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Breakout Session 1 
 

How can we take some of the current initiatives on to the next level – moving from pilot projects to 
delivery right across the Northern Upland Chain LNP area? 

 
 
Upland Hay Meadows: 
 

 Ensure links between HNV and Hay Meadows Group are maximised without duplicating effort; 

 Ensure best practice information is relevant and useful for farmers involved in the Payment-by-Results 
pilot for species-rich grassland (and a future rollout across the NUCLNP area); 

 Offer demonstration events for techniques/use of specialist machinery – could this be part of the 
launch of the best practice information? 

 Can we find a sustainable model to support LNP-wide hay meadow restoration activity?  Does the 
peatland example of Pennine Peat LIFE offer a model? 

 Future agricultural policy and funding support needs to support HNV farming and include traditional 
management of hay meadow.  Ideally with long term (25 year) contracts; 

 What economic benefits do hay meadows offer to the farmers?  Could this be researched to suggest 
options for alternative income streams from traditional hay meadow management (e.g. premium hay 
feed for equine market)? 

 
 

A Great Upland Forest: 
 
Future Drivers in the uplands (likely priority order): 

 Timber production; 

 Natural Flood Management; 

 Biodiversity; 

 Landscape enhancement; 

 Amenity. 

 

What gets trees planted? 

 Feet on the ground to support applications from farmers and landowners – this is seen as vital to 

the success of plans for woodland expansion; 

 Easy to access support schemes. 

 
 
Improving the conservation prospects for Curlew across the NUCLNP area: 
 

 Rush management; 

 Timing of farming operations on lower ground; 

 Hay meadows – inflexibility; 

 Silage; 

 Flexibility of prescriptions; 

 People to manage land; 

 Consolidate core areas; 

 UBBS survey – volunteer and paid. 
 
 



Habitat and Ecological Network Mapping: 
 
The aim of this work is to apply the Lawton principles to the NUCLNP (more, bigger, better, joined).  Abi 
explained more about the processes to date, including:  

 combining 100+ datasets, leading to 8 priority habitats; 

 extensive literature review to define size criteria for “core” and “stepping stone” habitats; 

 the same literature review informing the distances to apply to make “networks” for each habitat; 

 these networks were then ranked through multiple calculations – a great benefit for the 5 

protected landscapes in working across boundaries; 

 we also attempted some additional software analysis to see where the ‘bottlenecks’ in habitats 

were for an imaginary species moving in response to climate change, (however this often 

highlighted natural bottlenecks in the shape of the LNP or in the physical distribution of e.g. 

peatland). 

The datasets in particular were useful in part of the Yorkshire Dales National Park Local Plan.  The National 
Trust is now looking at applying these principles nationally.  
  
Questions that the ecological networks sub-group themselves have is about how up to date the datasets 
are / how to keep them up to date?  The datasets that fed in to the initial habitat mapping varied according 
to the 5 protected landscapes, and the quality of the existing local data.  (Local datasets were combined 
with National datasets, where we were confident they were priority habitat).  Therefore, the mapping has 
not been ground-truthed – as this project is more about working on a massive landscape scale.   
 
Tees Valley LNP moved into “biodiversity opportunity areas” – which helps as there are 5 local authorities 
in this area (5 Local Plans) – a biodiversity statement was written for each biodiversity opportunity area.  
This was a pilot with the local authority.  See also Kent & Surrey LNP e.g. 
https://surreynaturepartnership.org.uk/our-work/  
 
Possible new directions: 

 consider more opportunity mapping; 

 consider other habitats not currently mapped e.g. wet grassland used by breeding waders; 

 consider targets for joining up ‘stepping stone’ or ‘core’ habitat or making them larger – targets 

could either be for each protected landscape, or for the whole LNP – focusing on some of the 

lower-ranking networks first?   

 consider closer analysis of where certain networks overlap, and consider their management at a 

local level (in particular where the woodland & grassland networks overlap; and the woodland & 

peatland networks overlap); 

 consider using species data as a way of ground-truthing / validating habitat quality?  

 consider making contact with other LNPs in the north of England to see what approaches they are 

taking to ecological network mapping (and the West of England LNP on their ecosystem services 

mapping - www.wenp.org.uk/maps/).  Tees Valley LNP has spent some time reviewing what works 

well in other LNPs; 

 (at the last meeting of the ecological networks sub-group, a number of applications for the data 

were suggested and noted).   
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