around 350,000 so the population is growing rapidly. 
 
She was approached by a philanthropic conservationist who wished to help manage 
deer specifically in the Ashdown Forest area of Sussex.  He donated £100,000 to the 
Country Food Trust to fund the culling of deer, 750 fallow does, and ensure the 
resulting venison was provided to food banks and other charitable outlets in the county.  
She worked with stalkers and eleven larders to collect the carcasses for processing.  
With a week to go before the end of the project, 827 fallow does have been processed 
into 1,500 meals and distributed to food banks.   
 
Every county has a deer population problem, whether that be fallow, roe or muntjac, 
and the hope now is to take the success of this project and replicate it across the 
country.  The strategy has been refined in the light of experience, particularly with 
respect for the animal and its welfare, and the infrastructure now exists to spread this 
to other counties with the twin aims of conservation and feeding the hungry. 
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Andrew Davis (Hon Secretary) added that anyone can buy ready meals from the Trust 
and for each one purchased, another is donated to those in need.  He had partaken 
of the meals and declared them delicious. 
 
Th Chairman thanked S J Hunt for her inspiring talk and urged those present to support 
the Trust.  The website address is thecountrysidefoodtrust.org. 
 
Lord Lucas opened the wider debate by speaking of Environmental Delivery Plans due 
to be implemented by the forthcoming Planning and Infrastructure Act.  Large amounts 
of money would be given to Natural England for these plans without any requirement 
to work with others, particularly farmers, landowners and conservation groups, to 
ensure appropriate outcomes are achieved.  There needs to be some mechanism to 
force Natural England to consult and work with others and there are also other clauses 
in the Bill that need improvement.  The problem is that many of the lobby groups 
continue to proclaim their demands with no concession to the views of others.  The 
Government is keen that bodies such as the Countryside Forum put forward ideas to 
reach consensus before the Bill becomes an Act.  There is some pressure to review 
the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, another example of how we might have some 
influence to achieve consensus. 
 
The Chairman asked whether this was something we could take on. 
 
Marnie Lovejoy (BASC) said that polarisation of this debate is very dangerous, we 
must have consensus. 
 
Georgina Bradley (Songbird Survival) agreed, saying that the reason why Songbird 
Survival conducts research was to provide evidence to counter emotive arguments.  
We have to bridge the gap and bring everyone together. 
 
Nick Allen (BMPA) said he was concerned that food production had yet to be discussed 
and that is what happens in the countryside first and foremost.  He is often asked 
whether he is concerned about the decline in the consumption of meat but what keeps 
his members awake at night in not being able to source enough livestock to meet 
demand, thus pushing up imports.  Politicians may say that food security is a priority 
but what we see is production falling so we import more meat and export the problem.  
We have one of the lowest carbon footprints in the world in raising livestock and yet 
we are urged to cut back production so we end up importing meat from other parts of 
the world where the carbon footprint is higher.  Working towards net zero is creditable 
but is it really net zero when we import from around the world where animal welfare 
standards are lower and greenhouse gas emissions higher than ours.  The debate is 
far too polarised when we need to work together to enhance biodiversity whilst 
producing more food in a sustainable way. 
 
Barney Holbeche gave some background, saying that he worked as lobbyist for the 
NFU from 1979 to 2009.  The Countryside Forum has always been a very useful place 
in which to discuss these topical issues since its foundation in 1978.  It is disappointing 
that Minette Batters was not present as she has always been a supporter.  It is 
particularly poignant as today would have been the 100th birthday of Lord Henry 
Plumb.  What a different world we live in now!  Any government has two basic 
functions: to defend the nation and to feed the nation.  We have been clearly reminded 
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of that in recent times when there is less certainty since Brexit and Russia’s invasion 
of Ukraine.  The world seems to have more bad actors who are encouraged to behave 
badly in ways that would not have been acceptable or allowed until relatively recently. 
 
War has always been good for agriculture, encouraging food production, but that is 
not what we want.  But this an opportunity to review our values and think through our 
policies about land use and food production in a way that we might otherwise not have 
done.  This debate has been around for a very long time.  Fifty years ago in 1975, 
there was a White Paper entitled ‘Food from our own Resources’ and the issues 
discussed then are very similar to those today, nature conservation, food production 
and encouraging recreation in the countryside.  The Government has done a good job 
in launching this consultation on the Land Use Framework and in stating that ‘farming 
is going through change, farmers and landowners know their land best and it is right 
that they lead this transition with clarity about land use change so that they can plan 
their businesses’. 
 
This is a great opportunity because Britain is very good at expertise.  Nobody here 
would say that they are not interested in evidence because they knew their own views, 
but that is a common expression today.  There are a lot of good ideas in the 
consultation which provide a good opportunity for beneficial change.  For example, as 
was said earlier, the land use classification is in need of overhaul.  We need to debate 
the issues and reach consensus policies based on scientific evidence. 
 
Roger Mortlock (CPRE) agreed especially as agriculture will change, not least due to 
climate change. 
Lord Randall said that the Government launches all sorts of initiatives but often nothing 
comes of them.  He asked why is there a shortage of meat? 
 
Nick Allen (BMPA) replied that it was due to historically low prices and a lack of 
profitability that had caused farmers to reduce numbers of animals reared.  Now there 
is a shortage  and prices have risen, we have the highest beef prices in the world 
whilst a lamb is worth the same as a tonne of grain, £180.  So farmers should be 
looking to the future with optimism but it takes several years to build up numbers again.  
But there are also political factors that have damaged confidence, not least the 
changes to Inheritance Tax. 
 
Lord Randall said that the changes to Inheritance Tax were shameful with the 
implications not understood. 
 
Simon Smith (P D Carter/RAU) said it impacted on tenant farmers too. 
 
Michelle Nudds (BASC) said there is a lack of education on what land is used for, 
especially in the House of Commons.  Food production must be the number one 
priority in land use. 
 
Dr Robert Kenward (ESUG) found it alarming that Lord Lucas said that Natural 
England will be responsible for environmental delivery plans but without any 
consultation with local people.  Natural England is absolutely not the body to be 
implementing land use change unless it is forced to work with others.  How can we 
achieve that? 
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Lord Lucas agreed at a local level but said it must also apply at Government level.  If 
the Government gives Natural England the authority to implement environmental 
delivery plans, it must be made to consult to achieve consensus. 
 
Barney Holbeche said it is very easy to be cynical of consultations but if you don not 
respond, you will never change anything. 
 
Lord Randall said that politicians receive huge amounts of lobbying, mostly by e-mail, 
and they have a limited attention span so much of it is ignored.  There is also a different 
breed of politician today, many with very little expertise.  There is that experience in 
the Lords and without the same political affiliations, but much of that will be lost soon 
when hereditary peers are excluded.  Education is important, to teach people that food 
does not just come from supermarkets.  It helps to meet people in person rather than 
write endless e-mails; it is all hard work and may appear a thankless task but it has to 
done.  It is like an election, if you don’t vote you deserve whatever you get.  He said 
that he has learnt more about farming from listening to Baroness Batters in the House 
of Lords and from watching Clarkson’s Farm!  Don’t give up, try to be positive, that the 
only way to get the changes we want. 
 
Henrietta Appleton (GWCT) spoke of farmers and wildlife groups working together.  It 
is the most effective way to achieve conservation but many farmers have little time to 
join in so there is the danger that they are told what to do. 
 
Lord Lucas asked whether she was advocating farmer clusters and Environmental 
Farmers Groups, with which she agreed. 
 
Michelle Nudds (BASC) spoke of constraints within habitat regulations that can limit 
the amount that private groups can do.  She said that Natural England has significant 
power but little political or judicial accountability. 
 
Lord Lucas replied that he was very unhappy with that situation, there needs to be a 
procedure, and we must ensure that, within the legislation, Natural England are 
required to consult and work with others, especially farmers and landowners. 
 
Roger Mortlock (CPRE) said that there are over 100 new Labour rural MPs, many with 
a majority of less than 5,000.  They may have little experience of the issues we are 
discussing but they are interested.  They might become allies. 
 
Lord Randall agreed, saying that those are the ones we should be concentrating on, 
especially nearer the next General Election when many may be facing defeat. 
 
Jon Dearsley (Savills) said that there are other issues around food than land. 
 
Lord Lucas said we should be positive.  He was delighted to see Songbird Survival 
present as it is great to celebrate and encourage songbirds. 
 
Georgina Bradley (Songbird Survival) agreed saying that they are also good indicators 
of the state of nature. 
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The Chairman suggested that, if Natural England is to get a large amount of money to 
develop Environmental Delivery Plans, it is essential that they are required to work 
with others, especially farmers and landowners, to ensure effective outcomes.  Whilst 
the Planning and Infrastructure Bill is still going through Parliament, there is the 
opportunity to encourage amendment to achieve this.  Is this something we should be 
lobbying for? 
 
Dr Robert Kenward (ESUG) said this is very important, but it goes wider than that.  If 
you look at controversial votes in other countries, it is often the rural vote that holds 
sway.  It is the rural vote that keeps extremists at bay. 
 
It was agreed that the Countryside Forum should take this forward. 
 
The Chairman thanked the speakers very much for a fascinating discussion and 
closed the meeting. 
 
 
This report is also available on the Forum's website – thecountrysideforum.co.uk. 


