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Introduction 

I applied to undertake a Churchill Fellowship in September 

2017.  The purpose was to identify approaches and ideas that 

can support sustainable upland farming in the Lake District 

after Brexit. My personal definition of sustainable upland 

farming in the Lake District is active farming to produce food,  

the retention of traditional breeds and practices at the same 

time delivering greater public benefits such as restoration and 

enhancement of habitat and wildlife.   

Why this project and why now? 

We are at an exciting but critical time in the Lake District. It is 

exciting, because in July 2017 the Lake District was designated 

a World Heritage Site (WHS) as a cultural landscape. A key 

factor in the World Heritage designation was the traditions of 

hill farming. Churchill said “We shape our buildings; 

thereafter they shape us”.  Farming shaped the landscape of 

the Lake District and now it shapes us –poets, writers, artists, 

residents and the 19 million visitors it inspires every year. 

It is a critical time because of the extent of habitat and 

biodiversity loss in the Lake District and across the UK. The 

impact of climate change is with us now. And social and 

economic pressures on farming and rural communities are 

putting at risk the very farming heritage that has been 

recognised on a global stage. 

Things need to change. Farm businesses are not viable 

without public payment and support and future payment and 

support schemes after Brexit will be increasingly geared 

towards rewarding famers and land managers for the public 

benefits that they deliver – including environmental, 

landscape and cultural. These schemes are being tested and 

developed in the Lake District and in other parts of England 

now.  

The multiple challenges associated with upland farming are by 

no means new. Indeed, another Winston Churchill Fellow, 

John Dunning, undertook a similar visit to Norway in the 

1980s to investigate farming and food support mechanisms. 

However, at the time of applying there was very little clarity 

on policy direction for farming after Brexit.   I felt  the need to 

inject some ideas and experience from elsewhere into the 

thinking and discussions in the Lake District on the future of 

farming. 

At the time of applying my focus was relatively broad. I 

wanted to understand how local approaches supported 

farmers delivering multiple outcomes, and how this related to 

national policy. I was particularly interested in how the 

cultural value of farming was both recognised and paid for and 

how traditional farming was supported.  A second line of 

inquiry was to seek ideas and good practice that connected 

farming, food and tourism. The Lake District has 19million 

visitors per year and it seems to me there must be 
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opportunities to better connect this market to farmers, and 

enable them to sell more to the tourism sector.  

My original application was to visit New Zealand.   After 

further investigation however, I found that lessons from there 

were fairly well documented and the New Zealand models of 

farming were neither desirable or likely in the Lake District.  I 

then researched other countries with relevant sustainable 

upland farming models and chose Norway and Sweden. 

Norway because they are outside of the EU Common 

Agricultural Policy, and they have explicit policies to support 

cultural landscapes, some fantastic examples of farming 

supporting thriving habitats and a strong connection between 

food and tourism. Sweden, because of its strong 

environmental policy focus and because it has a World 

Heritage Site which, like the Lake District, is designated in 

part because of the role that farming has shaped the 

landscape. 

Acknowledgements  
I am very grateful to the Winston Churchill Foundation and 

Frank Jackson Foundation for their support and for this 

opportunity. I am also indebted to the 40+ people who gave 

up their time to meet or speak with me. All were generous 

with their time and experience. There are a couple of people 

who, very early on, helped shape my visit and made 

recommendations – I am particularly grateful to Katrina 

Rønningen, Ann Norderhaug and Emma Rydner. I also had 

the pleasure of visiting a British couple, Sam and Georgina 

Bevin, who emigrated to Norway to start a farm in the 

Western Fjords. They have a wonderful farm and a bright 

future – they helped me understand some valuable 

background and context. Thank you. 

Disclaimer 
This is not intended to be an academic report. It is a report of 

a number of visits and my observations from these.  Some 

source documents were translated by google translate, which 

is very good, but not perfect. All errors are mine.  

Structure of the report 
I have structured the report in a way that enables people to 

read short ‘pull-out’ sections that are of interest to them and 

that almost stand alone. To contextualise the findings and 

recommendations, I have provided a brief summary of 

farming in Norway and Sweden and signposted further 

information. The facts and figures of farming in these 

countries are not critical for my recommendations. Farming in 

Sweden and Norway is very different to England and the Lake 

District. Although I have used the term farms and farming 

often generically, each country has its unique market 

characteristics. 

Particularly in Norway, farming is small scale and over a large 

area. England will never see the levels of public expenditure  
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seen in Norway and public attitudes to food and the 

countryside are very different. It would be easy to write a 

report with recommendations that involved high levels of 

public expenditure, but as I believe that this is an unlikely 

scenario for England, I have tried to focus on the outcomes 

being sought and the methods adopted rather than levels of 

funding. Similarly, I have not gone into any detail in relation 

to farm level information – for example, income levels, prices 

for produce etc as I do not believe this is necessary to 

contextualise recommendations. 

Despite some significant differences, there are some very 

similar traits. I witnessed great pride in how farming has 

shaped landscapes, culture and communities. I saw a 

recognition that challenges such as climate change and the 

poor state of our natural environment need urgent action. I 

also heard countless examples of succession difficulties; 

farmers leaving and not being replaced and an underlying 

concern about future viability of dwindling rural communities. 

Farming, culture, communities and conservation is complex 

everywhere, but the case studies I visited and people I met 

showed positive examples of initiatives and actions that have 

left me optimistic about opportunities in the Lake District and 

England.   

 

 

Farming in Norway 
Introduction 
I hesitate to make generalisations about farming in Norway, in 

the same way as I would do in the UK. There are some 

similarities to the UK, but also some significant differences.  

The most important point to contextualise my 

recommendations is that farms in Norway are of a much 

smaller scale than farms in the UK and the Lake District. In 

Norway, a farm size of c40 cattle or c80 sheep is at the larger 

end of the spectrum. The average dairy herd size is 24 cows for 

example, compared to 136 in England (AHDB, 2015).  Average 

farm size is 20.7ha (Christina Blumenthrath, 2014) compared 

to 75ha in North West England (Defra, 2018).  

Farming in Norway is celebrated and intertwined with 

Norwegian culture in a way that is very different to in 

England. Food security has been a long standing policy 

objective for generations – with c3% of the mainland 

cultivated and famine and hardship ingrained in the country’s 

history in the 1800s and early 1900s.  Famous Norwegian 

writers and musicians such as Ibsen and Greig integrated the 

countryside, landscape, rural communities and farming in 

their key works, and were influential in Norway’s identity as 

an independent nation. From my visit, it was clear that there 

remains a strong recognition of the cultural value of farming, 

its impact in shaping the landscape and a desire to sustain the 

many small and remote rural communities. This is further 

supported by the Norwegians willingness and ability to pay 
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higher prices to support local food. In policy terms, farming 

and rural policy have been closely linked and explicitly seek to 

keep remote rural communities viable and to prevent rural de-

population. During my visit, comparisons were made to the 

north of Sweden, where there had been significant land 

abandonment and consequential encroachment of forestry. 

Farming in Norway is also perceived to make an important 

contribution to nature conservation and wildlife. It is 

generally less intensive and at a smaller scale than in the UK.  

For example, active grazing is essential in maintaining species 

rich hay meadows or for keeping encroachment at bay. The 

tensions between farming and the environment were less 

obvious in Norway than in England. They do exist of course 

(particularly around predators such as wolves and lynx killing 

livestock), but issues around grazing levels that we see in the 

UK are not as prominent here given generally lower levels of 

stocking density. 

There were many things that made me think of the Lake 

District.  The Transhumance pastoralism, distinction between 

infields and outfields, similarities in approaches on common 

land and farming in challenging and inhospitable climates. 

But also the passion for the cultural importance of farming 

and its links to rural communities. Farmers in Norway have 

historically had multiple sources of income in addition to 

public payment, and this continues today (in a large majority 

of farming households, income in relation to farming is c50%). 

Other sources of income included and include hunting rights, 

mining, forestry, tourism and contracting.  

Pen-picture of sector 
With such a small proportion of land available for agriculture 

and significant natural constraints most of Norway’s farmland 

is marginal cereal-growing land.  Yields per hectare are 

significantly lower than in many other countries. Grassland-

based livestock farming is therefore the key part of Norwegian 

agriculture (Heie, 2003).  

The farming unions have a significant role in influencing 

policy and payment. Many subsidy schemes and market prices 

(e.g. for milk) are set annually after negotiations between the 

Norwegian Farmers’ Union and the Norwegian Farmers’ and 

Smallholders’ Union and the Government.   

With a very few exceptions, Norwegian farmers produce for 

the domestic market. Norwegian agriculture mainly covers the 

domestic demand for milk and milk products, pig meat, 

poultry and eggs. Norwegian farmers also produce 80-90 per 

cent of the national demand for beef and sheep meat (TINE, 

2018) 

Forestry plays an important role in farming, as a significant 

proportion of the cultivated forest in Norway is combined with 

other agricultural production and is often another income 

source for farmers. 
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Summary of measures to support farming 
It is important to note some differences in policy approach in 

Norway. There is significant decentralisation in policy, as well 

as a strong driver for food security and maintenance of rural 

communities, scattered settlements and continuation of small 

family farms. Maintaining high levels of natural and cultural 

value remain a high priority (Heie, 2003).  Norway’s policy 

operates within the context of WTO, which influences the 

ability to import and export  

The section below provides further information on the range 

of measures that exist to support farming in Norway. For a 

recent and comprehensive analysis of farming in Norway see 

Hemmings, (2016), (Melyukhina, 2018) or the Norwegian 

Government’s agricultural statistics publications (Statistics 

Norway, 2018). 

• Over 100 different direct support mechanisms  

(Hemmings, 2016) ranging from acreage-based 

payments and headage payments. In addition there are 

other programs of investment support (through an 

agricultural development fund), tax relief, support for 

labour costs and agri-environment schemes. 

• Other legal mechanisms re land use legislation to 

support preservation of family farms, inheritance laws 

and restrictions on corporate ownership. 

• OECD rate Norway’s payment regime as significantly 

above average within OECD countries. Direct support 

works out at c62,000 EURO per year – about 60% of 

gross farm receipts. Many payments are differentiated 

by region and farm size.  

• The domestic market is regulated based on the 

Marketing Act.  This sets a framework for annual 

negotiations between the government and farmers 

organisations on issues such as target prices and other 

support measures. The Act covers certain types of meat 

(beef, mutton, pork and poultry); milk, butter and 

cheese; eggs; cereals and oilseeds; potatoes, vegetables, 

fruit and berries; and fur skins (OECD, 2018) 

• Retail food prices are 80% greater than OECD average 

(Hemmings, 2016) 

 

Key institutional players 
There is a familiar institutional split between policy and 

delivery as seen in England (i.e. Ministries setting the policy 

direction and Directorates/Agencies implementing). The 

Ministry of Climate and Environment and the Ministry of 

Agriculture and Food set the policy direction. The Agricultural 

Agency, Environment Agency and Directorate for Cultural 

Heritage have a key delivery role, in partnership with the 

Counties and Municipalities. The key difference to highlight is 

that there is significantly more devolved powers to set local 

priorities at both county and municipality level. 
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Policy in relation to the Natural Environment and 

Cultural Landscape 

National Environmental Policy is set out in a “National 

Environmental Programme for Agriculture” (nasjonalt 

miljoprogram NMP) – a series of 3 year plans that articulate 

the environmental policies for agriculture. This provides the 

framework within which counties and municipalities work 

with farmers on environmental issues. There are national 

environmental regulations covering a range of requirements 

(including biodiversity, the water environment and food 

safety) and in order to receive any payments, a regulatory 

baseline requirement (a cross compliance equivalent) covering 

water, pesticides, fertilizers and inappropriate intervention in 

the cultural landscape. 

Each county develops a Regional Environmental Progamme 

(Regionale Miljøprogram or RMP for short) to apply the 

national programme to their respective areas and articulate 

local priorities.  

In addition, each municipality has flexibility to direct local 

environmental grants to municipal level priorities “special 

environmental measures in agriculture" (Særskilte miljøtiltak 

i landbruket, SMIL). 

The package of payments under RMPs are split into two main 

areas – cultural landscape payments and pollution control. 

Underneath these broad headings there over 100 schemes 

available across the 19 counties.  Some schemes are voluntary 

and participation varies greatly between scheme and region. 

They include: 

• Area and cultural landscape support (AK scheme). Key 

aim is to sustain a minimum level of faming activity. It 

requires a minimum amount of farm based income to 

ensure payment. This does not support specific 

environmental outcomes, but good agricultural 

practice. This scheme has been criticised for 

maintaining the status quo and its environmental 

criteria being general and non targeted. (Christina 

Blumenthrath, 2014). 

• Specific payments to support: 

o Traditional management unique to the region 

o Biodiversity – rare and threatened habitats 

o Cultural heritage and cultural environments 

o Genetic resources/ Native breeds.  

o Accessibility and possibilities for recreation, 

o Prevention of run-off and to ensure safe disposal 

of waste 

Reflections on the policy context. 
Despite one of the most generous support systems in the 

World, Norwegian farming remains susceptible to the same 

challenges faced in England. Succession remains a serious 

risk. Farmers are getting older and are not being replaced. 

Farming is not being seen as an attractive way to make a 

living. Support schemes for new entrants and young farmers, 
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generous though they are, are not replacing farmers at the rate 

that they are being lost. This was a common message in every 

meeting I had. From 1949 to 1999 the number of agricultural 

holdings decreased from 213,400 to 70,700. Since 1999, more 

than one third of the remaining farms have ceased to operate. 

In 2014 there were fewer than 45,000 active farms in Norway  

(Regjeringen, 2014). The number of farmers reduced by a 

further 1.9% in 2017. 

In addition, the Norwegian Government are slowly seeking to 

reform agriculture. In 2013, the Government signalled a new 

direction of travel on reform  (Norway, 2013). This policy 

direction was proposed by the same centre right coalition that 

was re-elected in 2018. This policy advocates greater clarity 

between rural and regional policy versus agricultural policy 

and states that the principal objective must be to promote cost 

effective food production. Some reforms are aimed at 

catalysing structural change towards larger farms. In 

livestock, payments have been reduced to discourage high 

cost, part time farms. These types of farm have been at the 

heart of rural communities for generations, so in the long term 

the measures and support to these farms may reduce. 

 

Farming in Sweden 
Introduction 
As a more recent member of the EU (1995), Sweden has a 

more recent history in domestic agricultural policy that has 

shaped some approaches to this day.  Two waves of significant 

structural reform in farming took place in 1967 and then again 

in 1990 (towards a public payment for public goods agenda).  

Structural changes in the last 50 years have seen a sharp 

decline in the number of farms  (Jordbruksverket, 2009). It is 

more market orientated that Norway. Like Norway, Sweden’s 

geography dictates a wide variation in agriculture – for 

example the growing season is almost 100 days longer in the 

southern province of Skåne compared to Norrland.   Sweden 

has also experienced similar trends to England and Norway in 

relation to a decline in number of farms and farmers, matched 

with an increase in farm size and specialisation.  

Pen-picture of sector 
Agriculture accounts for less than 10% of total land area, 

mainly in the south of the country. About half of all farmland 

is located in areas with natural constraints.  By value, around 

20% of Sweden’s agricultural production is dairy, with 

relatively significant pork and poultry. Sheep and lamb is 

quite small, but a growing sector. 

Sweden has also experienced similar trends to England and 

Norway in relation to a decline in the number of farms and 

farmers, matched with an increase in farm size and 
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specialisation. Average farm size is 43 ha compared to 75ha in 

NW England.  

Summary of measures to support farming 
Sweden, as a member of the European Union, is subject to the 

Common Agricultural Policy. Given this is the same 

framework as in England (albeit there are slight differences in 

national implementation) I have not sought to document the 

differences in national implementation in detail.  EU member 

states do have some discretion in relation to allocation of 

funding between priorities. For example, Sweden has 

allocated a higher than EU average amount of its Rural 

Development programme to agri-environment and climate 

change schemes. For further information see (OECD, 2018). 

Key institutional players 
The Swedish Board of Agriculture lead on agricultural policy 

and food policy. The Ministry of Environment and Energy are 

responsible for environmental and nature conservation policy. 

Policy in relation to the Natural Environment and 

Cultural Landscape 
Sweden’s environmental policy is based on 16 national 

environmental quality objectives, with a subset of 72 related 

interim targets (Swedish Environmental Protection Agency, 

2012). These are cross government objectives and impact on 

all policies. There are 2 quality objectives that particularly 

relate to agriculture -Specifications for a Varied Agricultural 

Landscape and Zero Eutrophication, (Swedish Environmental 

Protection Agency, 2012). These quality objectives and 

indicators are assessed annually. The most recent annual 

assessment show that  objectives on “a varied agricultural 

landscape are unlikely to reach the required standard.. 

The measures under the “varied agricultural landscape” 

quality objectives include: 

• functions, biodiversity, and human health are not 

threatened, 

• important ecosystem services of the agricultural landscape 

are preserved, 

• the agricultural landscape is open and richly varied with 

significant elements of managed semi-natural pastures, 

and hay meadows, small-scale habitats and water 

environments, including a green infrastructure that offers 

habitats and dispersal pathways for wild plant and animal 

species, 

• habitats and species associated with the agricultural 

landscape have a favourable conservation status and 

sufficient genetic variation within and between 

populations, 

• local breeds of domestic animals and the genetic resources 

of cultivated crops are sustainably preserved – threatened 

species and natural environments have recovered, 

• biological and cultural heritage values of the agricultural 

landscape that have emerged through long-term, 

traditional management are preserved or improved, 
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• cultural and built environments in the agricultural 

landscape are preserved and the conditions for continued 

preservation and development of their values are in place,  

• the value of the agricultural landscape for outdoor 

recreation is safeguarded and maintained, and accessible 

to the public. 

Counties have some discretion as to area priorities in relation 

to delivering the environmental quality objectives. Measure 

and payments to meet these objectives, where they relate to 

farming, are agreed as part of Sweden’s national 

implementation of the EU Common Agricultural Policy. 
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and high nature value farming 
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Summary of key findings and 

recommendations 
A key purpose of my visit to Norway and Sweden was to seek 

ideas on supporting sustainable upland farming in the Lake 

District. I looked at two case studies to help identify some 

policy approaches that can be applied in the Lake District. The 

first is a designation in Norway called “selected agricultural 

landscapes”. This is a voluntary designation over an area that 

provides support to farmers and communities to sustain 

farming, the cultural landscape and enhance nature value. The 

second was a project in Sweden looking at high nature value 

farming. My findings and recommendations are based heavily 

on these case studies as well as some general observations 

from my visit. A summary of the findings and 

recommendations are below. 

Local flexibility within a national framework is 

effective 

In Sweden, but in particular in Norway, there is significant 

local and regional involvement in applying national farming 

and environment policy to fit local needs and priorities.  

Place based approach 

Both case studies started with a primary outcome in mind. 

The “selected agricultural landscape” approach initially  

 

 

started because the Norwegian Government wanted to take 

proactive measures to sustain a representative cross section of 

cultural landscapes, with high nature value. In Sweden, the 

Dalsland pilot started as high nature value farming as the 

initial objective. The strength of both case studies was a 

recognition that a primary outcome cannot be met in isolation 

of other factors. The local starting point was about place, and 

the range of interdependent issues and outcomes being 

sought. All these issues were brought together in a single 

management plan. 

The process matters 

In both case studies, participation was voluntary and farmers 

and land managers were at the heart of the process, with 

public sector organisations a  facilitator and enabler. 

Recommendations for England: 

- A new post-Brexit environmental land management 

scheme needs to be responsive to local expertise and 

priorities and empower local areas to tailor the  

implementation of national objectives to suit these needs.  

 

- Pilot a place-based approach – a sub-regional area plan, 

that delivers high nature value, sustains cultural and 

supports rural communities.  
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Introduction  
A selected agricultural landscape is a relatively new 

designation by the Norwegian Government of an area which 

has “evolved through many years of toil and drudgery” 

(Landsbruksdirektoratet, 2009) with high cultural and natural 

values, “interdependent and in need of collaboration between 

farmers to sustain these values”.  I visited 2 of these areas and 

met with farmers and representatives of the communities in 

these areas as well as officials from the municipality, county 

and national Government. 

I was particularly interested in these, given Defra’s interest in 

area based (either catchment or landscape) plans that will be 

tested and trialled in the next 2 years to inform post-Brexit 

land management policy. Defra are also interested in 

approaches that help facilitate cooperation. I believed that 

they would offer some relevant insights to policy approaches 

in the Lake District and England and having visited believe 

that there is much we can take from these approaches. 

What are “Selected Cultural Landscapes”? 
A translation of the Norwegian Governments definition is 

“Selected agricultural landscapes are landscape areas with 

high cultural and biological values. They are holistic 

landscapes formed by long-term use, with landscape elements 

and structures characterized by traditional forms of operation 

and construction. The areas are to be secured under long-term 

management, predictable operation, and maintenance of the 

values. Selected cultural landscapes in agriculture will provide 

knowledge and experiences and be a resource for the future, 

both for the owner / user, for the local community, for 

visitors”. 

How are they designated? 
They are based on “bottom up” collaboration with farmers and 

the community and meet national criteria. Designation 

criteria include: 

• agricultural landscapes rich in biodiversity and 

historical/cultural assets  

• a defined and holistic area, formed by continuity of 

management over time,  

• representative of particular areas or alternatively have 

special qualities/ characteristics and finally, provide 

important examples of interest for the outside world, 

• that long-term management and upkeep of the 

landscape is feasible. 

 

A national mapping programme identified a register and list 

of valuable cultural sites that represent the “national identity” 

and are based on landscape type, geographic variation and 

adaption to condition. This ranges from sub-alpine summer 

farms in mid-Norway, to coastal heathland and hay meadow 

areas.  Many completely or partially overlap separate nature 

conservation designations and sites are protected under 

heritage legislation. About 35% of the Red List species in 
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Norway are linked to agricultural-related cultural landscapes 

(Visted, 2013) 

How many  and how large they? 
 There are 45 currently designated. There is a significant 

variation in size from 9ha to 16,500ha  

 

 

 

How do they work? 
A management plan for the area is agreed.  The municipality 

and county help facilitate this, but it is led by voluntary 

farmers, landowners, stakeholders and community 

collaboration. It is based on available evidence and surveys.  

Existing funding and payment schemes are identified as well 

as a small amount of additional funding. This includes loans, 

capital grants (at different intervention rates) and revenue 

support to undertake certain management practices. Some 

private investment and voluntary effort are also involved. 

There are a range of actions, from grants for building 

restoration to traditional grazing practice to enhance semi-

natural hay meadows. Other actions include training (on 

management of heathland, grazing practices and dry-stone 

walling) and development of tourist information, 

interpretation and promoted walking routes. Actions and 

associated payments are governed by individual 

agreements/contracts between the farmer and state, usually 

lasting for 4 years. Annual actions plans, including common 

measures, are agreed. In many areas, actions and grants can 

also cover non-agricultural property and activity (residential 

buildings and tourism infrastructure). 

“The model is based on a common set of values that is 

practised within the public nature and cultural heritage 

management at the national level. Through the processes 

locally, the plans have succeeded in getting stronger local 

character. Negotiations and extensions of what is to be 

2 selected agricultural landscapes: Mountain Farms and Valleys of Upper Sunndal (top) 

Rygnestad and Flateland (bottom) from (Landsbruksdirektoratet, 2009) 
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included and understood…take place locally and appear to 

have anchored the plans better” (Visted, 2013) 

Who is involved? 
This started as a joint initiative between the Agricultural 

Ministry and Environment Ministry, who tasked their 

respective agencies to develop a programme. The Norwegian 

Agricultural Authority has led and coordinated this project in 

close cooperation with the regional and municipal 

administrations and the Norwegian Nature Conservation 

Authority (SNO). 

Areas that meet the site criteria can put themselves forward 

for designation. This is totally voluntary, as is participation 

from farmers and land owners.  Action is led by farmers and 

communities with the support of the local municipality. The 

people I met stressed that the key to success was that it was a 

voluntary and locally led process, with cross sectoral working 

a key success factor. 

The municipality plays a key role in selected cultural 

landscapes. They have responsibility for the delivery of many 

aspects of agricultural policy (including environmental 

measures) as well as having responsibility for planning and 

buildings issues.  

Legal basis 
The designation is not statutory. They are a mechanism to 

coordinate local activity, under a management plan, which is 

delivered by individual agreements (essentially a contract) 

between the state and a farmer.  Speaking with the 

municipality, this did give them greater flexibility, local 

tailoring and enabled a range of funding mechanisms and 

grants to be used and layered. 

In a review of the legal basis of selected cultural landscapes  

(Bugge, 2013), it was noted that the lack of any legal basis for 

the designation and management plan meant that its long 

term delivery was reliant on continuity of policy at national, 

county and municipal level and continued support from 

municipalities in relation to monitoring  and support for 

facilitation. Essentially the designation’s effectiveness and 

longevity will directly relate to the funds available to support 

it.  

However, given that the management plan and agreements 

rely on existing legislation and protections (for example under 

the Nature Diversity Act, Cultural Heritage Act, Planning and 

Building Act), the risk of an area not meeting its outcomes in 

the long term were considered to be manageable. Policy and 

financial support have remained at consistent levels over the 

last 10 years, although nothing is guaranteed. Put simply, 

“Government authorities are always in the driver's seat and 

have the last word, but the scheme is largely based on 

contributions and cooperation between private parties 

(Visted, 2013). 
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How are outcomes monitored? 
At designated site level, monitoring depends on local 

arrangements, but compliance against individual agreements 

is generally self-assessed and then certified by the 

municipality. At national scale, there is significant monitoring 

programme to assess landscape changes which has been 

running for many years. In addition, other environmental 

datasets are collected at national and county level. For further 

information see  (NIBIO, 2017), (OECD, 2010) . 

 

 

Do they work? 
An initial evaluation was undertaken through an independent 

report  commissioned by the Government in 2013. This  

concluded that the new designation was working well. It 

identified some measures to improve effectiveness (Bråtå, 

2013). In addition, a separate academic report was undertaken 

looking at selected sites in more detail, also in 2013 (Visted et 

al) which was after 4 years of the first sites being designated. 

This concluded that for many sites, it was too early to assess 

the impact of, in particular, the nature conservation benefits. 

Informal conversations and feedback from my visits suggest 

that they are meeting the intended management outcomes 

and delivering nature conservation benefits. Impacts to 

cultural heritage (for example boundary features and 

buildings) as well as practices such as summer mountain farm 

grazing were positive.  A key benefit has been enhanced data 

and understanding regarding the extent and condition of 

natural and cultural features. Both sites I visited had benefited 

from new collaborations with academics and public agencies 

which enabled local knowledge and expertise to be accessed 

and recorded and this was used to feed into and strengthen 

local management.  

Despite active management arrangements being in place, the 

threats to the sites remain. A common challenge remains 

encroachment, which is having a negative impact on some 

habitats and the viability of farming practices. The 

designations alone are not enough to sustain remote rural 

communities and encourage younger succession into the 
2 selected agricultural landscapes Engan/Ørnes and Kjelvik (top) and Hodne-

VikevÅg Førsvoll, Helland-Bø (bottom)(Landsbruksdirektoratet, 2009) 
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industry. The feedback was that it has helped sustain 

communities and farms at the current time, but the long-term 

demographic and farming trends remain challenging. 

The Environment and Farming Ministries are both happy with 

the impact of the designation. There was a second review of 

the landscapes in 2017, which focused more on the process of 

designation and management, in particularly how national, 

county and municipalities worked together.  The scheme has 

since been extended and new sites are being designated and 

funded. 

What do the farmers think? 
I spoke with 1 farmer in Budal and 3 farmers in Nordherad. 

All agreed that the financial payment in isolation was 

relatively insignificant. It serves as a top-up, but every little 

helps. It enabled closer links with tourism and the local 

economy. But the main benefit is pride. Being recognised for 

the role that they play in shaping the landscape. There was 

initial suspicion and resistance from some – for example 

whether it would lead to onerous requirements or restriction 

on activity.  There was also some initial confusion in 

Nordherad as to how this new designation worked alongside 

some of the other existing designations within the area – such 

as heritage designations and nature conservation 

designations.  

A academic review of the designation (Visted, 2013) 

interviewed a large sample of farmers from multiple 

designated sites and suggested that farmer attitudes could be 

broadly categorised as those who have a “productive” attitude 

to a farm business (for example the extent to which a 

management agreement can fit a business operation, be 

delivered by contract labour etc) and those who have an 

attitude that was more “idealistic” (based on personal 

identification with the history of the family farm and the 

relationship to the landscape).  This categorisation, crude 

though it is, resonated with me when I discussed the areas 

with locals and stakeholders. 

What do the locals think? 
According to municipality officers I spoke to, as well as 

discussions at a small local museum (Budal) and with 2 

accommodation providers, there seemed to be strong local 

community support for these designation. In small Norwegian 

villages and towns, farming is intertwined with communities 

and it is seen as further support to keep remote communities 

functioning and populated. 

Traditions and innovation 
It is important to note that the “selected agricultural 

landscapes” designation was also supportive of new 

investment in productivity and innovation. I met one dairy 

farmer in Nordherad who farmed and participated in the 

selected agricultural landscapes schemes and had recently 

invested in a state-of-the-art robotic milking system. Another 

used GPS tracking on his sheep, utilising an app called 

“findmysheep”. 
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Case study : Nordherad Selected Agricultural 

Landscape 

Vågå Municipality, Oppland. 
  

 

 

Size  

14000ha, 49 agricultural properties. 

Budget  
X million 

Description 
This a core area for traditional agriculture in Norway. Its 

landscape has inspired famous Norwegian writers such as 

Sigrid Undset, Kristin Lavransdotter and Henrik Ibsen (the 

area is said to inspire his play “Peer Gynt”). The farms in the 

area and their associated summer farming land in the distant 

mountains are central to the plots of these famous works. 

 

There are 49 farms in the area, almost all with livestock. The 

farms operate at different topographic level – along and near 

the valley bottom and outlying fields, separated by steep 

slopes of woodland and pastures.  Nordherad has Norway’s 

highest concentration of listed agricultural buildings, i.e. a 

total of 38 houses, spread over six farmsteads. 

 

 The vegetation in this area is alpine in character and below 

the tree line are boreal forests. The tree line extends to 1300m 

here. In terms of habitats there are deposits of rare, unique 

lichens of international significance. 80 places of important 

natural assets are recorded, the foremost being non-fertilised, 

species-rich pastures. A total of 70 species of lichen, fungi, 

plants and animals which are on the Norwegian Red List have 

been found here.  The outfields belonging to the villages of the 

Vågå valley, are located in the mountain commons southward 

Maps from Google (right) and Hordherad Management Plan (left).  

Agricultural buildings in  Hordherad (Liam McAleese)  



21 
 

of Vågå valley which comprise the eastern regions of the 

Jotunheimen National Park. Nordherad has culturally-

historical monuments from different eras dating back to the 

Bronze Age. Features include stone quarries and irrigation 

systems. 

 

 
 

 

History of designation 

Nordherad was one of the front-runners for the selected 

agricultural landscape designation. It started with a small 

group of engaged locals and was facilitated by the municipality 

on a relatively informal basis. This group developed in 2005 

into a formal board, with articles of association. In 2012 a 

memorandum of understanding was agreed to clarify roles and 

responsibilities at local, municipality and county level.  

 

Management Plan 
As previously mentioned, each selected agricultural landscape 

has a management plan. They differ in form and structure 

between areas but are broadly consistent and are based on the 

following guidelines: 

 1. Taking care of environmental values; biological diversity, 

cultural heritage and cultural environment and experience 

value.  

2. Keeping up a varied and economically viable farming with 

grazing livestock  

3. To use the cultural landscape actively as a basis for value 

creation and local development. 

 

The extracts below from the Nordherad plan (Oppland, 2016) 

give an indication of the type of management aims and 

approaches.  Photo of Nordherad area  (Liam McAleese) 
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Management Plans (translated extracts from Nordherad management plan) (Oppland, 2016) 
Content:  

• status of area (evidence) cover natural, cultural and landscape value, how this has changed over time and its distinctiveness. 

• evidence on community, residents and status of agriculture in the area (farm type, economics etc) and its recreational and tourism 

usage. 

• aims of the plan, including; 

o care for management of biological diversity, landscape pictures and common areas 

o efficient and modern agriculture that succeeds in agricultural activity in active operation 

o traditional buildings are in satisfactory condition and active use  

o a varied, local business enterprise that exploits and develops cultural landscape values  

o good profiling and documentation of the selected cultural landscape 

o good local mobilization, organization and development of the hamlet 

• principles of management including: 

o the management plan is prepared in co-operation with landowners and is based on professional expertise.  

o cultural land with registered biological diversity is especially vulnerable and must be prioritized, but planning of grazing 

measures must see all relevant grazing areas in context.  

o choice of grazing animals, co-operation / alternation and grazing pressure throughout the growing season are important 

elements to consider.  

o different grazing animals supplement one another when it comes to grazing and effect on species of growth. Cooperation 

between farms with different grazing animals may enable this. 

• management approaches 

• financial instruments  

• other remedies  

• tasks, local organization and division of responsibility 

• action plan  

• results measurement and reporting 

• communication between the administration and the area 

• skills development, guidance and quality assurance 
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Case Study: Mountain Valleys of Budalen Selected 

Agricultural Landscape, Norway. 

Midtre Gaudal Muncipality, South Trondelag. 

Size 
6900ha with 140 summer dairy farms. 

Budget  
£600,000 per year  

 

Description 
Human activity in the Budal valley can be traced back to Stone 

Age settlement.  Summer mountain farming can be traced 

back to the 1600s with many buildings dating from the 1700s.  

In the mountain valleys, traditional summer dairy farming is 

still practiced on 15 dairy farms in the summer.  There are a 

range of plant species and many rare species are represented. 

The main habitat characteristics are semi-natural grasslands, 

heathlands and an open birch woodland. 

In this area, I was not able to go into the level of detail or meet 

as many people as in Norherad. The area is managed along 

similar lines as Norherad, with a mix of capital grants for 

buildings and structure, money for grazing practices as well as 

promotion of local food and tourism. I visited a dairy farmer, 

Johanne Enlid, with 17 dairy cows, 43 cattle in all and a 16 ha 

holding. The farm is on common land (Beitlag in Norwegian). 

The main measure and benefit for the farmer is an additional 

supplement to move her cattle to her summer farm and graze 

defined areas over a defined period and this is paid per 

animal.  Given that Johanne has always done this, as has her 

family before her, this payment was not seen as significant 

(both in terms of the level of payment and what is required to 

secure it). She noted that the continued grazing has helped 

manage encroachment.  

The farmers in the area had also collaborated on tourism 

promotion and the promotion of food. Johanne produced a 

sour cream and cheese product; a local speciality. Her food 

business was supported by a grant and loan from Innovation 

Norway. Although separate to the selected agricultural 

landscape designation, tourism promotion, particularly in 

relation to the neighbouring National Parks, was seen as an 

opportunity. 

Maps from google (right) and Trondelag fylkesmannen (left).  
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Pictures of Budal area (top) Pictures of Johanne’s farm (left) screen shot of promotional 

website for Johanne’s food business (right). Picture of Johanne and Liam at farm (right) 

and Trondelag fylkesmannen (left).  
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Is there anything comparable in England? 
Many of the specific objectives and payments within the 

selected cultural landscape are comparable to current and 

previous European schemes (for example earlier ESA 

schemes, payment for creation/maintenance of species rich 

grassland, capital options for buildings and access 

infrastructure, grants for productivity and rural tourism). 

There are also some parallels to the work of facilitation fund 

schemes, which has enabled collaboration between farmers on 

specific issues (such as natural flood risk management 

measures) and some catchment-based management plans.  

The Norwegian selected agricultural landscape approach 

brings together a range of support mechanisms in a place 

based plan that is coherent at a landscape and community 

scale. They join-up and align a raft of separate and often 

disconnected policies and payments at the point of delivery, 

with small additional funding to facilitate and incentivise 

collaboration.  

We do not have this type of designation in England, but there 

are some parallels. National Park purposes (to conserve and 

enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage and 

to promote opportunities for the understanding and 

enjoyment of the special qualities of national parks by the 

public) take a similar place-based approach, seeking 

multiple outcomes which are articulated in a management 

plan for the park. However, National Park management 

plans do not currently direct and align payments and other 
Map showing distribution of all 45 selected agricultural landscapes (screen shot from the 

selected agricultural landscapes newsletter)  
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measures to deliver the plan with the same power and 

effect as the Norwegian selected agricultural landscape 

model. It is possible to see them do this in the future 

however. And there would be other areas outside a 

National Park where this approach could apply.  

Stakeholder reaction 

Farmers and communities were very positive. There was a 

sense of ownership and pride. Many of the farm businesses 

had successfully diversified and offered tourism 

accommodation, farm experiences and local food.   

 

Case study: High Nature Value (HNV) Farming in 

Dalsland, Sweden. 
 

Dalsland is in southwest Sweden, along the western shore of 

Lake Vänern and partly bordering Norway. It is approx. 4000 

km2. It is often referred to as “Sweden in Minature”, in that it 

encapsulates many landscape and cultural characteristic of 

Sweden within a relatively small area.  

 

Pictures of traditional farm building – Budal (Liam McAleese)  Map of Dalsland HNV study area (Lars Johansson, 2017)  
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I was particularly interested in this case study as it was testing 

and developing different approaches/tools for engaging 

farmers and stakeholders to develop land use plans over a 

wider area.   

Essentially the project is a visioning and collaborative 

planning exercise and I was interested in the tools and 

approaches to facilitating dialogue. This area-based approach 

has some potential to secure multiple outcomes within the 

existing agricultural and environmental policy framework as 

well as be an approach in future post-Brexit policy.   

Background 
The tools and approaches developed in the project have been 

used in 13 municipalities, with over 400 participants and 

covering a land holding of 4000ha. It is part of a European 

Union funded project called High Nature Value Farming Link, 

which brings together 10 projects to “develop and share 

innovations that support farming systems in areas of 

exceptional natural values across Europe through a multi-

actor approach”.   

 

The wider area was divided into 5 sub-areas based on a 

number of landscape and geographic factors. These areas 

were; the lake area, plain area, forest and lake area, valley area 

and an upland plateau area. 

 

Why? 
Participation in this pilot initiative was seen, at least by the 

county as an “opportunity to reframe the way the county 

worked with farmers”. The area needed new measures to 

make progress towards meeting Sweden’s National 

Environmental quality objectives and reverse a significant 

decline in the extent of high nature value pasture land. The 

county’s traditional approach would be to “designate, regulate 

and protect”. This approach was based on “active farming, 

trust and integration with business”. The key driver was 

increasing opportunities for high nature value farming at a 

landscape scale, reversing a trend of land abandonment or 

change of use and physically separated and widely dispersed 

farming activity. In addition to an environmental driver, other 

issues included land abandonment, farmer succession and 

general economic viability of farms. 

 

An aim was to help develop viable collaboration between 

farms and enable HNV restoration at a wider scale, 

maximising benefits to the community and economy. In 

addition, the area had a number of case studies of innovative 

project covering tourism and entrepreneurship connected to 

mixed farming practices. This project brought some of these 

together to share good practice. 
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How? 
Approximately 50 stakeholders were involved during 2017 to 

create a baseline assessment, HNV-vision, action plan and 

identify innovative approaches.  This included landowners, 

farmers, NGOs, agencies and local politicians. 

The facilitated stakeholder sessions sought to put the 

landscape in a historical context, to help generate a shared 

understanding and respect for the cultural heritage, and also 

to contextualise the current status of the area. 

 

 

 

In the illustrations reproduced on this page from the baseline 

report  (Lars Johansson, 2017), places in the landscape are 

marked and key land use changes are described.  

 

A number of land-use changes and trends were also discussed 

and presented – the slide reproduced on the next page from 

the baseline report ( (Lars Johansson, 2017) shows how the 

proportion of meadow and pasture land has reduced over the 

last  100 years and enabled a discussion of the impact of  these 

changes on issues such as biodiversity and what a continued 

“business as usual” scenario may look like. This scenario 
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analysis involved participants discussing a range of different 

trends and landscape qualities as well as their complex 

relationship between the environment, economy and 

community.  

 

 
 

 

 

 
 

This scenario analysis led to a visioning session to seek 

consensus on what people want to see in the area in 2030. A 

vision was developed, covering environmental (high nature 

value land use where grazing is central, a post-carbon 

Dalsland, water resources), economic (including stronger 

relations between consumer and producer, payment for 

ecosystem services) and social (strong local identity, appealing 

housing) factors. A number of enablers were also identified 

around collaboration between state and farmers and sharing 

of innovation. 

Sessions then went to action planning, with a focus on 

innovation requirements to meet the vision. A number of 

initiatives were identified. Some were focussed on sharing 

experience of existing innovations. Good practice was 

identified and shared on a range of issues such as rotational 
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grazing and selective breeding.  Innovative projects, such as a 

contracting approach with a mobile abattoir and a community 

supported agriculture model for sheep were shared. 

Did it work? 
The project completes next year, so in some senses it is too 

soon to tell. What it did achieve was a common and shared 

vision for the area and some actions to take this forward. This 

future vision was based around how viable farming businesses 

and local communities could make HNV farming a reality.  It 

also helped “reset” the standard working practices between 

the county, various environmental and agricultural agencies 

and the farmers in the region.  

Critical Success factors 
 

I had a long discussion with the leading members of the 

project team, Lars Johansson and  Magnus Ljung about the 

critical success factors, which included: 

 

• The right facilitator was key. The facilitator (Lars) is a 

county official, but has trust and relationship with 

farmers built up over long term. He is also a farmer by 

background and has an understanding of situation and 

context. 

• Targeted 1:1 conversations before workshops to ensure 

participants were informed and felt comfortable. 

• A range of facilitation approaches were used (all of 

which were grounded in theory). But each session was 

well planned, involved farmers and was clear on 

feedback from previous sessions. 

• Procedural consensus was established from the outset 

– i.e. people discussing and agreeing how they would 

work together. 

• Making sure that the actual farmers were there rather 

than having too many representative groups  

• Developing the baseline and evidence together, mixing 

local knowledge and expertise and developing a rich 

picture. This generated “a feeling of collaborative 

learning”. 

• Some evidence and suggestion pre-prepared (for 

example the maps and data, illustration of land use 

changes), so that the process was not starting with a 

blank sheet of paper. 

• Getting the pace right was difficult – they did not want 

to rush, but after common and consistent messages 

they felt comfortable by asking the question “is the level 

of pace right?” 

• Empower people to participate – that they have 

knowledge that is needed and valuable. Demonstrate 

that they are contributing to the knowledge.  

• Ensure you are considering different factors of 

sustainability (e.g. community, economy). 

• These issues and discussions are complex. Complexity 

is hard. Recognise this and be committed to working 

together to share understanding and see complexity 

from different perspectives. 
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Key findings and 

recommendations: 
 

Local flexibility within a national framework is effective 
In both Sweden, but in particular in Norway, there is 

significant local and regional involvement in applying national 

farming and environment policy to fit local needs and 

priorities. This is both a reality of geographic diversity and a 

reflection of a more devolved style of Government.  It is also a 

recognition that local knowledge and flexibility can deliver 

more. In Sweden, national priorities are clearly articulated 

(the environmental quality objectives) and likewise, in Norway 

national policy is translated into county and municipality 

plans. National monitoring programmes are properly 

resourced to assess the extent to which national policy 

outcomes are being delivered, whilst local monitoring ensure 

compliance against specific schemes. At sub-regional level, the 

selected cultural landscape designation and Dalsland pilot 

approach demonstrated how local priorities and action can 

help translate national policy into local action, optimised for 

local conditions.  In both case studies, many of these actions 

utilised existing national payments schemes or support 

mechanisms integrated at the point of delivery across a single 

area. 

Place based approach 
Both case studies started with a primary outcome in mind. 

The “selected agricultural landscape” approach initially 

started because the Norwegian Government wanted to take 

proactive measures to sustain a representative cross section of 

cultural landscapes, with high nature value. And in Sweden, 

the Dalsland pilot started with high nature value farming as 

the initial objective. The strength of both case studies was a 

recognition that a primary outcome cannot be met in isolation 

of other factors. The local starting point was about place, and 

the range of interdependent issues and outcomes being 

sought. For example, the selected agricultural landscape 

designation recognised that cultural heritage and landscapes 

are dependent on physical attributes (buildings, barns, 

stonewalls for example) but also on people and practice – for 

example summer hill farms and rotational grazing. These 

practices were also essential to support high nature value 

habitats. To sustain these, they had to be looked at holistically 

rather than through the narrow prism of specific policies or 

payment schemes. A holistic view considered the community 

and socio-economic context – ensuring that in marginal rural 

communities people can live and earn a living to deliver public 

benefits. All these issues were brought together in a single 

management plan. Modest extra payment was made available 

to incentivise joint work and collaboration. And existing 

payments and schemes were brought together and combined 

where this was possible.   
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This integrated approach proved an effective way to engage 

farmers, land managers and communities and is an excellent 

design principle for a post-Brexit farming policy. This local 

facilitation does come at a modest cost, but feedback was this 

facilitation led to better outcomes and was therefore value for 

money. 

A comprehensive place-based approach would also tie in other 

factors such as health, housing and infrastructure.  

Even if England’s future post-Brexit farm payment schemes 

are developed and delivered in silos (for example, an 

environmental land management scheme, productivity and 

diversification grants, wider rural development and tourism 

support) then lighter touch local facilitation can bring 

together these schemes at the point of delivery and maximise 

value and impact, and exploit synergies between projects and 

support schemes. 

A local area management plan and facilitated approach can 

also help to deliver other objectives – for example, provision 

of business support and advisory services to farmers, peer-to-

peer sharing of good practice and reducing the management 

costs of multiple schemes by streamlining or pooling 

monitoring and compliance costs. 

The process matters 
In both case studies, participation was voluntary and farmers 

and land managers were at the heart of the process.  Public 

agencies and academics facilitated and enabled rather than 

dictated. The need to meet regulatory standards did not 

change, but in both cases a participatory approach helped 

move the relationship between farmer, community and public 

agency from a more transactional relationship on specific 

issues, to a collaborative approach about multiple outcomes. 

Public sector organisations (the municipality in both cases) 

became a facilitator and enabler.  Of course public authorities 

always had the last word in relation to any public money that 

would be spent, but a voluntary and facilitated process 

increased ownership and outcomes. Collaborative approaches 

are already at the heart of the farming system in the Lake 

District, particularly in relation to common land. And there is 

much experience under the facilitation fund, which has helped 

coordinate activity on specific issues, such as natural flood 

managing measures. 

The opportunity and need is to help facilitate action and 

support for a broader set of outcomes, covering the natural 

environment, cultural heritage, the local economy and 

community. 

Recommendations for England: 

• A new post-Brexit environmental land 

management scheme needs to be responsive to 

local expertise and priorities and empower 

local areas to tailor the implementation of 

national objectives to suit these needs.  
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• Pilot a place-based approach – a sub-regional 

area plan, that delivers high nature value, 

sustains cultural heritage and supports rural 

communities.  

Other ideas and observations 
During my visits, my conversations covered other areas of 

policy and support. These would be worthy of separate 

investigation but this was not possible in a short visit. 

However, I have recorded them here. Some, such as 

community supported agriculture and applications of new 

technology are happening in the UK and indeed Cumbria.  

What I have not seen (and I recognise that this could be a 

limitation in my own awareness and networks) is these ideas 

being applied to upland farming in the Lake District at any 

significant scale. 

Sustainable upland farming and the delivery of farm 

support needs to embrace technology 
I was struck by a number of examples of where new 

technology was being applied to farming in Norway and 

Sweden. Robotic support was increasing in the dairy sector as 

well as app-based monitoring of animals. For sheep, the “find 

my sheep” app was a particular revelation – with large scale 

“internet of things” based trials of sheep tracking systems as 

well as conventional mobile phone based system. This reduced 

the amount of time spent by farmers gathering. And although 

Lake District sheep often have their “heafs”, gathering over 

larger areas remains challenging. The fact that these systems 

currently cost more than the sheep are worth is a legitimate 

barrier at the moment, but costs are reducing all the time. 

Another system called “no fence” used collars and geo-fencing 

to prevent grazing in areas, without the need for a fence. 

These used approaches that are not acceptable in animal 

welfare terms in the UK, however should these approaches 

change into something that is acceptable in welfare terms, 

then it could enable a significant breakthrough. 

    

 

Picture of Ola Kuarberg showing me the location of his sheep over a coffee in Vagamo. 
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Technology and farm advice 
In Sweden, farmers have different advice for different issues 

from multiple agencies, covering forestry, nature, water, 

welfare, compliance.  They are now thinking about how they 

pool this. For example, upskilling advisors to be able to 

identify other issues or how to access more specific expertise 

via mobile phone and skype – particularly in relation to 

identification of habitats and biodiversity. 

Community supported agriculture 
The concept of community supported agriculture (CSA) is 

where consumers  commit to support a farm, with the farmer 

and consumer providing mutual support and sharing the risks 

and benefits of food production. There are a couple of CSA 

farms in Cumbria. In the Dalsland area, there is a 

“Community Supported Sheep” farm -which is organic and 

markets sheep kept on 20ha of restored HNV pasture. It has 

proved popular (particularly in nearby towns) and has enabled 

consumers to have more insight the link between HNV 

pasture restoration and the consumption of meat from the 

grazing animals. 

 

Support for young farmers 
Although not a specific are of research for my visit, I was 

struck by the amount of support for young farmers in Norway. 

As previously highlighted, attracting young people into 

farming is an important measure in sustaining farming areas 

in Norway. This is also the case in the Lake District. In 

Norway there were a range of measure to support younger 

farmers. For example, higher payment for farmers under 35 

(along similar lines to payments for under 40s in England), 

but also additional payments if you are a women going into 

farming. In addition, there are a range of flexible support 

measures such as interest free loans, tax and interest relief on 

mortgage payments, all design to enable farm succession. 
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Summary of key findings and 

recommendations 
 

Annex B: Farming, Food and Tourism 
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In August 2018, I visited Norway as part of a Winston 

Churchill Fellowship. The purpose was to investigate policies 

and projects that can support sustainable upland farming in 

the Lake District.  My visit looked a range of issues and these 

are documented in separate reports. 

A key part of future farming in the Lake District has to be 

selling more locally produced food to the 19 million visitors 

who come every year to the Lake District. There is significant 

potential; Lake District farmers and native breeds such as 

Herdwick sheep are an important part of the Lake District’s 

recent inscription as a World Heritage Site. Sweden and 

Norway have some great examples of linking food, farming 

and tourism.  Here is what I took away. 

• Food based itineraries can benefit multiple 

farmers and suppliers and raise the profile of 

an area  

Many farm businesses are small and have limited capacity and 

capability to market an individual offering. Successful 

collaboration and marketing based on tourism itineraries can 

be very effective and help encourage visitors to areas off the 

beaten track. 

• Selling food and farming is part of the visitor 

experience 

Local providence continues to be a popular draw for visitors 

and local people in lots of places. Many destinations are trying 

to position themselves as a “foodie” destination. Farm shops 

and teashops alone are valuable, but not enough. Visitors 

increasingly expect an experience, particularly where they can 

experience new aspects of a destination where farming and 

food is integrated with local history, people and place.  

• All collaboration requires some level of initial 

public support, but the most important factor is 

farmer and business leadership 

The common success factor in all the examples I came across 

in Norway and Sweden was strong farmer and business 

leadership/ownership and public support to catalyse action.  

Recommendations for the Lake District: 

• Undertake market research on a “food and farming in 

the World Heritage Site” programme, which would link 

local food producers and farmers with visitor 

itineraries that offer new visitor experiences. 

• Convene a networking event with tourism businesses 

and food and farming producers in the Lake District to 

explore collaboration opportunities. 
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Why food and farming? 
A key part of sustainable farming in the Lake District has to be 

selling food at a good price. Despite some very successful 

initiatives in the Lake District and Cumbria, there remains an 

opportunity to create a closer link between farming, food and 

tourism. World Heritage inscription for the Lake District 

could provide a catalyst for doing so.  This is something that 

has been done very successfully in Norway, at a national level. 

I also came across a good example in a Swedish World 

Heritage Site. Local food and providence is not a new idea or 

concept. There are some great examples in the UK. But what I 

thought was particularly strong about the examples in Norway 

and Sweden was direct link and benefit to the farmer. 

There are some cultural factors, in Norway in particular, that 

have contributed to successful food, farming and tourism 

initiatives. These include (in Norway, compared to England) 

greater appetite and ability to pay higher prices for food, 

celebrating local provenance and a closer appreciation of the 

interaction between landscape, rural areas, food and farming. 

People feel closer to their food in Norway, although there are 

similar challenges of educating children and a growing urban 

population on the importance of food and farming. In Sweden, 

there did not appear to be as strong a cultural link with food 

and farming, but as with many countries, there is a growing 

interest in food and providence.  

During my visit I was able to meet with farmers, food 

producers and tourism operators. I took many lessons from 

these discussions and some encouragement. What was less 

encouraging was that many of the successful initiatives rely on 

significant levels of public sector financial support for long 

periods.  

I was not able to source English language evaluations of the 

precise impact of the case studies I visited (for example any 

analysis on cost/benefit and the impact on visitor numbers 

and spend or farm business income).  During my visit to 

Norway, there was an evaluation underway. Instead, I met 

with a cross section of the businesses, farmers and Innovation 

Norway staff involved to get qualitative feedback. It is on these 

conversations that I have based my findings on.  

Background and Context 
There is lots of support for farming and food based tourism in 

Norway at national and local level. It’s well integrated. And 

expensive. 

The key agency involved in supporting agriculture, food and 

tourism is Innovation Norway. This is a national agency 

responsible for supporting key sectors of the economy through 

financing and grants, export support, clustering and advice. 

They are also responsible for supporting and promoting 

tourism. This combination of responsibilities allows for 

effective integration between investments in agricultural 

productivity, tourism promotion and business support grants. 

Key to their success is flexibility. There are a range of support 

products and services, including low-risk loans, innovation 
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loans, grants and guarantees, support to networks and clusters. 

There are rarely deadlines for schemes, giving local advisors 

and applicants flexibility to develop ideas at an appropriate 

pace and scale. There are programmes covering agriculture, 

agricultural tourism and food. Some of these programmes 

share similarities with some of the EU schemes we have in 

England (for example the LEADER programme and the 

European Agricultural Fund for Rural Development). They are 

administered at a county level, often in partnership with the 

county and municipalities. The local knowledge and 

relationships is recognised as a key strength in the 

programmes. 

In relation to scale, I met with the Trondelag office.   Their 

annual spend on agriculture was c£28m in 2017 (note this 

includes a range of agricultural grants covering productivity as 

well as food and tourism). Nationally, around £100m was 

invested in agriculture by Innovation Norway in 2017 (Norway 

I. , n.d.). This is in addition to grants from local municipalities. 

Of particular interest and explored below is the work to support 

networks of farmers and food producers linked to a tourism 

itinerary.  As part of my visit, I met with the two Innovation 

Norway local advisors who have played a key role in ideveloping 

food and tourism networks. I also met with over 10 farmers 

involved in these schemes. 

Local municipalities also have the ability to provide grants and 

support for activity to support food and tourism. They often 

work with Innovation Norway in supporting initiatives and in 

the food networks below have provided match funding. 

At a national level, Innovation Norway have funded significant 

marketing activity to promote food as part of a tourist itinerary. 

This includes web-based marketing as well as attendance at key 

travel trade and exhibitions.  There are national campaigns and 

marketing in a similar model to the Visit Britain “Food is Great” 

campaign. However, the main impact and beneficiary in 

Norway has been on domestic tourism.  

 

 

Picture of “Happy Sheep” Campaign on Visit Norway website. © Visit Norway/  
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National and local level support in Sweden 
I did not investigate the national level support in Sweden due 

to time constraints. An important point to highlight is that at a 

national level there is a lot of content and marketing on the 

Visit Sweden national tourism promotion website. The case 

study that I visited at the South Oland World Heritage site was 

a locally developed and funded initiative. There are similar 

initiatives in other parts of Sweden, many funded by European 

grants such as LEADER.  

 

 

 

Case Study: The Golden Road 
• Started in 1996 by 10 member companies to attract 

tourists to leave the main North South trunk-route 

through Norway (E6). Today, there are 22 dedicated 

stops, including artist workshops, local food by 

farmers, galleries and art museums and museums.   

 

 

 
 

 

 
Screenshot from Visit Sweden Website  © Visit Sweden 

Screenshot from Visit Sweden Website  © Visit Sweden 
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• Membership to the co-operative is governed by rules 

around quality and marketing. Numbers of new 

entrants are restricted. 

• There are associated accommodation providers and 

service providers (such as bike hire).  They are now 

expanding into gift certificates and online retail. 

• There are a range of itineraries, with quality food and 

drink at its core – it includes a number of farm-based 

businesses. Itineraries can be a few hours or days, with 

cycling and walking options. 

• The initiative was encouraged and sustained by 

financial support from Innovation Norway and the 

local municipalities.  Businesses have also made a 

contribution. It is now, after nearly 15 years, on the 

brink of operating without public sector financial 

support. 

• See below promotional photos of the Golden Road. 
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Case Study: Røros 

• A collaboration between farmers selling their produce 

to restaurants and retail outlets under a single Røros 

brand. 

• Integrated with destination marketing and 

recommended visitor itineraries (see picture below).  

• Farmers receive a premium on their produce by selling 

into the cooperative.  

• Røros was already a tourism destination, with a 

strategy to promote the World Heritage Site there, it’s 

heritage and culture, as well as local food. 

 

 

• The initiative was started and sustained by financial 

support from Innovation Norway and the local 

municipalities. Businesses have also made a 

contribution. It is reliant on continued public sector 

support. 

 

 

 

 

Photos of food producers from Røros at the Trondheim Food 

Festival, August 2018 
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Case Study: South Oland World Heritage Site 

(Sweden) 

• Annual “Food from the World Heritage Site” festival 

(see picture below). This links a series of events, 

ranging from celebrity chef demonstrations to local 

produce from the WHS and the island.  

• It is based around a series of events across the Island 

during the dedicated “World Heritage Week”. It is 

proving a popular and growing visitor attraction and is 

connecting the visitor and the farmer and providing 

direct benefits to producers on the island (some arable, 

some cattle/dairy). It has only been running for three 

years, and is supported by grants from the 

municipality. 

• The island already hosts a very successful harvest 

festival – which again, makes a direct link between 

farmers and tourists. 

 

Key Findings and Recommendations 
 

In both Norway and Sweden, national food and farming based 

destination marketing was backed up by itineraries at a local 

level. I looked at 3 case studies (2 in Norway and 1 in Sweden), 

These case studies are documented in the following pages. The 

common success criteria I took from these, from a visitor and 

consumer perspective are as follows: 

Itineraries can put places on the map. 

• One of the striking successes of the Golden Road, is that it 

put what was described to me by the local mayor as a 

(then) quiet rural backwater into a significant tourist 

destination and a place that is recognised across Norway. 

Key to this was providing visitor itineraries on “the Golden 

Road” to link food and farming experiences. Securing new 

tourism spend to this rural area was a key objective. 

Itineraries are about experiences. 

• Both the Golden Road and Roros link art, heritage, food, 

scenery with cycle tours, walking tours or just pottering 

around. Itineraries  can last a few hours or a few days.  

They integrate and re-purpose existing tourism products 

as well as creating new ones. The South Oland “food from 

the World Heritage Site” festival linked together with a 

number of other activities and festivals to ensure critical 

mass of visitors. Individual business I visited made a virtue 

of their farm setting, where visitors could see where 
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products were made, stay on the farm or just visit the 

restaurant. These places exist in the UK and in the Lake 

District.  But they are often a farm with a tea-shop or bed 

and breakfast. These are great and attractive to visitors. 

But the very best examples I saw in Norway were designed 

around the visitor experience and a broader itinerary. 

Targeted to key market segments 

• Most of the itineraries and activities across the three case 

studies had a clear demographic in mind (generally the 

type of “post family” couples/ groups 50+ as a principle 

audience for the Norwegian case studies and a slightly 

broader range for the Swedish Examples. For all examples 

the primary audience was domestic tourism, although in 

Roros and The Golden Road were seeing an increase in 

overseas travellers from the German market.  

Complementary to other destination marketing 

• As well as standing alone and having independent 

marketing presence, the three examples were very well 

integrated with other local (and in the case of Norway, 

national) destination marketing. These were linked to 

national sites and campaigns.  

Public funding was key at the outset 

• The case studies highlighted above have been very 

successful. I was not able to ascertain the direct level of 

funding for all but for the two Norwegian examples, I 

estimate about £750,000 over 10 years per case direct 

support. The Swedish case study of South Oland, I’d 

estimate c£20k per year over three years. The bottom line 

is that these initiatives would not have happened without 

public financial support to provide an initial catalyst. In all 

cases, they have relied on ongoing support. 

 

There is an entrepreneur at the heart of it and it is market 

driven 

• Both the farmers and Innovation Norway advisors had a 

consistent message; each network needed a local 

entrepreneur playing a leadership role to motivate their 

peers. As one farmer put it  “You need people with dreams, 

ambition and energy to participate” 

• With strong business leadership, the two Norwegian 

networks were put together in a way that match 

complementary businesses and customers – i.e. you would 

not get two farms producing ice-cream in one network. 

There were opportunities to sell more via each other (for 

example, one farmer’s aquavit was sold in another member 

of the network’s restaurant, and another separate shop).  

• Famers and businesses also recognised the importance of a 

good advisor and catalyst who can help make things 

happen. These were public sector employees in all three 

cases.  
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The businesses have to have ownership 

• The success of the networks is not just only reliant on 

grant funding. Innovation Norway advisors and farmers 

both said that each business need a financial stake in the 

network, from the earliest possible moment. This financial 

commitment generated higher levels of ownership. 

Networking and knowledge exchange has wider benefits. 

• The support package, provided by Innovation Norway for 

The Golden Road and Roros was not just about destination 

marketing. Networking and training events were key.  

Farmers, tourism businesses and food producers were put 

together at events, there was free training offered (for 

example, on developing products for German tourists, and 

branding and marketing).  Restaurants and hotels were 

introduce to farm and food businesses to foster a greater 

understanding of customer needs.  There were training 

activities on marketing and also information on grants and 

other schemes – such as training on food safety,  grants for 

capital equipment.  Farmers said events and activities such 

as these were essential for giving small producers the 

skills, materials and networks to success. 

 

 

 

 

Recommendations for the Lake District. 
There are strong foundations to build on in the Lake District 

and Cumbria. Initiatives such as Taste Cumbria, food festivals 

and some well recognised local food brands are an excellent 

starting point. Many of these initiatives have had strong 

business leadership, for example via the Cumbria Chamber of 

Commerce.  There is an opportunity to build on this given the 

growing visitor numbers to the county and the need to ensure 

direct benefits to farming communities. 

This said, a key enabler of the successful case studies was 

public funding. In the case of the Norwegian examples, this 

was fairly significant and sustained over many years. This 

level of public support is not currently available in England,  

and is unlikely to feature in the near future. From time to time 

there are Defra and other national funding competitions that 

would support these types of activity. So I have focussed my 

recommendation on activity that can be taken forward with 

limited resources on a local and collaborative basis.  

• Undertake market research on a “food and 

farming in the World Heritage Site” 

programme, which would link local food 

producers and farmers with visitor itineraries 

that offer new visitor experiences. 

• Convene a networking event with tourism 

businesses, food and farming producers in the 

Lake District to explore collaboration 

opportunities. 
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Annex D: List of people visited 
Trondheim 

• Katina  

• Rob Burton  

• Gunn-Turid Kvam. 

Innovation Norway  

• Aud Herbjorg Kvalivik 

• Inger Einvik 

Trondheim Food Festival 

• Eva Nordfjell –  (Rorosrein)  

• Geir Magne (Kalsa – bakery) 

• Old guy who won the kings awards. 

 

The Golden Road 

• Ida Stuberg – Mayor of Inderoy  

• Svein Berfjord (Berg farm) 

• Steinar (beer guy) 

• Aastrid Aasen  (Gangstad ) 

• Eva Dybwad Alstad  (County of Trondelag –Farming 

Department) 

Budal 

• Johanne Enlid 
 

• Storbekkøya museum representative  
Roros 

• Magnus Borgos (Roros Municipality) 

• Solfrid Augensen (Roros Museum) 

• Ove Grytbak Farmer (tbc) 

Vagamo 

• Per-Ivar Weydahl 

• Municpality farming team 

• Ola Kuarberg 

• Anders Svam 

• Sigurd (Nordigard Blessom) 

Lom 

• Mayor Bjarne Eiolf Holø,  

• Sheep farmer 

• Hans Brimi 

Lillehammer 

• Stig Horsberg 

• Ivar Lorensen  

Oslo 

• Kjell Bruvoll – Innovation Norway. 

• Audun Pettersen – Innovation Norway 

• Kaja Killingland – landbruksdirektoratet - 

 

• Lajla White + 2 other colleagues. Ministry of 

Environment. 

Sweden 

• Stefan Henriksson and Maano Aunapuu (SEPA) 

• Magnus Ljung (SLU) 

• Lars Johansson (Lansstyrelsen – County Sweden) 
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Oland 

• Emma Rydner – Morbylanga Municipality  

• Lars Wellin - Morbylanga Municipality 

• Roger Gustavsson (Farmers Union) 

• Magnus Gottfridsson (Farmer) 

• Niklaw Petersson (Farmer) 

 

Western Fjords 

• Erling Oppheim (Chair of WHS) – by telephone. 

 

Stockholm 

• Manu 

• Mikael Frisk – Swedish National Heritage Board 

By correspondence/telephone 

• Ann Norderhaug 

• Silje Marie Lesjø (Innovation Norway) 

• Erling Oppheim – Chair 

Naroyfjorden/Geraingerfjord World Heritage Site. 

• Ragnhild Hoel –-Riksantikvaren 
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