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Abstract 
 
This study, commissioned by the Countryside Council for Wales, examines the status in Wales 
of the Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony in the context of the pony’s grazing role in 
the management of habitats to conserve biodiversity, post Common Agricultural Policy reform.  
The study also analyses the status of the Welsh mountain (unregistered) semi-feral pony.  
Presented evidence is based upon questionnaire surveys, tape-recorded interviews, telephone 
conversations, emailed interchanges and reference materials.   
 
A scoping study is necessary because the breed sub-population’s continued existence in its 
native habitats is seriously threatened and because the pony is likely to be increasingly needed 
to support conservation grazing programmes.  Aims were to assess status indices of the breed 
sub-population: (i) negative factors affecting long-term survivability; (ii) funding sources; (iii) 
genetic, heritage and tourism values; (iv) genetic conservation strategies; (v) the pony’s 
potential as a conservation grazer; (vi) roles of government conservation agencies, the Welsh 
Pony and Cob Society (WPCS) and breeders; (vii) strategies to encourage use of the pony in 
grazing schemes; (viii) the appropriateness of equine welfare strategies; (ix) the desirability of 
initiating future investigations; (x) strategies to help ensure the semi-feral pony’s continued 
existence. 
 
A need to distinguish the Welsh Mountain Section A semi-feral pony from the unregistered 
Welsh mountain pony is explored and the WPCS Pony Improvement Scheme is assessed.  The 
registered pony’s current feral status is inappropriate.  The concepts of geographical, genetic 
and environmental isolation of Pony Improvement Society herds are examined in the context of 
genetic erosion by the voluntary stripping of assets.  The registered pony’s rare vulnerable 
status and its population trend between 1981 and 2005 are appraised.  Limited entitlements to 
subsidy of semi-feral pony breeders under existing agricultural schemes (the Single Payment 
Scheme (SPS) and Tir Mynydd) and agri-environment schemes (Tir Cynnal, Tir Gofal and the 
Organic Farming Scheme) are identified.  Consequences and implications for the survival of 
registered herds of the 2006 Commons Act, horse passport regulations and the National Equine 
Database are considered.  The crucial role of the Grazing Nature and Heritage Grazing 
Animals Project for Wales (PONT) is examined.  Limitations of the Strategy for the Horse 
Industry in England and Wales, the Health and Welfare Strategy for the Horse, Pony and 
Donkey and The UK National Action Plan on Farm Animal Genetic Resources (FAnGR) are 
identified and the suitability of existing equine welfare guidelines is assessed. 
 
No study has comprehensively examined the Section A semi-feral pony’s grazing 
characteristics.  No truly representative breed profile exists to assist land managers using 
equines for biodiversity conservation.  Most ponies used in Welsh conservation grazing 
schemes are unregistered Welsh mountain ponies.  This practice threatens the breed sub-
population’s survival.  Unregistered Carneddau herds represent unique heritage that could 
become recognised as an independent pony type or breed.      
 
Recommendations encompass: (i) an urgent need to define the term ‘semi-feral’ and to redefine 
semi-feral populations and sub-populations; (ii) desirable outcomes of the Pony Improvement 
Scheme; (iii) procedures under a proposed ‘Welsh Action Plan for FAnGR’; (iv) increased 
financial incentive for breeders through the SPS, through Tir Gofal as a ‘Native Breeds at Risk 
Grazing Supplement for Wales’, through a ‘hardy breed’ grazing supplement and as an 
agricultural animal and FAnGR; (v) removal of unregistered stallions from all Welsh 
commons; (vi) the describing of unregistered Welsh mountain ponies on passports as 
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‘unverifiable breed’; (vii) anecdotal and empirical grazing capability research culminating in a 
Section A semi-feral breed profile; (viii) the sustainable use of registered, rather than 
unregistered, semi-feral native stock in grazing programmes; (ix) recognition by Government 
of the Carneddau Pony Society; (x) a corporate response to equine strategies, to be delivered by 
a proposed UK-wide council representing native and indigenous pony breeds; (xi) a proposed 
‘Strategy for the Horse Industry in Wales’; (xii) Wales-wide consensus on welfare and 
husbandry practices, particularly body condition scoring for semi-feral ponies; (xiii) local 
grazing schemes that generate income for breeders and guarantee a sustainable supply of 
ponies; (xiv) the breed sub-population’s undervalued heritage and tourism potential; (xv) 
breeding protocols to conserve registered and unregistered genetic assets; (xvi) creation of a 
WPCS electronic resource to monitor demographic and geographical distribution trends; (xvii) 
an electronically stored stud-book; (xviii) stud-book kinship analyses and comparative DNA 
profiling; (xix) practical and financial encouragement of young farmer-breeders; (xx) needed 
long-term scientific research, including characterisation studies of breedlines, coordinated by a 
proposed ‘Welsh Mountain pony Survival Trust’.  Some recommendations are applicable, in 
varying degree, to several other British native pony breeds. 
 
In order to halt the decline of the Section A semi-feral pony in its traditional habitats, and to 
ensure its future survival for conservation and other purposes, a radically different approach 
towards the use and breeding of ponies for conservation grazing programmes is now essential.  
The semi-feral Section A pony’s future is intimately and ultimately connected to that of the 
unregistered Welsh mountain pony.     
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Section 1 
 
 

1a. Executive Summary 
 
 
Current status, with reference to conservation grazing, of the Welsh Mountain (Section 
A) semi-feral pony following decoupling of farm subsidies through CAP reform in Wales 
– a scoping study 
 
 
Aims and methodology 
 
1.1 This scoping report, commissioned by the Countryside Council for Wales (CCW), 

examines the current status in Wales of the Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony 
with reference to the pony’s grazing role in the management of land to conserve 
biodiversity.  The continued existence of the breed sub-population in its native habitat is 
seriously threatened by many interrelated variables.  The report also analyses the current 
status of the Welsh mountain semi-feral pony.  This equine is phenotypically similar to 
the Welsh Mountain pony but has no traceable pedigree.   

 
1.2 Primary aims were to assess: (i) negative factors affecting long-term survivability of the 

Section A and unregistered semi-feral ponies; (ii) funding sources for registered 
breeders; (iii) the breed population’s value as unique genetic and cultural heritage and as 
a tourist attraction; (iv) strategies for genetic conservation of both populations; (v) the 
registered semi-feral pony’s potential in the management of biodiversity; (vi) the role of 
Government, conservation agencies, the Welsh Pony and Cob Society (WPCS) and 
breeders in the preservation and conservation of the breed sub-population; (vii) strategies 
that will encourage future use of the Section A pony in grazing schemes; (viii) the 
appropriateness of current Welsh equine welfare strategies; (ix) the desirability of future 
anecdotal and empirical investigations. 

 
1.3 Data collection was achieved through customised questionnaires, tape-recorded 

interviews, follow-up telephone conversations, email interchanges and analyses of wide-
ranging reference materials from libraries, government departments, conservation 
agencies, web sites and society archives.  

 
 
Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony 
 
1.4 The Welsh Mountain pony is registered with the WPCS as a Section A pony through 

proof of pedigree and is the ‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) pony’.  A ‘Welsh mountain 
pony’ is not eligible for registration by the WPCS and should not be described as 
‘Section A’, even if the pony exhibits all of the characteristics of a Section A pony.  
Although this pony may have descended from pedigree stock, the pedigree cannot be 
proven.  No unregistered pony is presently recognised by the WPCS.     
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1.5 Two distinct populations of semi-feral equines exist in Wales (i) the Welsh Mountain 
(Section A) semi-feral pony and (ii) the unregistered Welsh mountain semi-feral pony.  
Herds of registered semi-feral ponies, a sub-population within the Section A breed, roam 
relatively freely throughout much or all of the year on Welsh commons.  Premium 
Section A stallions run with herds between May and July.  Most herds are within the 
WPCS Pony Improvement Scheme and are managed by regional Pony Improvement 
Societies, which aim to promote the natural hardiness, characteristics and ‘type’ of the 
hill ponies.  The terms ‘hill pony’ and ‘hill-type pony’ are often used to describe Section 
A semi-feral ponies, the latter expression describing a type of pony that has traditionally 
grazed on the Welsh uplands (land at or above 198 metres / 650 feet) but which may also 
be found on extensive lowland commons where climate, topography and vegetation 
represent a harsh environment.   

 
 
Section A ‘F’ pony description 
 
1.6 A registered semi-feral pony grazing on a common / hill within the Pony Improvement 

Scheme is described by the WPCS as a “Section A ‘F’ pony,” denoting that the pony is 
feral and is part of the pedigree ‘at risk’ and ‘rare vulnerable’ population.  The pony’s 
passport, stud-book entry and WPCS electronic core register entry must carry the suffix 
‘F’.  Upon leaving its native heath, this feral status is cancelled by placing an ‘X’ over 
the ‘F’.  However, the WPCS description of the registered semi-feral pony as the ‘feral 
Welsh Mountain pony’ is inappropriate.  There are no true feral, unhandled and not 
owned, ponies living in Wales.  A semi-feral pony is not fully tamed or brought under 
control by breeders.  It is owned but handled only occasionally for weaning and welfare 
purposes, is allowed to run in ‘natural’ herds, cannot be haltered, is not fed by the public 
and grazes extensively on unimproved land.  An ‘S’ rather than ‘F’ designation, denoting 
‘semi-feral’, would be appropriate.   

 
 
Geographical, genetic and environmental isolation 
 
1.7 Differences between the registered semi-feral breed population and the remainder of the 

Section A breed are a source of debate.  ‘Geographical isolation’ refers to the physical 
non-proximity of a stallion from one pedigree (or unregistered) bloodline to mares from 
another pedigree (or unregistered) bloodline.  The common practice of covering Section 
A semi-feral mares with carefully selected Section A non semi-feral stallions maintains 
genetic diversity within the semi-feral sub-population but compromises that sub-
population’s genetic integrity.  Non semi-feral lowland studs often maintain the hardiness 
of their bloodlines by purchasing upland foals.  It might be argued that there is little 
genetic difference between semi-feral and other section A ponies.  However, the semi-
feral sub-population might be unique within the breed if: (i) semi-feral breeders are 
preferentially selecting physical characteristics that define a specific pony ‘type’; (ii) the 
semi-feral pony is scrutinised annually by judges for breeding purposes.  To what extent 
hardiness, thriftiness and disease resistance are the consequence of environmental 
acclimatisation rather than natural selection supported by breeder improvement is 
uncertain. 

 
1.8 Uniformity of appearance within the Section A semi-feral pony was established by 

prescriptions laid down over a century ago by the WPCS.  The breed population’s profile 
favours some characteristics and some animals and ultimately limits diversity, which 
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may be regarded as genetic erosion by the voluntary stripping of genetic assets.  The 
breeding of the pony has generally been determined by its uses. 

   
 
Pony Improvement Societies 
 
1.9 The 1908 Commons Act regulated the turning out of entire animals onto commons, 

reducing the possibility of stallions of ‘unacceptable breeding’ mixing with and covering 
registered semi-feral mares.  The covering of a registered semi-feral mare with an 
unregistered stallion cannot occur within the Pony Improvement Scheme as ‘rogue’ or 
‘scrub’ stallions are excluded from Pony Improvement Society commons.  However, 
registered semi-feral mares outside of the scheme are important genetic stock that may be 
compromised, i.e. uncontrolled crossbreeding with unsuitable, unregistered stallions of 
no known breeding will cause degeneration in breed type.  There are presently 25 active 
Pony Improvement Societies throughout mid and South Wales.  The Horserace Betting 
Levy Board (HBLB) provides a premium grant (£5,800 in 2006) to support registered 
stallions, filly and colt foals and four-year-old mares, which is 20% match-funded by the 
WPCS (£1,160 in 2006). 

 
 
Rare vulnerable status of the Section A semi-feral pony 
 
1.10 A registered semi-feral pony survey conducted between 1998 and 2000 revealed that 

only 684 breeding mares then remained within 18 active Pony Improvement Societies.  
In 2002, the Rare Breeds Survival Trust (RBST) accepted the ‘Feral Welsh Mountain 
pony (Section A)’ onto its Priority List (now the Watchlist) of recognised rare breeds.  It 
was agreed that each pony’s passport and the WPCS stud-book and core register would 
be marked with an ‘F’ to indicate its feral status, and that if a pony left its native common 
/ hill the ‘F’ would be removed from all records.  Since 2002 only 73 foals, which have 
qualified for premiums on inspection, have had their passports, stud-book entries and 
core register entries amended with the ‘F’ suffix.  Consequently, the ‘rare vulnerable’ 
population of breeding females cannot be easily identified.  On the 2006 Watchlist the ‘at 
risk’ population is incorrectly described as the ‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) pony’, 
referring to all Section A ponies. 

 
 
Population trends 
 
1.11 The Wales-wide population of Section A breeding females is unknown and the Section A 

semi-feral (officially described as feral) sub-population remains not estimated throughout 
most of the history of the WPCS (Reference 69).  Available data indicate a considerably 
diminished registered semi-feral mare population between 1981 and 2005.  Fewer than 
800 adult registered breeding semi-feral females are believed to survive in 2006.  
Numerous identified factors may be adversely affecting the population trend.  Possible 
consequences of fewer Section A semi-feral herds include the loss of important genetic 
and grazing resources, increased use and breeding of unregistered semi-feral ponies for 
grazing programmes and the importing of exotic and other native pony breeds into Wales 
to support biodiversity management. 
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Agricultural support schemes 
 
1.12 There is no automatic right to entitlement under the Single Payment Scheme (SPS) for 

land grazed solely by semi-feral ponies, which are classified as non-agricultural animals 
in Wales.  However, gained entitlement can be used to claim entitlement for land grazed 
by ponies.  Farmer-breeders who sign up to existing agri-environment whole farm 
schemes can receive payments for managing their land with ponies.  Breeders on 
commons may apply independently to receive entitlement proportional to their number of 
pony grazing rights and may use sheep / cattle entitlements on land grazed by ponies.   

 
1.13 Only semi-feral breeders who also farm sheep or suckler cows are eligible for benefit 

from Tir Mynydd in Less Favoured Areas of Wales.  Conditions attached to Tir Mynydd 
may have harmful implications for the traditional rearing and grazing of semi-feral 
ponies.  There is no Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) commitment to Tir Mynydd 
after 2008, which might negatively affect the stability of herds on upland commons.   

 
 
Agri-environment schemes 
 
1.14 Recent Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) reform and impending restructuring of agri-

environment and related schemes in Wales will affect the future management, function 
and survival of semi-feral ponies.  Land owned by farmer-breeders outside of commons 
may be eligible for payment under Tir Cynnal, the Welsh entry-level agri-environment 
scheme, if ponies are kept for breeding and / or conservation purposes.  The Organic 
Farming Scheme (OFS) is compatible with Tir Cynnal and could accommodate some 
registered semi-feral breeders who could administer organic parasite prophylactics.  Tir 
Gofal, the more prescriptive whole-farm scheme, offers no direct subsidy for ponies.  
However, it can support farms that use semi-feral ponies to graze productive agricultural 
land.  Commons where Pony Improvement Societies operate may be accepted into Tir 
Gofal but the required commoners’ association consensus may be difficult to achieve.  
Several Objective 1 projects have involved ponies by identifying other funding sources to 
support pony grazing.  Agri-environment payments within the 2007–13 Rural 
Development Plan could benefit registered semi-feral ponies.  There is provision, not 
implemented by the WAG, for the support of rare breeds in danger of extinction within 
European Commission (EC) Regulation 817/2004, Article 14.     

 
 
Common land 
 
1.15 Implications for commons herds of the 2006 Commons Act are potentially far-reaching 

in view of the unpredictable consequences of CAP reform and the SPS.  Arguments 
against statutory commons councils in Wales are enumerated by the Welsh Commons 
Forum.  The 2006 Commons Act does not affect voluntary commoners’ associations but 
gives powers to commons councils to regulate grazing regimes and other agricultural 
activities.  Possible consequences of the Act for registered breeders include restriction of 
semi-feral grazing and either easier or forcible entry into agri-environment schemes. 
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Horse passport regulations 
 
1.16 Extensively grazing ponies on Dartmoor, on Exmoor and in the New Forest do not 

require passports until they leave those areas.  Wales has no similar derogation, although 
the EC may still allow exemption for semi-feral foals that are retained within the 
breeding herd or are sold and move within the boundaries of designated common land, or 
that travel directly from their birth place to slaughter.  All Section A foals must be 
registered by the WPCS by 31st December or within six months of birth, whichever is 
sooner and must have a passport within this period.  Regardless of age, a foal must have 
a passport if it is sold or moved to the premises of a new keeper.  

 
1.17 The debilitating cost of passports and anticipated compulsory microchipping may 

discourage the breeding of registered stock.  Overheads may easily exceed a foal’s 
selling price, rendering the maintenance of foals on commons economically unviable.  
Some registered and unregistered breeders have reduced herd sizes and have 
contemplated disbanding herds.  Proposed solutions are presently unsatisfactory to 
breeders for identified reasons.  Passports might: (i) discourage indiscriminate breeding 
of unregistered ponies on commons; (ii) increase the value of ponies at auction whose 
passports and National Equine Database (NED) entries are marked with an ‘S’, 
indicating ‘semi-feral’; (iii) ensure the stud-book recording of pedigree information.     

 
1.18 Some unregistered semi-feral ponies in Wales and England have been described 

erroneously on passports as ‘Welsh Mountain Pony’ or ‘Welsh Mountain Section A’.  In 
2007, only breed information validated by stud-book societies will appear on the NED 
pedigree listing.   

 
1.19 At June 2006 about 407 of an estimated 506 unregistered Welsh mountain ponies 

involved in conservation grazing schemes carry microchips, including 237 ponies 
belonging to the CCW, seven owned by the National Trust (NT) and 163 Carneddau 
ponies owned by private breeders.  It is believed that no registered pony has been 
microchipped.   

 
 
Welsh Mountain pony: a conservation grazer 
 
1.20 Following CAP reform, undergrazing will have serious consequences for habitats 

requiring livestock grazing to sustain landscapes and biodiversity.  Land managers are 
increasingly using largely unregistered Welsh mountain ponies within appropriate 
conservation grazing schemes.  The registered semi-feral pony’s future lies primarily in 
its ability to graze for the benefit of wildlife in a wide diversity of extensive and less 
extensive upland and lowland sites in Wales, an emphasis that may further influence the 
pony’s genotype and phenotype.    

 
1.21 No study has comprehensively examined the Section A semi-feral pony’s grazing 

characteristics.  Its performance across a spectrum of habitat types, geographical 
conditions and extensive grazing regimes is hardly appreciated.  Anecdotal evidence has 
been documented in the UK’s Grazing Animals Project (GAP) Breed Profiles Handbook.  
However, the profile is not representative of the Section A semi-feral breed sub-
population, since it apparently includes little evidence from herds that graze within the 
Welsh uplands and is based largely upon observations of unregistered Welsh mountain 
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ponies, some of which reside in England.  Whether registered and unregistered ponies 
will achieve similar outcomes for biodiversity in any grazing situation is uncertain.   

 
 
Unregistered Welsh mountain ponies within grazing schemes   
 
1.22 Welsh wildlife management programmes requiring equines rely predominantly upon 

unregistered semi-feral ponies.  Minimally in excess of 500 Welsh mountain ponies are 
successfully employed, including an estimated 237 lowland National Nature Reserve 
ponies owned by the CCW, about 163 upland ponies owned by independent Carneddau 
breeders who are supported by the CCW / NT, an estimated 68 of 82 lowland ponies 
employed by the NT, 36 ponies utilised by the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 
(RSPB) Wales and two ponies used by Welsh Wildlife Trusts (WWT).  The proliferation 
of this population in grazing programmes might seriously reduce long-term survival 
opportunities within a sustainable agri-environment system for the registered breed sub-
population.  Conversely, random reduction of the unregistered population may lead to 
unwitting eradication of desirable genetic heritage.    

 
 
Unregistered ponies of the Carneddau 
 
1.23 Farmer-breeders maintain several herds of unregistered Welsh mountain ponies on the 

Carneddau massif, North Wales.  These bloodlines represent unique heritage and the 
ponies are potentially useful for conservation grazing.  An agreement between several 
graziers and the CCW / SNPA (Snowdonia National Park Authority) aims to improve 
vegetation condition and has allowed their stock to be microchipped.  These graziers 
formally requested that their ponies be managed within a scheme regulated by the 
WPCS, similar to or the same as the Pony Improvement Scheme.  The WPCS Council 
has rejected this proposal, which rejection could lead to the eventual recognition of an 
independent Carneddau Pony Improvement Society and breed. 

 
 
Grazing, Nature and Heritage GAP for Wales (PONT) 
 
1.24 The Grazing Nature and Heritage GAP for Wales (PONT) was launched in 2005.  

PONT’s aim is to facilitate and encourage grazing that will benefit Welsh wildlife, 
landscape and cultural heritage.  It will support the future status of semi-feral Welsh 
Mountain ponies and their breeders by promoting their involvement in suitable local 
grazing schemes (LGS).  Best practice LGSs in Wales are at various stages of 
development.  For example, the well-established Pembrokeshire Grazing Network LGS 
matches people who own appropriate registered or unregistered livestock with privately 
owned land that needs grazing.  Welsh national park authorities promote and support 
LGSs and the work of PONT.  

 
 
Strategy for the Horse Industry in England and Wales 
 
1.25 Interests of the WPCS, Pony Improvement Societies and Welsh semi-feral ponies are not 

adequately represented by the 2005 Strategy for the Horse Industry in England and 
Wales, which nevertheless encourages the use of native ponies in conservation projects 
that support biodiversity, and offers relevant and valuable recommendations for 
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improving the quality and breeding of ponies and for maintaining genetic diversity.  An 
overly equestrian emphasis may have inadvertently marginalised the needs and 
aspirations of native pony societies and breeders.   

 
 
Health and welfare strategy for the registered semi-feral pony 
 
1.26 Extensively grazed registered semi-feral ponies are likely to require only minimal, 

routine veterinary treatment.  The practice of, and need for, organic veterinary 
intervention remains unconfirmed by breeders, but ‘wilding’ or ‘de-domestication’ is not 
an acceptable proposition. 

 
1.27 The 2006–7 Welsh Animal Health and Welfare Strategy (AHWS) Action Plan does not 

indicate whether semi-feral ponies are regarded by the WAG as livestock.  It notes the 
development of a draft Health and Welfare Strategy for the Horse, Pony and Donkey, 
published by an unidentified Working Party in 2005.  That strategy identifies priorities to 
review voluntary regulation of unregistered ponies, consider microchipping of semi-feral 
ponies, re-examine advice on pony welfare standards, enforce welfare standards and 
establish what training exists within biodiversity grazing projects.  The current health and 
welfare status of most semi-feral animals on their native heaths is perceived to be good. 

 
1.28 Recommendations of the Equine Industry Welfare Guideline Compendium for Horses, 

Ponies and Donkeys are generally practised by registered semi-feral breeders, but 
practical limitations may occasionally affect the attainment of some goals.  Some semi-
feral bloodlines are better suited to extensive upland grazing.  The GAP UK’s Guide to 
Animal Welfare in Nature Conservation demonstrates a desire to prevent welfare 
problems and considers the risk assessment approach and the five freedoms developed by 
the Farm Animal Welfare Council.  The British Horse Society’s Code of Practice, The 
Welfare of Horses, Ponies and Donkeys used for Conservation Grazing, recommends an 
acceptable Condition Score which differs from that within the GAP UK’s guide, but 
confirms that unregistered ponies that demonstrate the grazing capability of, or a close 
relationship to, the Section A semi-feral pony are most likely to be successful 
conservation grazers.   

 
1.29 Recent adverse publicity for native pony breeders may be attributed to a minority of 

unregistered pony owners on commons, but has affected official grazing programmes and 
accelerated the change in description from ‘feral’ to ‘semi-feral’ Welsh Mountain pony.  
Welfare problems caused by ponies that are unsuited to living on commons, by 
overgrazing and by uncontrolled breeding have implications for all semi-feral ponies.  
The advocated removal of all ponies from commons in winter would provoke undesirable 
consequences for biodiversity and for the registered semi-feral pony’s hardiness, grazing 
characteristics, veterinary intervention, husbandry and feeding requirements. 

 
 
Implications and recommendations 
 
 
1. Defining registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies 
 
1.30 A semi-feral pony which is not registered with the WPCS but which resembles, 

phenotypically, the Section A semi-feral pony may be called only a ‘Welsh mountain 
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semi-feral pony’.  Use of the simplified terms ‘registered semi-feral pony’ and 
‘unregistered semi-feral pony’ avoids confusion.   

 
1.31 The following should be redefined as the ‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony’: 

(i) the pony described as the ‘Welsh feral pony’ and as the ‘Feral Welsh Mountain pony’ 
by the WPCS; (ii) the ‘at risk’ Welsh Mountain ponies in the UK Country Report on 
Farm Animal Genetic Resources (FAnGR); (iii) the RBST Watchlist ‘Welsh Mountain 
(Section A)’ population; (iv) the feral population supported by the HBLB; (v) the ‘at 
risk’ sub-population on the Rural Development Service (RDS) Approved List of Native 
Breeds At Risk.  The Section A semi-feral sub-population is better also described as ‘hill 
and marsh pony’ rather than ‘hill pony’ or ‘hill-type’ pony.    

 
1.32 The WPCS suffix ‘F’, denoting ‘feral’, should be immediately replaced with ‘S’, 

denoting ‘semi-feral’, on passports of all registered semi-feral ponies, on the WPCS core 
register and in future WPCS stud-book volumes, to identify the at risk, rare vulnerable 
breed sub-population defined on the RBST Watchlist.  Upon removal of any ‘S’ pony 
from its common / hill of birth, the suffix ‘S’ should be changed to ‘S – R’, ‘semi-feral 
removed’ to ensure accurate identification on the NED and to allow these ponies to be 
recognised for use in grazing schemes in England.  Pony Improvement Societies must 
provide accurate census information annually to the WPCS for submission to the NED.  

 
 
2.  Role of the Pony Improvement Scheme 
 
1.33 Desirable outcomes of the Pony Improvement Scheme are: (i) retention of selected semi-

feral colts and subsequent greater use of semi-feral stallions; (ii) regular premiums for 
breeding mares; (iii) additional premiums for youngstock; (iv) stud-book genetic 
analyses and comparative DNA profiling / fingerprinting of semi-feral bloodlines.  
Additional funding is needed from the HBLB, the WPCS, the WAG and other external 
sources.  The WPCS Council might formulate a long-term strategy to ensure retention of 
the semi-feral pony’s genetic integrity and diversity, and should reassess the pony’s 
defining characteristics to be conserved.  A WPCS Section A Secretary would best 
represent the breed’s interests.  Section A semi-feral ponies outside of the scheme 
deserve protection.  The precise criteria for original and continuing acceptance of the 
Section A semi-feral sub-population onto the Watchlist require publishing by the RBST.  
A breed analysis comparing the Section A population and Section A semi-feral sub-
population will help identify any remaining genetic isolation between these populations 
and amongst breedlines. 

 
1.34 Pony Improvement Societies might better operate under a single constitution.  The re-

establishment of inactive societies is a priority.  Long-term characterisation, 
conservation, perpetuation and education priorities, to be funded under the HBLB 
Scheme, may be identified.  An object in the WPCS Constitution to promote 
conservation and preservation research might be reinstated in the current WPCS 
Memorandum of Association. 

 
 
3. Action plan for Welsh FAnGR 
 
1.35 The term ‘semi-feral’ should be defined within the UK National Action Plan on FAnGR.  

There is a need to perceive and treat semi-feral and non semi-feral ponies in Wales 
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differently.  A proposed ‘Welsh Action Plan for FAnGR’ could establish procedures to: 
(i) redefine the registered and unregistered semi-feral populations deserving of genetic 
conservation; (ii) characterise all semi-feral breedlines of consequence to the registered 
pony’s survival and compare their unique physiological and grazing behaviour traits; (iii) 
quantify electronically all relevant semi-feral information held by the WPCS; (iv) create, 
assisted by the WPCS, a database resource to monitor geographical locations and 
population trends of bloodlines; (v) encourage the WPCS Council to appoint a scientific 
officer; (vi) conduct a cost benefit analysis of the registered population; (vii) monitor the 
impacts of CAP reform, agricultural and agri-environment schemes, passport regulations, 
the 2006 Commons Act, the Horse Strategy for England and Wales, the Welsh AHWS, 
the Countryside and Rights of Way Act and the WAG’s policy on sustainable farming; 
(viii) identify opportunities under the 2007 European Agricultural Fund for Rural 
Development regulation; (ix) develop a Wales-wide marketing strategy to promote 
registered ponies. 

 
 
4.  Breeder participation in agricultural support schemes 
 
1.36 Financial incentive through the SPS could encourage all equidae owners in Wales, 

including those who would otherwise be ineligible for support, to engage in positive 
environmental management and sustainable grazing.  Possible negative consequences for 
registered breeders and for biodiversity of the complete or partial withdrawal of Tir 
Mynydd in the Welsh uplands post 2008 warrant investigation.  Provision of practical 
and financial encouragement for young farmer-breeders of registered semi-feral herds, 
e.g. via the Farm Advisory Service evolving from Farming Connect, requires assessing. 

 
 
5.  Breeder participation in agri-environment schemes 
 
1.37 The WAG should declare whether and under what conditions registered semi-feral 

ponies are to be regarded as livestock.  This sub-population could be recognised by the 
CCW as an agricultural animal and FAnGR needing priority support under Tir Gofal.  
The RDS 2006 Native Breeds at Risk Grazing Supplement supports the Welsh Mountain 
pony in England.  The Welsh Black cattle supplement currently used in Tir Gofal could 
be extended by CCW to become a tailor-made ‘Native Breeds at Risk Grazing 
Supplement for Wales’, to encourage the breeding and genetic conservation of the 
registered semi-feral pony.  Organic management of semi-feral ponies is also 
recommended and should be rewarded under Tir Gofal.  Under Article 39 of EC 
Regulation 1698/2005 consideration should be given to the granting of environmental 
payments to all registered and some unregistered semi-feral pony owners in order to 
achieve specific environmental objectives, especially on commons.   

 
 
6.  Implications of common land legislation 
 
1.38 The Pony Improvement Societies Committee might assess implications of the 2006 

Commons Act for breeders.  In Wales, a central coordinating body for commons councils 
is preferred to regional consortia.  Unregistered stallions should be removed from all 
Welsh commons under the direction of commoners’ associations in collaboration with 
unitary local authorities and the WAG.  Attempts to forcibly remove Welsh Mountain 
ponies from hills / commons in winter on welfare grounds must be resisted.  Equines that 
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may not be described as ‘Welsh Mountain pony’ or ‘Welsh mountain pony’ are generally 
less hardy and should be removed, by negotiation, from hillsides / commons in winter. 

 
 
7.  Horse passport regulations 
 
1.39 The debilitating cost of passports is a legitimate concern.  If the awaited EC derogation 

decision is supportive, the Pony Improvement Societies Committee should determine 
whether an exemption application to the WAG for ponies being taken directly to market 
would be worthwhile.  Any exemption must also apply to unregistered semi-feral foals.  
Independent horse Passport Issuing Organisations (PIO) must describe unregistered 
ponies that resemble the Section A semi-feral pony as either ‘Welsh mountain’ or 
‘unverifiable breed’.  To help ensure correct passport descriptions the WPCS could 
become the sole PIO for unregistered Welsh mountain ponies within Wales.  Cost 
implications of compulsory microchipping must be considered by the WAG. 

 
 
8. Potential of registered semi-feral ponies within grazing schemes 
 
1.40 The Section A semi-feral pony’s grazing capability and breed profile must be 

determined, initially by collating anecdotal observations.  Empirical investigations of 
grazing behaviour are also needed.  Comparison of the profile characteristics of Section 
A semi-feral, unregistered semi-feral and Section A non semi-feral populations will 
ensure optimal management prescriptions in support of biodiversity and environmentally 
sustainable agriculture.  The sustainable use by the CCW, NT, RSPB and WWTs of 
registered rather than unregistered semi-feral stock for conservation grazing programmes 
will help conserve the breed population.  A comprehensive database of grazing projects 
using ponies is desirable.  Unregistered ponies represent a viable short-term alternative if 
insufficient registered stock is available.  Wales-wide protocols are required for 
circumstances under which breeding from unregistered bloodlines to conserve important 
genetic heritage will be allowed.  An object added to the WPCS Memorandum might 
further encourage the breeding of semi-feral ponies for conservation grazing purposes.  
Breeding to preserve the pony’s range of genetic and environmentally induced 
characteristics, so ensuring optimal performance in all Welsh extensive grazing 
situations, must be a WPCS priority.  

 
 
9.  Unregistered Carneddau ponies 
 
1.41 If the WPCS Council is unable to recognise the potential genetic worth of Carneddau 

herds, an independent stud-book should be established in order to protect the Carneddau 
bloodline(s).  The Carneddau breeders could seek dispensation from the WAG to 
describe their ponies as ‘Welsh mountain pony – Carneddau’ on passports and to apply 
for recognition of the ‘Ponies of the Carneddau’ as a horse society under EC decision 
92/353/EEC.  A strategy is needed to identify other genetically important unregistered 
breedlines in need of conservation. 
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10.  Grazing schemes operating within national parks 
 
1.42 A ‘hardy breed’ and ‘hardy type’ grazing supplement for the establishment of ponies / 

herds within national parks, similar to the RDS 2006 Cattle Grazing Supplement, would 
demonstrate support by Government for the pony’s heritage and environmental worth.  
National park management plans could acknowledge the genetic, heritage, historical, 
cultural and tourism values of the pedigree pony.  Whilst unitary local authority 
biodiversity action plans are not prescriptive, they might acknowledge a need to conserve 
the Section A semi-feral pony’s unique genome and its ecological niche within 
sustainable conservation grazing.   

 
 
11.  Strategies for the horse industry and for animal welfare in Wales 
 
1.43 Formally constituted Wales-wide and UK-wide councils representing native and 

indigenous pony breeds should actively engage with the British Horse Industry 
Confederation to influence implementation and revision of the Strategy for the Horse 
Industry in England and Wales.  These councils should also formulate a corporate 
response to the draft Health and Welfare Strategy for the Horse, Pony and Donkey.  The 
Welsh Mountain pony might be better protected through a proposed ‘Strategy for the 
Horse Industry in Wales’ to be coordinated by the Welsh Equine Council (WEC) in 
consultation with the WPCS Council, the Pony Improvement Societies Committee and 
PONT. 

 
1.44 When setting requirements for husbandry practices involving semi-feral ponies, Welsh 

animal welfare organisations should seek consensus from the WPCS Veterinary surgeon 
and Welfare officer, the Pony Improvement Societies Committee, PONT and site 
managers on what standard constitutes an acceptable condition and weight for registered 
and unregistered semi-feral ponies across a spectrum of grazing circumstances.  When 
scoring body condition and weight for semi-wild ponies, comparison with domesticated 
horses is not a suitable reference point.  A Wales-wide survey of injuries, illnesses and 
genetic ‘abnormalities’ in all semi-feral populations will identify possible breeding 
problems.  Welfare organisations must always indicate the semi-feral population to 
which any survey or report refers.  The 1992 WPCS Care and Management of Welsh 
Ponies guide requires updating to assist breeders participating in grazing programmes.  

 
 
12.  Role of Grazing, Nature and Heritage GAP Wales (PONT) 
 
1.45 PONT’s unified conservation grazing strategy could maximise the usefulness of 

recommendations of the Pony Improvement Societies Committee and of breeders / 
owners of unregistered ponies.  PONT might persuade the CCW, NT RSPB and WWTs 
to use genetically managed breeding pools of registered ponies for use in grazing 
initiatives.  The provision of suitable grazing opportunities through PONT’s networking 
might encourage registered breeders to maintain herd sizes.  PONT can facilitate the 
matching of surplus registered semi-feral youngstock with grazing programmes outside 
of their common of birth.  LGS projects must generate income from conservation 
agencies for registered breeders and must ensure an economically sustainable supply of 
registered ponies.  Lessons to be learned from established LGSs could facilitate the 
setting up of future schemes.  PONT might lead the debate on Action 40 (information on 
conservation grazing) within the Strategy for the Horse Industry in England and Wales 
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Action Plan and could propose recognition by Government of the category ‘semi-feral’ in 
Wales.  A proposed PONT ‘Guide to Animal Welfare in Conservation Grazing within 
Wales’ would herald a universally accepted welfare practice code.  

 
 
13.  Value of the registered semi-feral pony as cultural heritage 
 
1.46 The Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony is an undervalued heritage and sustainable tourism 

asset.  The WEC might initiate research into the breed’s tourism potential.  Registered 
breeders could derive income from an economically viable attraction.  Diversification 
strategies could be explored by Visit Wales in collaboration with the WEC, CCW, 
WPCS Council, NPAs and Pony Improvement Societies.  The Forestry Commission in 
Wales might consider promoting the use of registered semi-feral ponies within 
woodlands as a valuable visitor experience.  Objective 2 funding and the new structural 
fund programme could support tourist enterprises involving grazing ponies.   

 
 
14.  Utilisation of a local indigenous breed 
 
1.47 The Welsh Mountain pony is probably the most suitable native pony breed for Welsh 

conservation grazing.  The incursion of other, possibly less suitable, exotic breeds or 
other British native breeds is undesirable because: (i) Section A semi-feral bloodlines 
may yet be optimally suited for all Welsh grazing circumstances requiring equines; (ii) 
the preferential employment of other breeds may compromise the semi-feral pony’s 
upland niche and lessen motivation of registered breeders to provide stock for 
conservation purposes; (iii) a primary objective of conservation grazing must be to 
conserve British genetic stock by its maximal and optimal utilisation.   

   
 
15.  Future research 
 
1.48 Scientific research of semi-feral populations could be coordinated by a proposed Wales-

based ‘Welsh Mountain pony Survival Trust’.  Section A semi-feral and non semi-feral 
registrations and populations between 1902 and 2006 must be determined.  Electronically 
stored WPCS studbooks and herd distribution statistics are needed.  Kinship analyses of 
the WPCS Section A stud-book in collaboration with the RBST will identify over-used 
breedlines and those in danger of extinction, from which a breeding programme could be 
devised to preserve genetic diversity.  Characterisation studies could establish 
quantitative genotypic and phenotypic differences among breedlines.  Ex situ egg 
conservation, the banking of semen from stallions used within the current Pony 
Improvement Scheme and from genetically valuable unregistered stallions, and the 
setting up of herds designed to conserve specific traits must be promoted.  Transnational 
research programmes could be match-funded under EU Commission Genetic Resources 
Regulation 870/2004. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 30

1b. Crynodeb Gweithredol 
 
 
Astudiaeth o statws cyfredol y ferlen Fynydd Gymreig rhannol-wyllt (Adran A), gyda 
chyfeiriad at y rhan y gall ei chwarae mewn cynlluniau pori cadwraethol, yn dilyn 
datgysylltu cymorthdaliadau fferm yn sgîl ad-drefniant CAP yng Nghymru 
 
 
Amcanion a methodoleg 
 
1.1 Mae’r adroddiad hwn, a gomisiynwyd gan Gyngor Cefn Gwlad Cymru (CCGC) yn 

edrych ar statws presennol y ferlen Fynydd Gymreig rhannol-wyllt (Adran A), a hynny 
mewn perthynas â’r rhan y mae’r ferlen hon yn ei chwarae yn y gwaith o reoli tir er lles 
bioamrywiaeth.  Mae parhad y merlod hyn yn eu cynefin cynhenid mewn perygl difrifol 
oherwydd nifer o ffactorau amrywiol sy’n gysylltiedig â’i gilydd.  Mae’r adroddiad hefyd 
yn dadansoddi statws presennol y ferlen fynydd Gymreig rhannol-wyllt.  Mae’r ferlen 
hon yn debyg, o ran ffenoteip, i’r ferlen Fynydd Gymreig ond nid yw’n bosib olrhain ei 
llinach. 

 
1.2   Yr amcanion pennaf oedd cyflawni asesiad o’r canlynol: (i) y ffactorau negyddol sy’n 

effeithio ar oroesiad hirdymor y merlod rhannol-wyllt Adran A a'r rhai sydd heb eu 
cofrestru; (ii) y ffynonellau arian sydd ar gael ar gyfer bridwyr cofrestredig; (iii) gwerth y 
boblogaeth o ferlod rhannol-wyllt sydd heb eu cofrestru (Adran A) fel adnodd unigryw o 
safbwynt treftadaeth enetigol a diwylliannol, a’i gwerth fel atyniad i ymwelwyr; (iv) 
strategaethau er mwyn cynnal geneteg y ddwy boblogaeth; (v) y rhan y gallai’r ferlen 
rhannol-wyllt gofrestredig ei chwarae yn y gwaith o reoli bioamrywiaeth; (vi) y rhan y 
mae’r llywodraeth, asiantaethau cadwraeth, Cymdeithas y Merlod a Chobiau Cymreig 
(CMCC) a bridwyr yn ei chwarae yn y gwaith o warchod a chynnal is-boblogaeth y brîd; 
(vii) y strategaethau a fydd yn annog y defnydd o ferlod Adran A mewn cynlluniau a 
rhaglenni pori yn y dyfodol; (viii) pa mor addas yw strategaethau Cymreig presennol i 
warchod lles ceffylau; (ix) pa mor ddymunol fyddai astudiaethau anecdotaidd ac empirig 
yn y dyfodol. 

 
1.3 Casglwyd data drwy holiaduron pwrpasol, cyfweliadau ar dâp, sgyrsiau ffôn dilynol, 

gohebiaeth e-bost a dadansoddiad o ddeunydd cyfeiriadol eang o lyfrgelloedd, adrannau 
llywodraeth, asiantaethau cadwraeth, gwefannau ac archifau cymdeithasau. 

 
 
Y ferlen Fynyddig Gymreig rhannol-wyllt (Adran A) 
 
1.4 Caiff y ferlen Fynyddig Gymreig ei chofrestru gyda CMCC fel ‘merlen Adran A’, drwy 

arddangos tystiolaeth o bedigri.  Dyma’r ‘ferlen Fynyddig Gymreig (Adran A)’.  Nid 
yw’n bosib cofrestru ‘merlen fynydd Gymreig’ gyda CMCC ac ni ddylid ei disgrifio fel 
merlen ‘Adran A’ hyd yn oed os bydd yn arddangos holl nodweddion merlen Adran A.  
Er y bydd y ferlen hon efallai yn ddisgynnydd stoc o dras, ni ellir profi’r pedigri.  Nid oes 
unrhyw ferlen sydd heb ei chofrestru yn cael ei chydnabod gan CMCC ar hyn o bryd. 

 
1.5 Mae dwy boblogaeth benodol o ferlod rhannol-wyllt yn bodoli yng Nghymru; (i) y ferlen 

Fynydd Gymreig rhannol-wyllt (Adran A) a (ii) y ferlen fynydd Gymreig rhannol-wyllt 
sydd heb eu cofrestru.  Ar diroedd comin Cymru, gwelir greoedd o ferlod rhannol-wyllt 
sydd wedi eu cofrestru, sef is-boblogaeth o fewn y brîd Adran A, yn crwydro’n weddol 
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rydd drwy gydol y flwyddyn, neu rannau helaeth ohoni.  Yn ystod y cyfnod rhwng Mai a 
Gorffennaf bydd stalwyni premiwm (o Adran A) yn rhedeg gyda’r greoedd hyn.  Mae’r 
mwyafrif o’r greoedd o fewn Cynllun Gwella Merlod y CMCC ac maen nhw’n cael eu 
rheoli gan gymdeithasau rhanbarthol a sefydlwyd i wella safon y merlod.  Nod y 
cymdeithasau hyn yw annog gwytnwch, nodweddion a ‘theip’ naturiol y merlod mynydd.  
Mae’r term ‘merlen fynydd’ neu’r ‘ferlen teip mynydd’ yn cael ei ddefnyddio’n aml i 
ddisgrifio merlod rhannol-wyllt Adran A.  Mae’r disgrifiad ‘rhannol-wyllt’ yn disgrifio 
math o ferlen sydd wedi pori’n draddodiadol ar ucheldiroedd Cymru (tir sydd ar uchder 
o, neu’n uwch na 198medr / 650 troedfedd) ond sydd hefyd i’w chanfod ar diroedd 
comin eang yr iseldir lle mae’r cyfuniad o hinsawdd, topograffeg a llystyfiant yn creu 
amgylchedd anodd. 

 
 
Disgrifiad o ferlen Adran A ‘F’  
 
1.6 Mae CMCC yn disgrifio merlen rhannol-wyllt sydd wedi ei chofrestru, ac sy’n pori ar dir 

comin / tir bryniog o fewn y Cynllun Gwella Merlod fel ‘merlen Adran A ‘F’.  Mae hyn 
yn nodi bod y ferlen yn rhannol wyllt ac yn rhan o’r boblogaeth bedigri sydd ‘mewn 
perygl’ ac sy’n ‘brin a bregus’.  Rhaid i basbort y ferlen, y cofnod yn y llyfr gre a’r 
cofnod yng nghofrestr ganolog electronaidd y CMCC ddangos yr ôl-ddodiad ‘F’.  Pan 
fydd y ferlen yn gadael y rhostir lle’i magwyd, bydd y statws rhannol wyllt yma yn cael 
ei ddiddymu drwy osod nod ‘X’ dros ben yr ‘F’.  Ond amhriodol yw hi i’r CMCC 
ddisgrifio merlen rhannol-wyllt wedi ei chofrestru fel ‘merlen Fynydd Gymreig rhannol-
wyllt’.  Nid oes yng Nghymru unrhyw ferlod gwirioneddol rhannol-wyllt sydd heb fod 
yn cael eu trin a’u trafod ac sydd heb berchennog.  Nid yw merlen rhannol-wyllt wedi 
cael ei dofi yn gyfan gwbl ac nid yw o dan feistrolaeth lwyr y bridiwr.  Dim ond yn 
achlysurol y caiff ei thrafod gan ei pherchennog, a hynny er mwyn dyfnu neu oherwydd 
ystyriaethau iechyd a lles y creadur.  Mae merlen rhannol-wyllt yn cael rhwydd hynt i 
‘redeg’ gyda greoedd ‘naturiol’, nid oes modd gosod penffrwyn arni, nid yw’n cael 
bwydo gan y cyhoedd ac mae’n pori dros ardaloedd eang o dir sydd heb gael ei wella.  
Byddai’n fwy priodol i ddefnyddio ‘S’ yn hytrach na ‘F’, er mwyn dangos y statws 
rhannol-wyllt (‘Semi-feral’).     

 
 
Ynysu daearyddol, genetigol ac amgylcheddol 
 
1.7 Mae cryn drafod ynghylch y gwahaniaethau rhwng y boblogaeth o ferlod rhannol-wyllt 

cofrestredig a gweddill y brîd o fewn Adran A.  Mae ‘ynysu daearyddol’ yn cyfeirio at y 
pellter corfforol rhwng stalwyn o un dras gwaed pedigri (neu dras gwaed heb ei 
chofrestru) a chesig o dras gwaed pedigri gwahanol (neu dras gwaed arall heb ei 
chofrestru).  O ganlyniad i’r arfer cyffredin o farchio cesig rhannol-wyllt Adran A gyda 
stalwyni Adran A sydd ddim yn rhannol-wyllt, ac sydd wedi cael eu dewis yn ofalus, 
mae’r amrywiaeth genetigol yn cael ei chynnal o fewn yr is-boblogaeth rhannol-wyllt.  
Ar yr un pryd, mae’r arfer hwn yn erydu purdeb genetigol yr is-boblogaeth.  Ar diroedd 
isel, mae’r rhai sy’n bridio merlod nad ydynt yn rhannol-wyllt yn aml yn cynnal 
gwytnwch eu llinachau gwaed drwy brynu ebolion o’r ucheldir.  Gellir dadlau mai 
ychydig o wahaniaeth genetigol sydd rhwng merlod rhannol-wyllt a merlod eraill Adran 
A.  Ond efallai bod yr is-boblogaeth rhannol-wyllt yn unigryw o fewn y brîd os (i) yw 
bridwyr merlod rhannol-wyllt yn dewis, yn fwriadol, y nodweddion hynny sy’n diffinio 
‘teip’ arbennig o ferlen; (ii) os yw’r ferlen rhannol-wyllt yn cael ei harchwilio’n 
flynyddol gan feirniaid, at ddibenion magu.  Nid yw’n sicr i ba raddau y mae gwytnwch, 
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y gallu i fyw ar ychydig a hefyd y gallu i wrthsefyll haint yn ganlyniad i addasiad 
amgylcheddol yn hytrach na dewisiad naturiol sy’n cael ei hybu gan welliannau drwy 
fridio. 

 
1.8 Crëwyd canllawiau gan y CMCC dros ganrif yn ôl at ddiben sicrhau unffurfedd merlen 

rhannol-wyllt Adran A.  Mae proffil y brîd yn ffafrio rhai nodweddion a rhai anifeiliaid.  
Yn y pen draw mae hyn hefyd yn lleihau amrywiaeth o fewn y brîd; gellir ystyried hyn 
yn ffurf ar erydiad genetigol, sy’n digwydd gan fod bridwyr, o’u gwirfodd, yn peri 
diflaniad asedau genetigol.  Yn gyffredinol, y defnydd a wnaed o’r ferlen dros y 
blynyddoedd sydd wedi dylanwadu ar y bridio. 

 
 
Cymdeithasau Gwella Merlod 
 
1.9 Roedd Deddf Tir Comin 1908 yn gyfrifol am reoleiddio’r arfer o droi creaduriaid allan 

i’r tiroedd comin.  Roedd hyn felly yn ei gwneud hi’n llai posib i stalwyni ‘anaddas’ 
gymysgu a marchio cesig rhannol-wyllt wedi eu cofrestru.  O fewn y Cynllun Gwella 
Merlod, nid oes modd i stalwyn heb ei gofrestru farchio caseg rhannol-wyllt sydd wedi ei 
chofrestru gan fod ‘gwalch-stalwyni’ yn cael eu gwahardd o diroedd comin y 
Gymdeithas.  Ond mae’r cesig rhannol-wyllt hynny sydd heb eu cofrestru, ac sy’n byw y 
tu hwnt i ffiniau’r cynllun, yn cynrychioli stoc enetigol bwysig a gallai hyn gael ei 
gyfaddawdu.  Hynny yw, byddai croesfridio di-reolaeth gyda stalwyni anaddas, sydd heb 
eu cofrestru ac sydd o dras ansicr, yn peri dirywiad yn y nodweddion ‘teip’ a gysylltir 
gyda’r brîd.  Ar hyn o bryd mae 25 o Gymdeithasau Gwella Merlod yn weithgar yn Ne a 
Chanolbarth Cymru.  Mae’r ‘Horserace Betting Levy Board (HBLB)’ yn rhoi grant 
(£5,800 yn 2006) i gefnogi stalwyni, ebolesi / ebolion a chesig pedair-blwydd sydd wedi 
eu cofrestru.  Cyfatebir y cymhorthdal hwn gyda 20% o gronfa CMCC (£1,160 yn 2006). 

 
 
Statws prin a bregus merlen rhannol-wyllt Adran A 
 
1.10 Yn sgil arolwg o ferlod rhannol-wyllt cofrestredig, a gynhaliwyd rhwng 1998-2000, 

darganfuwyd mai dim ond 684 o gesig magu a oedd yn weddill o fewn yr 18 o 
gymdeithasau gwella merlod oedd yn weithgar yn ystod y cyfnod hwnnw.  Yn 2002, 
derbyniwyd y ‘ferlen Fynydd Gymreig rhannol-wyllt (Adran A)’ ar Restr 
Blaenoriaethau'r ‘Rare Breeds Survival Trust’ (RBST) o fridiau prin cydnabyddedig 
(gelwir y rhestr hon bellach yn ‘Restr Gwylio’).  Cytunwyd y byddai pasbort pob merlen, 
ynghyd â llyfr gre CMCC a’r gofrestr ganolog yn cael eu marcio gyda ‘F’ i nodi’r statws 
rhannol wyllt ac y byddai’r ‘F’ yn cael ei ddileu o bob cofnod pe bai’r ferlen yn gadael y 
tir comin / bryn lle’i magwyd.  Ers 2002, dim ond yn achos 73 o ebolion a oedd yn 
gymwys i dderbyn premiwm ar ôl archwiliad, y nodwyd yr ôl-ddodiad ‘F’ ar y pasbortau, 
yn y llyfr gre ac ar y gofrestr ganolog.  Oherwydd hyn, nid yw’n hawdd adnabod y 
boblogaeth ‘brin a bregus’ o gesig magu.  Ar y rhestr Wylio 2006, mae’r boblogaeth 
sydd ‘mewn perygl’ yn cael ei disgrifio’n anghywir fel ‘y ferlen Fynyddig Gymreig 
(Adran A)’, sy’n cyfeirio at holl ferlod Adran A.      

 
 
Tueddiadau yn y boblogaeth 
 
1.11 Nid ydym yn gwybod maint y boblogaeth o gesig magu Adran A ar hyd a lled Cymru ac 

nid yw’r is-boblogaeth rhannol-wyllt o ferlod Adran A (a ddisgrifir yn swyddogol fel 
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rhannol wyllt) wedi cael ei hamcangyfrif drwy gydol hanes y CMCC, bron.  Mae’r data 
sydd ar gael yn awgrymu bod y boblogaeth o gesig rhannol-wyllt cofrestredig wedi 
disgyn yn ystod y cyfnod 1981-2005.  Credir fod llai na 800 o gesig magu rhannol-wyllt 
llawndwf yn dal i fod ar hyd y wlad yn 2006.  Gallai nifer o ffactorau gael effaith 
andwyol ar y boblogaeth.  Pe byddai llai o reoedd rhannol-wyllt Adran A i gael, byddai’n 
bosib i adnoddau genetigol a phori pwysig ddiflannu, gallai mwy o ferlod rhannol-wyllt 
heb eu cofrestru gael eu defnyddio a’u magu ar gyfer cynlluniau pori a gallai merlod 
estron a bridiau cynhenid eraill gael eu symud i mewn i Gymru i helpu gyda’r gwaith o 
reoli  er lles bioamrywiaeth. 

 
 
Cynlluniau cefnogi amaethyddiaeth 
 
1.12 O dan y Cynllun Taliad Sengl (CTS), nid oes taliad hanesyddol o gymorthdaliadau ar 

gyfer tir oedd yn cael ei bori gan ferlod rhannol-wyllt yn unig, gan fod y merlod hyn yn 
cael eu dosbarthu yng Nghymru fel anifeiliaid nad ydynt yn rhai amaethyddol.  Ond 
gellir defnyddio hawl a enillir er mwyn gallu hawlio taliad ar dir sy’n cael ei bori gan 
ferlod.  Gall ffermwyr / bridwyr sy’n ymuno â’r cynlluniau amaeth-amgylcheddol 
presennol ar gyfer y fferm gyfan dderbyn taliadau ar gyfer rheoli tir sy’n cynnal merlod.  
Gallai bridwyr ar diroedd comin wneud cais annibynnol i ennill hawl am daliad sy’n 
gyfrannol i’w hawliau i bori merlod a gallant ddefnyddio eu hawliau ar gyfer defaid / 
gwartheg ar dir sy’n cael ei bori gan ferlod. 

 
1.13 Dim ond y bridwyr merlod rhannol-wyllt hynny sydd hefyd yn ffermio defaid neu 

wartheg sugno sydd â’r hawl i gael budd-dal dan gynllun Tir Mynydd mewn Ardaloedd 
Llai Ffafriol o Gymru.  Gallai amodau sy’n gysylltiedig â chynllun Tir Mynydd fod yn 
anffafriol i'r arferion traddodiadol o fagu a phori merlod rhannol-wyllt.  Nid oes 
ymrwymiad gan Lywodraeth Cynulliad Cymru i gynllun Tir Mynydd ar ôl 2008 a gallai 
hyn effeithio’n andwyol ar sefydlogrwydd y greoedd ar diroedd comin yr ucheldir. 

 
 
Cynlluniau amaeth-amgylcheddol 
 
1.14 Bydd yr adolygiad diweddar o’r Polisi Amaethyddol Cyffredin (‘CAP’), a’r 

ailstrwythuro sydd ar fin digwydd yng Nghymru mewn perthynas â chynlluniau amaeth-
amgylcheddol a’u tebyg, yn debygol o effeithio ar reolaeth, pwrpas a goroesiad merlod 
rhannol-wyllt.  Gallai tir sydd dan berchnogaeth ffermwyr-fridwyr, y tu hwnt i ffiniau 
tiroedd comin, fod yn gymwys i dderbyn taliad dan gynllun Tir Cynnal, y cynllun 
amaeth-amgylcheddol rhicyn isaf yng Nghymru, os caiff y merlod eu cadw ar gyfer 
dibenion bridio a / neu gadwraeth.  Mae’r Cynllun Ffermio Organig yn gydnaws â Thir 
Cynnal a gallai gynnwys rhai bridwyr merlod rhannol-wyllt a allai ddefnyddio triniaeth 
proffilactaidd organig ar gyfer parasitiaid.  Nid yw Tir Gofal, y cynllun fferm gyfan gyda 
gofynion mwy llym, yn cynnig unrhyw gymorthdaliadau uniongyrchol ar gyfer merlod.  
Ond gall gynnal ffermydd sy’n defnyddio merlod rhannol-wyllt i bori tir amaethyddol 
cynhyrchiol.  Byddai modd derbyn i mewn i gynllun Tir Gofal y tiroedd comin hynny lle 
mae Cymdeithasau Gwella Merlod yn bresennol, ond efallai bydd hi’n anodd cael 
consensws gyda’r gymdeithas o gominwyr.  Mae nifer o brosiectau Amcan 1 wedi 
defnyddio merlod drwy ddefnyddio ffynonellau eraill o arian i gynnal cynlluniau pori 
gyda merlod.  Gallai taliadau amaeth-amgylcheddol o fewn y Cynllun Datblygiad 
Gwledig 2007-13 fod yn fuddiol i ferlod rhannol-wyllt sydd wedi cael eu cofrestru.  O 
fewn Rheoliad 817/2004 Erthygl 14 y Comisiwn Ewropeaidd, mae darpariaeth, nad yw’n 
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cael ei gweithredu gan Lywodraeth Cynulliad Cymru, i gefnogi bridiau prin sydd mewn 
perygl o ddiflannu. 

 
 
Tir Comin 
 
1.15 Gallai goblygiadau Deddf Tir Comin 2006 fod yn bellgyrhaeddol i’r greoedd o ferlod ar 

dir comin, yng ngoleuni canlyniadau ansicr yr adolygiad ar y CAP a’r CTS.  Mae 
Fforwm Tir Comin Cymru wedi cyflwyno dadleuon yn erbyn cynghorau statudol ar gyfer 
tiroedd comin yng Nghymru.  Nid yw deddf Tir Comin 2006 yn effeithio ar 
gymdeithasau gwirfoddol i’r rhai sydd â hawliau tir comin ond mae’n rhoi pwerau i 
gynghorau tir comin reoleiddio’r drefn bori a gweithgareddau amaethyddol eraill.  
Ymhlith canlyniadau posib y ddeddf i fridwyr cofrestredig, mae cyfyngiad ar bori merlod 
rhannol-wyllt a mynediad haws neu orfodol i gynlluniau amaeth-amgylcheddol. 

 
 
Rheoliadau pasbort ceffylau 
 
1.16 Nid oes rhaid i ferlod sy’n pori’n eang dros Dartmoor, ar Exmoor ac yn y New Forest 

gael pasport hyd nes y byddant yn gadael yr ardaloedd hynny.  Nid oes y math yma o 
randdirymiad rheol yn bodoli yng Nghymru, er y gall y Gymuned Ewropeaidd ganiatáu 
rhanddirymiad o hyd ar gyfer ebolion rhannol-wyllt, os bydd y rheiny’n cael eu cadw o 
fewn y gre bridio, neu’n cael eu gwerthu ac yn cael eu symud oddi mewn i ffiniau’r tir 
comin dynodedig, neu os byddant yn teithio’n syth o’u man geni i’r lladd-dy.  Rhaid i'r 
CMCC gofrestru pob ebol Adran A erbyn Rhagfyr 31 neu o fewn 6 mis i’w geni, pa un 
bynnag sydd gynharaf a rhaid iddo gael pasport o fewn y cyfnod hwn.  Waeth beth fydd 
ei oedran, rhaid i ebol gael pasport os yw’n cael ei werthu neu’n cael ei symud i dir 
perchennog newydd. 

 
1.17 Gall cost uchel pasportau, a’r tebygolrwydd o orfod gosod microsglodion yn y dyfodol, 

atal pobl rhag bridio stoc cofrestredig.  Gall costau ychwanegol yn hawdd fod yn uwch 
na’r pris a geir am werthu ebol, gan ei gwneud hi’n aneconomaidd i gadw merlod ar dir 
comin.  Mae rhai bridwyr cofrestredig, a rhai heb eu cofrestru, wedi lleihau maint y 
greoedd ac wedi ystyried chwalu’r greoedd.  Nid yw’r atebion presennol yn dderbyniol i 
fridwyr, am sawl rheswm penodol.  Gallai pasportau: (i) leihau’r arfer o fridio merlod 
heb eu cofrestru yn anwahaniaethol ar diroedd comin; (ii) gynyddu gwerth merlod mewn 
arwerthiant lle bydd cofnodion pasbort a Chronfa Ddata Ceffylau Cenedlaethol (NED) 
yn dangos yr ôl-ddodiad ‘S’, gan nodi statws ‘rhannol-wyllt’; (iii) sicrhau bod y llyfr gre 
yn cynnwys gwybodaeth am y pedigri.     

 
1.18 Mae rhai merlod rhannol-wyllt sydd heb eu cofrestru yng Nghymru a Lloegr wedi cael eu 

disgrifio yn anghywir fel ‘Merlen Fynydd Gymreig’ neu ‘Mynydd Cymreig Adran A’.  
Yn 2007, dim ond gwybodaeth am y brid sydd wedi cael ei wirio gan gymdeithasau 
llyfrau gre fydd yn ymddangos ar restr bedigri’r gronfa geffylau cenedlaethol (NED).    

 
1.19 Ym mis Mehefin 2006, roedd microsglodion wedi cael eu gosod yng nghyrff 407 allan o 

gyfanswm o ryw 506 o ferlod mynydd Cymreig heb eu cofrestru a oedd yn cymryd rhan 
mewn cynllun pori.  Roedd y rhain yn cynnwys 237 o ferlod Cyngor Cefn Gwlad Cymru, 
7 a oedd yn eiddo i’r Ymddiriedolaeth Genedlaethol a 163 o ferlod y Carneddau sy’n 
eiddo i fridwyr preifat.  Credir nad oes unrhyw ferlen gofrestredig wedi derbyn 
microsglodyn. 
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Y ferlen Fynyddig Gymreig: creadur sy’n pori ar gyfer cadwraeth 
 
1.20 Ar ôl ad-drefnu’r CAP, bydd diffyg pori yn cael effaith ddifrifol ar gynefinoedd sydd 

angen eu pori er mwyn cynnal tirluniau a bioamrywaieth.  Mae rheolwyr tir, yn 
gynyddol, yn defnyddio merlod mynydd Cymreig sydd heb eu cofrestru (gan fwyaf), o 
fewn cynlluniau pori cadwraethol.  Mae dyfodol y ferlen rhannol-wyllt gofrestredig yn 
dibynnu ar ei gallu i bori er lles bywyd gwyllt mewn amrywiaeth o safleoedd eang a rhai 
mwy caeedig ar ucheldir ac iseldir Cymru.  Mae hyn yn agwedd a fydd, efallai, yn 
dylanwadu’n bellach fyth ar ffenoteip a genoteip y ferlen. 

 
1.21 Nid oes yr un astudiaeth wedi archwilio’n drwyadl pa nodweddion pori sy’n perthyn i 

ferlen rhannol-wyllt Adran A.  Prin y gwerthfawrogir yr effaith y caiff y creadur hwn ar 
nifer o gynefinoedd gwahanol, dan amodau daearyddol amrywiol ac ar draws ystod o 
systemau pori eang.  Cofnodwyd gwybodaeth anecdotaidd amdano yn y Llawlyfr o 
Nodweddion Bridiau a gynhyrchwyd fel rhan o’r Prosiect GAP (Grazing Animals 
Project).  Ond nid yw’r proffil brîd yn cynrychioli isrywogaeth rhannol-wyllt Adran A 
oherwydd nid yw wedi tynnu ar lawer o dystiolaeth o’r greoedd sy’n pori ucheldir Cymru 
ac mae’n seiliedig, yn bennaf, ar arsylwadau o ferlod Cymreig heb eu cofrestru, gyda rhai 
o’r rhain yn byw yn Lloegr.  Nid yw’n glir a fyddai merlod sydd wedi eu cofrestru a rhai 
sydd heb eu cofrestru yn cyflawni’r un amcanion, o safbwynt lles bioamrywiaeth, mewn 
unrhyw sefyllfa bori. 

 
 
Rôl merlod mynydd Cymreig heb eu cofrestru o fewn cynlluniau pori   
 
1.22 Mae cynlluniau rheoli bywyd gwyllt Cymreig sy’n defnyddio ceffylau yn dibynnu’n 

bennaf ar ferlod rhannol-wyllt sydd heb eu cofrestru.  Mae mwy na 500 o ferlod mynydd 
Cymreig, fan lleiaf, yn cael eu defnyddio’n llwyddiannus, gan gynnwys tua 237 o ferlod 
y Cyngor Cefn Gwlad a ddefnyddir ar Warchodfeydd Natur Cenedlaethol yr iseldir, 
ynghyd â rhyw 163 o ferlod ucheldir sy’n eiddo i fridwyr annibynnol ar y Carneddau ac 
sy’n derbyn cymorth gan CCGC / Awdurdod Parc Cenedlaethol Eryri (APCE), tua 68 
allan o 82 o ferlod yr iseldir sy’n cael eu defnyddio gan yr Ymddiriedolaeth 
Genedlaethol, 36 o ferlod a ddefnyddir gan RSPB Cymru a dwy ferlen a ddefnyddir gan 
Gymdeithas Bywyd Gwyllt Gogledd Cymru.  Pe byddai cynnydd yn y boblogaeth o 
ferlod sy’n cael eu defnyddio mewn cynlluniau pori gallai hyn leihau’r siawns sydd gan 
is-boblogaeth gofrestredig y brîd i oroesi o fewn system amaeth-amgylcheddol 
gynaliadwy.  Ar y llaw arall, gallai hap-ddirywiad y boblogaeth sydd heb ei chofrestru 
arwain at ddiflaniad etifeddiaeth enetigol ddymunol. 

 
 
Merlod y Carneddau sydd heb eu cofrestru 
 
1.23 Ar y Carneddau, mae ffermwyr-fridwyr yn cynnal sawl gre o ferlod mynydd Cymreig 

sydd heb gael eu cofrestru.  Mae’r dras gwaed yma yn cynrychioli treftadaeth unigryw ac 
mae’r merlod yn debygol o fod yn ddefnyddiol ar gyfer pori er lles cadwraeth.  Mae 
cytundeb rhwng nifer o’r porwyr a CCGC / APCE yn anelu at wella cyflwr y llystyfiant 
ac mae’r porwyr wedi caniatáu i ficrosglodynion gael eu gosod yn yr anifeiliaid.  
Gofynnodd y porwyr yn ffurfiol os gallai eu merlod gael eu rheoli o fewn cynllun a 
reoleiddir gan CMCC, yn debyg i’r Cynllun Gwella Merlod.  Mae’r CMCC wedi 
gwrthod y cais hwn, a gallai hyn arwain, yn y pen draw, at gydnabod brîd a chymdeithas 
gwella merlod annibynnol ar y Carneddau. 
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Prosiect Anifeiliaid Pori ar gyfer Natur a Threftadaeth Cymru (PONT) 
 
1.24 Lansiwyd Prosiect Anifeiliaid Pori ar gyfer Natur a Threftadaeth Cymru (PONT) yn 

2005.  Nod PONT yw hwyluso ac annog pori a fydd o fudd i fywyd gwyllt, tirwedd a 
threftadaeth ddiwylliannol Cymru.  Bydd yn cefnogi statws merlod Mynydd Cymreig 
rhannol-wyllt yn y dyfodol, ac yn helpu bridwyr y merlod hyn, drwy hybu eu cyfraniad 
at gynlluniau pori lleol (CPLL) addas.  Mae CPLL sy’n arddangos arfer da yn datblygu i 
raddau gwahanol yng Nghymru ar hyn o bryd.  Er enghraifft, mae Rhwydwaith Pori Sir 
Benfro yn creu cysylltiad rhwng y bobl hynny sydd â da byw addas cofrestredig neu heb 
eu cofrestru a rheolwyr tir preifat sydd angen ei bori.  Mae Awdurdodau Parciau 
Cenedlaethol yn hybu ac yn cefnogi cynlluniau pori lleol a gwaith PONT.     

 
 
Strategaeth ar gyfer y Diwydiant Ceffylau yn Lloegr a Chymru 
 
1.25 Nid yw Strategaeth 2005 ar gyfer y Diwydiant Ceffylau yn Lloegr a Chymru yn gwneud 

digon i gynrychioli buddiannau CMCC, y Cymdeithasau Gwella Merlod a’r merlod 
Cymreig rhannol-wyllt.  Er hyn mae’r strategaeth hon yn annog y defnydd o ferlod 
cynhenid mewn cynlluniau cadwraethol sy’n cynnal bioamrywiaeth ac mae’n cynnig 
argymhellion perthnasol a gwerthfawr ar gyfer gwella ansawdd a thras y merlod ac ar 
gyfer cynnal amrywiaeth genetigol.  Efallai bod pwyslais gormodol ar geffylau 
marchogaeth wedi gwthio buddiannau, anghenion a dyheadau cymdeithasau a bridwyr 
merlod cynhenid i’r cyrion, yn anfwriadol. 

 
 
Strategaeth iechyd a lles ar gyfer y ferlen rhannol-wyllt gofrestredig 
 
1.26 Mae’n debyg mai dim ond ychydig o driniaeth filfeddygol arferol y bydd ei hangen ar 

ferlod rhannol-wyllt sy’n pori dros ardaloedd eang o dir.  Nid yw bridwyr wedi gallu 
cadarnhau, ar hyn o bryd, bod yr arfer o roi triniaeth filfeddygol organig yn digwydd, na 
chwaith bod angen iddo ddigwydd.  Ond nid yw  ‘dad-ddofi’ neu ‘droi’n wyllt’ yn 
awgrymiadau derbyniol ar gyfer yr anifeiliaid hyn. 

 
1.27 Nid yw Cynllun Gweithredu’r Strategaeth Gymreig ar gyfer Iechyd a Lles Anifeiliaid 

2006-7 (AHWS) yn dangos a yw Llywodraeth Cynulliad Cymru yn ystyried bod merlod 
rhannol-wyllt yn dda byw.  Mae’n tynnu sylw at ddatblygiad Strategaeth ddrafft ar gyfer 
Iechyd a Lles Ceffylau, Merlod ac Asynnod - dogfen a gyhoeddwyd gan Grŵp Gorchwyl 
anhysbys yn 2005.  Mae’r Strategaeth honno yn nodi ei bod yn flaenoriaeth i adolygu 
rheoleiddio gwirfoddol ar ferlod heb eu cofrestru, i ystyried gosod microsglodion mewn 
merlod rhannol-wyllt, i ail-edrych ar gyngor ynglŷn â safonau lles merlod, gorfodi 
safonau lles a sefydlu pa hyfforddiant sy’n digwydd o fewn prosiectau pori ar gyfer 
bioamrywiaeth. Ar hyn o bryd, mae iechyd a lles mwyafrif yr anifeiliaid rhannol-wyllt ar 
eu rhostir brodorol yn ymddangos yn dda  

 
1.28 Ar y cyfan mae pobl sydd wedi cofrestru i fridio merlod rhannol-wyllt yn cadw at 

argymhellion a geir yng Nghasgliad Canllawiau’r Diwydiant Ceffylau ynglŷn â Lles 
Ceffylau, Merlod ac Asynnod, ond weithiau bydd ystyriaethau ymarferol yn effeithio ar 
gyflawni ambell nod.  Mae rhai o’r llinachau rhannol-wyllt yn fwy addas ar gyfer pori 
eang yn yr ucheldir.  Mae Arweinlyfr y DU ar gyfer Lles Anifeiliaid o fewn maes 
Cadwraeth Natur, a gyhoeddwyd gan GAP, yn dangos bod dyhead i atal problemau lles 
ac mae hefyd yn ystyried y dull o ddefnyddio asesiad risg, a’r pum rhyddid a 
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ddatblygwyd gan y Cyngor Lles Anifeiliaid Fferm.  Mae Còd Ymarfer y Gymdeithas 
Geffylau Prydeinig: Lles Ceffylau, Merlod ac Asynnod, a ddefnyddir ar gyfer Pori 
Cadwraethol, yn argymell Sgôr Cyflwr derbyniol sy’n wahanol i’r hyn a geir yn 
arweinlyfr GAP ar gyfer y DU.  Ond mae’n cadarnhau bod merlod sydd heb eu cofrestru 
ac sy’n arddangos yr un gallu pori â’r ferlen rhannol-wyllt Adran A, neu’n arddangos 
perthynas agos â honno, yn debygol o fod yn llwyddiannus o fewn cynllun pori 
cadwraethol. 

 
1.29 Mae bridwyr merlod cynhenid wedi cael sylw negyddol yn y wasg yn ddiweddar, a 

hynny oherwydd lleiafrif o berchnogion merlod nad ydynt wedi eu cofrestru ar diroedd 
comin.  Ond mae’r sylw hwn wedi effeithio ar raglenni pori swyddogol ac mae wedi 
cyflymu newid yn y disgrifiad o fod yn ‘lled-wyllt (‘feral’) i fod yn ‘rhannol-wyllt’ 
(‘semi-feral’), mewn perthynas â merlen Fynydd Gymreig.  Gall y problemau lles sy’n 
codi o ganlyniad i orbori a bridio di-rwystr gan ferlod sy’n anaddas i bori ar dir comin 
gael effaith ar yr holl ferlod rhannol-wyllt.  Ni fyddai tynnu merlod i gyd o’r tiroedd 
comin yn ystod y gaeaf yn llesol i fioamrywiaeth a byddai hyn hefyd yn effeithio’n 
andwyol ar wytnwch, nodweddion pori, yr angen am driniaeth filfeddygol a’r angen i 
borthi. 

 
 
Goblygiadau ac argymhellion 
 
 
1. Diffinio merlod rhannol-wyllt sydd wedi eu cofrestru ac sydd heb eu cofrestru 
 
1.30 Mae merlen rhannol-wyllt sydd heb gael ei chofrestru gyda CMCC ond sydd yn edrych 

yn debyg, o ran ffenoteip, i ferlen rhannol-wyllt Adran A, yn gallu cael ei galw’n ‘ferlen 
fynydd Gymreig rhannol-wyllt’ yn unig.  Mae’r defnydd o’r term syml ‘merlen rhannol-
wyllt wedi ei chofrestru’ a ‘merlen rhannol-wyllt heb ei chofrestru’ yn osgoi dryswch.    

 
1.31 Dylai’r canlynol gael ei hailddiffinio fel merlen Fynydd Gymreig rhannol-wyllt (Adran 

A)’: (i) y ferlen a ddisgrifir fel y ‘ferlen led-wyllt Gymreig’ ac fel y ‘ferlen Fynydd 
Gymreig Led-wyllt’ gan y CMCC; (ii) y merlod Mynydd Cymreig sydd ‘mewn perygl’ 
yn ôl Adroddiad y DU ar Adnoddau Genetigol Anifeiliaid Fferm (FAnGR); (iii) y 
boblogaeth o ferlod ‘Mynydd Cymreig (Adran A)' ar restr RBST; (iv) y boblogaeth 
ledwyllt a gefnogir gan yr HBLB; (v) yr is-boblogaeth ‘mewn perygl’ ar Restr 
Gymeradwyedig y Gwasanaeth Datblygu Gwledig o Fridiau Cynhenid Mewn Perygl.  
Byddai’n well hefyd disgrifio’r is-boblogaeth rhannol-wyllt o ferlod Adran A fel ‘merlen 
mynydd a chors’ yn hytrach na ‘merlen fynydd’ neu ‘ferlen teip mynydd'.    

 
1.32 Dylid mynd ati’n syth i ailosod ôl-ddodiad ‘F’ y CMCC gyda ‘S’ (i ddynodi ‘rhannol-

wyllt’), ar basportau’r holl ferlod rhannol-wyllt sydd wedi eu cofrestru, ar gofrestr 
ganolog y CMCC a hefyd yn llyfrau gre’r CMCC yn y dyfodol. Byddai hyn yn ei 
gwneud yn haws i adnabod y boblogaeth frîd brin a bregus, fel y diffinnir hi ar Restr 
Wylio’r RBST.  Unwaith y bydd merlen ‘S’ wedi cael ei symud o’r bryn / rhos lle 
magwyd hi dylid newid yr ‘S’ i ‘S – R’, sef ‘rhannol-wyllt a symudwyd’ er mwyn gallu 
ei hadnabod yn gywir ar y National Equine Database (NED) ac er mwyn i’r merlod hyn 
gael eu hadnabod ar gyfer cynlluniau pori yn Lloegr.  Rhaid i Gymdeithasau Gwella 
Merlod gyflwyno gwybodaeth cyfrifiad yn flynyddol i’r CMCC er mwyn i hwn wedyn 
gael ei basio ymlaen i’r NED. 
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2. Rôl y Cynllun Gwella Cyflwr Merlod 
 
1.33 Ymhlith canlyniadau dymunol y Cynllun Gwella Merlod mae: (i) cadw ebolion rhannol-

wyllt dewisedig ac yna gwneud mwy o ddefnydd o stalwyni rhannol-wyllt; (ii) taliadau 
premiwm rheolaidd ar gyfer cesig magu; (iii) taliadau premiwm ychwanegol ar gyfer stoc 
ifanc; (iv) dadansoddiad genetigol o lyfrau gre a chymariaethau proffil DNA o linachau 
gwaed rhannol-wyllt.  Mae angen rhagor o arian wrth yr HBLB, y CMCC, Llywodraeth 
y Cynulliad a ffynonellau allanol eraill.  Gallai Cyngor y CMCC greu strategaeth 
hirdymor er mwyn sicrhau bod cywirdeb / purdeb ac amrywiaeth genetigol y ferlen 
rhannol-wyllt yn cael eu cynnal, a dylid ail-asesu’r nodweddion diffiniol hynny sydd 
angen eu gwarchod yn y ferlen.  Creu swydd ysgrifennydd o fewn y CMCC ar gyfer 
Adran A fyddai’r ffordd orau o gynrychioli buddiannau’r brid.  Mae angen gwarchod 
merlod rhannol-wyllt Adran A sy’n bodoli y tu hwnt i gwmpas y cynllun.  Mae angen i’r 
RBST gyhoeddi meini prawf manwl ar gyfer derbyn is-boblogaeth merlod rhannol-wyllt 
Adran A ar restr Gwylio’r RBST - mae hyn yn cynnwys meini prawf ar gyfer y rhai a 
dderbyniwyd yn wreiddiol ac ar gyfer y gwaith o barhau i dderbyn merlod i'r rhestr.  
Byddai’n ddefnyddiol i gael dadansoddiad brîd sy’n cymharu poblogaeth Adran A gydag 
is-boblogaeth rhannol-wyllt Adran A, er mwyn gallu gweld a oes unrhyw radd o ynysu 
genetigol yn dal i fodoli rhwng y ddwy boblogaeth yma ac ymysg llinachau brîd. 

 
1.34 Efallai byddai Cymdeithasau Gwella Merlod yn gweithredu’n well o dan un 

cyfansoddiad.  Mae ailsefydlu cymdeithasau marwaidd yn flaenoriaeth.  Efallai byddai 
modd adnabod blaenoriaethau yn ymwneud â phennu nodweddion yn y tymor hir, 
cadwraeth, parhad y brîd ac addysg – blaenoriaethau y gellid eu hariannu o dan Gynllun 
HBLB.  Gellid ailgyflwyno, o fewn Memorandwm Cytundeb presennol y CMCC, yr 
amcan o fewn Cyfansoddiad CMCC i hybu ymchwil i waith gwarchod a chadwraeth. 

 
 
3. Cynllun Gweithredu ar gyfer FAnGR Cymreig 
 
1.35 Dylid diffinio’r term ‘rhannol-wyllt’ o fewn Cynllun Gweithredu’r DU ar gyfer FAnGR.  

Yng Nghymru, mae angen rhoi ystyriaeth a thriniaeth wahanol i ferlod rhannol-wyllt a’r 
rhai nad ydynt yn rhannol-wyllt.  Gallai ‘Cynllun Gweithredu Cymreig arfaethedig ar 
gyfer FAnGR’ fod yn fodd i sefydlu gweithdrefnau er mwyn: (i) ailddiffinio’r 
poblogaethau rhannol-wyllt hynny sydd wedi eu cofrestru ac sydd heb eu cofrestru ac 
sy’n haeddu cael eu gwarchod o safbwynt eu geneteg; (ii) penderfynu ar nodweddion yr 
holl linachau brîd rhannol-wyllt sy’n berthnasol i barhad y ferlen gofrestredig, a 
chymharu eu hymddygiad unigryw o safbwynt ffisioleg ac arferion pori; (iii) disgrifio, yn 
electronaidd, yr holl wybodaeth rhannol-wyllt perthnasol sy’n cael ei ddal gan y CMCC; 
(iv) creu adnodd bas data, gyda chymorth CMCC, er mwyn monitro lleoliadau a 
thueddiadau poblogaeth o fewn llinachau gwaed gwahanol; (v) annog Cyngor y CMCC i 
benodi swyddog gwyddonol; (vi) ymgymryd â dadansoddiad cost-mantais o’r boblogaeth 
gofrestredig; (vii) monitro effeithiau ad-drefnu CAP, cynlluniau amaethyddol ac amaeth-
amgylcheddol, rheoliadau pasport, Deddf Tir Comin 2006, Strategaeth Ceffylau ar gyfer 
Lloegr a Chymru, yr AHWS Cymreig, Deddf Cefn Gwlad a Hawliau Tramwy a pholisi 
Llywodraeth Cynulliad Cymru ar ffermio cynaliadwy; (viii) adnabod cyfleoedd o dan 
Gronfa Amaethyddol Ewropeaidd 2007 ar gyfer rheoliad Datblygiad Gwledig; (ix) 
datblygu strategaeth farchnata Gymru-gyfan er mwyn hybu merlod cofrestredig.     

 
 
 



 39

4. Bridwyr yn chwarae rhan mewn cynlluniau cefnogi amaethyddiaeth 
 
1.36 Gallai cymhellion ariannol drwy’r CTS annog pob perchennog merlod yng Nghymru, 

gan gynnwys y rhai a fyddai fel arall yn anghymwys i dderbyn cefnogaeth, i chwarae 
rhan mewn gwaith rheolaeth bositif a chynlluniau pori cynaliadwy er lles yr amgylchedd.  
Mae angen ymchwilio i weld a fyddai effaith andwyol ar fridwyr cofrestredig ac ar 
fioamrywiaeth pe byddai Tir Mynydd yn dod i ben, un ai’n rhannol neu’n llwyr, ar 
ucheldir Cymru ar ôl 2008.  Mae angen asesu’r galw am gefnogaeth ymarferol neu 
ariannol i ffermwyr-fridwyr ifanc sy’n gyfrifol am reoedd cofrestredig e.e. drwy’r 
Gwasanaeth Ymgynghorol i Ffermwyr, sy’n datblygu yn sgîl ‘Cyswllt Ffermio’.     

 
 
5. Bridwyr yn chwarae rhan mewn cynlluniau amaeth-amgylcheddol 
 
1.37 Dylai Llywodraeth Cynulliad Cymru ddatgan o dan ba amodau y dylid ystyried merlod 

rhannol-wyllt fel da byw.  Gallai CCGC adnabod yr is-boblogaeth hon wedyn fel anifail 
fferm ac fel FAnGR sydd angen cefnogaeth, fel blaenoriaeth, o dan gynllun Tir Gofal.  
Mae Taliad Pori Atodol y RSDS 2006 ar gyfer Bridiau Cynhenid Mewn Perygl yn 
cefnogi’r ferlen Fynydd Cymreig yn Lloegr.  Gallai’r taliad atodol a ddefnyddir ar hyn o 
bryd yng nghynllun Tir Gofal ar gyfer gwartheg Duon Cymreig gael ei ymestyn gan 
CCGC i fod yn ‘Daliad Atodol Cymreig ar gyfer Bridiau Cynhenid mewn Perygl’.  
Byddai hyn yn annog bridio a chadwraeth genetigol y ferlen rhannol-wyllt gofrestredig.  
Argymhellir hefyd y dylid rheoli merlod rhannol-wyllt mewn modd organig a dylid 
gwobrwyo hyn dan gynllun Tir Gofal.  O dan Erthygl 39 o Reoliad GE 1698/2005 dylid 
ystyried gwneud taliadau amgylcheddol i’r holl berchnogion merlod rhannol-wyllt sydd 
wedi cofrestru, ac i rai sydd heb gofrestru, er mwyn cyflawni amcanion amgylcheddol 
penodol iawn, yn enwedig ar diroedd comin.      

 
 
6. Goblygiadau deddfwriaeth tir comin 
 
1.38 Gallai Pwyllgor y Cymdeithasau Gwella Merlod asesu goblygiadau Deddf Tir Comin 

2006 ar gyfer bridwyr.  Yng Nghymru, mae corff cydlynu canolog ar gyfer cynghorau 
comin yn ddewis mwy poblogaidd na chonsortia rhanbarthol.  Dylid symud stalwyni 
sydd heb eu cofrestru i ffwrdd o holl diroedd comin Cymru, dan gyfarwyddyd 
cymdeithasau cominwyr ac mewn cydweithrediad gydag awdurdodau lleol unedol a 
Llywodraeth Cynulliad Cymru.  Rhaid atal ymdrechion i symud merlod Mynydd 
Cymreig, drwy rym, i ffwrdd o dir mynydd / comin yn ystod y gaeaf, ar sail lles 
anifeiliaid.  Mae ceffylau na all gael eu disgrifio fel ‘merlen Fynydd Gymreig’ neu 
‘ferlen fynydd Gymreig’ yn llai gwydn, ar y cyfan, a thrwy drafodaeth fe ddylai’r rhain 
gael eu symud oddi ar dir uchel / tir comin yn ystod y gaeaf. 

 
 
7. Rheoliadau pasport ceffylau 
 
1.39 Mae cost uchel pasportau yn gonsyrn gwirioneddol.  Os yw penderfyniad disgwyliedig y 

GE ynglŷn â dirymiad yn bositif, dylai Pwyllgor y Cymdeithasau Gwella Merlod 
benderfynu a fyddai’n werth gwneud cais i Lywodraeth Cynulliad Cymru i gael eithriad 
ar gyfer merlod sy’n cael eu cludo’n syth i’r farchnad.  Rhaid i unrhyw eithriad gyfeirio 
hefyd at ebolion rhannol-wyllt sydd heb eu cofrestru.  Rhaid i Fudiadau annibynnol sy’n 
Dyfarnu Pasportau ceffylau (PIO) ddisgrifio merlen sydd heb ei chofrestru ac sy’n 
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ymdebygu i ferlen rhannol-wyllt Adran A un ai fel merlen ’fynydd Gymreig’ neu fel 
‘brîd na ellir mo’i gadarnhau’.  Er mwyn sicrhau bod disgrifiadau pasport yn gywir, 
gallai’r CMCC chwarae rôl fel yr unig PIO ar gyfer merlod mynydd Cymreig o fewn 
Cymru.  Rhaid i Lywodraeth Cynulliad Cymru ystyried y gost o orfodi pobl i osod 
microsglodion. 

 
 
8. Potensial merlod rhannol-wyllt cofrestredig o fewn cynlluniau pori 
 
1.40 Rhaid penderfynu ar broffil brîd a gallu merlen rhannol-wyllt Adran A i bori drwy gasglu 

arsylwadau anecdotaidd, i gychwyn.  Rhaid cynnal ymchwil empiraidd hefyd i 
ymddygiad pori.  Drwy gymharu nodweddion proffil poblogaethau rhannol-wyllt Adran 
A, poblogaethau rhannol-wyllt heb eu cofrestru a phoblogaethau Adran A sydd heb fod 
yn rhannol-wyllt bydd modd creu argymhellion rheolaeth priodol ar gyfer cynnal 
bioamrywiaeth ac ar gyfer amaethu mewn ffordd sy’n amgylcheddol gynaliadwy.  Bydd 
y defnydd o ferlod rhannol-wyllt cofrestredig, yn hytrach na rhai rhannol-wyllt heb eu 
cofrestru, ar gyfer cynlluniau pori cadwraethol ar diroedd CCGC, YG, RSPB a WWT yn 
helpu gwarchod y boblogaeth frîd.  Byddai’n ddymunol cael bas data cyflawn o 
brosiectau pori syn defnyddio merlod.  Mae defnyddio merlod sydd heb eu cofrestru yn 
ddewis amgen yn y tymor byr os nad oes digon o stoc gofrestredig ar gael.  Mae angen 
canllawiau ar gyfer Cymru gyfan ar gyfer amgylchiadau pryd y caniateir bridio o linach 
heb ei chofrestru er mwyn gwarchod treftadaeth enetigol.  Gallai amcan ychwanegol ym 
memorandwm y CMCC gynnwys anogaeth i fridio merlod rhannol-wyllt ar gyfer 
dibenion pori cadwraethol.  Dylai fod yn flaenoriaeth i’r CMCC annog bridio er mwyn 
gwarchod yr ystod o nodweddion genetigol a rhai a achosir gan ddylanwadau 
amgylcheddol, fel y bydd y ferlen ar ei gorau ym mhob math o sefyllfa sy’n gofyn am 
bori eang ar hyd a lled Cymru. 

 
 
9. Merlod y Carneddau sydd heb eu cofrestru 
 
1.41 Os na all Cyngor y CMCC gydnabod gwerth genetigol y greoedd ar y Carneddau, dylid 

sefydlu llyfr gre annibynnol er mwyn gwarchod llinach(au) (g)waed y Carneddau.  Gallai 
bridwyr y Carneddau ofyn am ganiatâd Llywodraeth Cynulliad Cymru i ddisgrifio eu 
merlod fel ‘merlen fynydd Gymreig - Carneddau’ ar basportau ac i wneud cais i 
gydnabod ‘Merlod y Carneddau’ fel cymdeithas geffylau o dan benderfyniad y GE 
92/353/EEC.  Mae angen strategaeth er mwyn adnabod llinachau brîd eraill sy’n bwysig 
o ran eu geneteg, sydd heb eu cofrestru ac sydd angen eu gwarchod.    

 
 
10. Cynlluniau pori o fewn Parciau Cenedlaethol 
 
1.42 Byddai taliad pori atodol ar gyfer ‘brid gwydn’ a ‘theip gwydn’ (yn debyg i Daliad Pori 

Gwartheg RDS 2006) er mwyn sefydlu greoedd o ferlod o fewn parciau cenedlaethol, yn 
gydnabyddiaeth o gefnogaeth y llywodraeth i werth amgylcheddol a hanesyddol y ferlen.  
Gallai cynlluniau rheolaeth parciau cenedlaethol gydnabod bod y ferlen bedigri yn 
werthfawr o safbwynt amgylcheddol, hanesyddol, diwylliannol ac o ran treftadaeth a 
thwristiaeth.  Er nad yw cynlluniau gweithredu bioamrywiaeth yr awdurdodau unedol yn 
gosod argymhellion manwl, fe allent gydnabod yr angen i warchod genom unigryw 
merlen rhannol-wyllt Adran A, a chydnabod hefyd y rhan bwysig y gall y ferlen ei 
chwarae o fewn cynlluniau pori cynaliadwy.      
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11. Strategaethau ar gyfer y diwydiant ceffylau ac ar gyfer lles anifeiliaid yng Nghymru 
 
1.43 Dylai cynghorau ffurfiol sy’n cynrychioli bridiau merlod cynhenid mewn cyd-destun 

Cymreig a Phrydeinig weithio gyda Ffederasiwn y Diwydiant Ceffylau Prydeinig er 
mwyn dylanwadu ar weithredoedd ac ar adolygiad y Strategaeth ar gyfer y Diwydiant 
Ceffylau yn Lloegr a Chymru.  Dylai’r cynghorau hyn hefyd greu ymateb corfforaethol 
i’r Strategaeth ddrafft at gyfer Iechyd a Lles Ceffylau, Merlod ac Asynnod.  Efallai 
byddai’r ferlen Fynydd Gymreig yn cael ei gwarchod yn well drwy Strategaeth 
arfaethedig ar gyfer y Diwydiant Ceffylau yng Nghymru, a fydd yn cael ei gydlynu gan y 
Cyngor Ceffylau Cymreig (Y ‘Welsh Equine Council’ neu ‘WEC’) mewn ymgynghoriad 
gyda Chyngor CC, Pwyllgor Cymdeithasau Gwella Merlod a PONT.    

 
1.44 Wrth bennu gofynion ar gyfer arfer da wrth drin a rheoli merlod rhannol-wyllt, dylai 

mudiadau lles anifeiliaid Cymreig geisio consensws rhwng milfeddyg y CMCC, 
swyddog lles y CMCC, Pwyllgor Gwella Merlod, PONT a rheolwyr safleoedd ynglŷn â’r 
hyn yr ystyrir yn safon dderbyniol o safbwynt pwysau a maint ar gyfer merlod rhannol-
wyllt cofrestredig a rhai heb eu cofrestru mewn amrywiaeth o sefyllfaoedd pori.  Wrth 
sgorio cyflwr a phwysau corff ar gyfer merlod rhannol-wyllt, nid yw’n briodol i 
ddefnyddio ceffylau dof fel cyfeirbwynt.  Bydd arolwg Cymru-gyfan o anafiadau, 
anhwylderau ac abnormalrwydd genetigol mewn poblogaethau rhannol-wyllt yn rhoi 
gwybodaeth ynglŷn â phroblemau bridio posib.  Rhaid i fudiadau lles bob amser nodi at 
ba boblogaeth rhannol-wyllt y mae unrhyw arolwg neu adroddiad yn cyfeirio.  Mae 
angen diweddaru arweinlyfr 1992 y CMCC ar gyfer Gofal a Rheolaeth Merlod Cymreig 
er mwyn helpu bridwyr sy’n cymryd rhan mewn rhaglenni pori.     

 
 
12. Rôl Prosiect Pori anifeiliaid ar gyfer Natur a Threftadaeth  (PONT) 
 
1.45 Gallai strategaeth bori unedig PONT gynyddu defnyddioldeb argymhellion Pwyllgor 

Cymdeithasau Gwella Merlod a rhai bridwyr / perchnogion merlod heb eu cofrestru.  
Gallai PONT berswadio CCGC, YG, RSPB a WWT i ddefnyddio cronfeydd bridio o 
ferlod cofrestredig, sy’n cael eu rheoli’n ofalus o ran eu geneteg, ar gyfer prosiectau pori.  
Gallai’r cyfleoedd pori a ddaw i'r amlwg drwy rwydweithio o fewn cynllun PONT annog 
bridwyr cofrestredig i gynnal maint eu greoedd.  Gall PONT hwyluso’r gwaith o gyd-
gysylltu merlod rhannol-wyllt ifanc sydd wedi eu cofrestru gyda phrosiectau pori y tu 
hwnt i’r tir comin lle cawsant eu magu.  Rhaid i brosiectau pori lleol gynhyrchu incwm, 
drwy’r asiantaethau cadwraeth, ar gyfer bridwyr cofrestredig.  Rhaid iddynt hefyd 
sicrhau cyflenwad o ferlod cofrestredig sy’n gynaliadwy yn economaidd.  Gallai’r gwersi 
a ddysgir o ganlyniad i gynlluniau pori lleol helpu gyda’r gwaith o sefydlu cynlluniau 
newydd yn y dyfodol.  Gallai PONT arwain y drafodaeth ar Weithred 40 (gwybodaeth ar 
bori cadwraethol) o fewn y Strategaeth ar gyfer y Diwydiant Ceffylau yn Lloegr a 
Chymru a gallai gynnig bod y llywodraeth yn cydnabod categori ‘rhannol-wyllt’ yng 
Nghymru.  Byddai’r ‘Canllaw ar gyfer sicrhau Lles Anifeiliaid mewn Cynlluniau Pori 
Cadwraethol yng Nghymru’, sy’n cael ei awgrymu gan PONT, yn fodd i fabwysiadu còd 
arfer da a fyddai’n dderbyniol gan bawb mewn perthynas â lles merlod mewn cynlluniau 
pori.   
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13. Gwerth y ferlen rhannol-wyllt gofrestredig fel rhan o’n treftadaeth ddiwylliannol 
 
1.46 Nid oes digon o fri yn cael ei roi ar y ferlen Fynydd Gymreig rhannol-wyllt fel adnodd 

sy’n cyfrannu at ein treftadaeth ac at dwristiaeth gynaliadwy.  Gallai WEC ddechrau 
gwaith ymchwil i botensial y brîd fel atyniad twristaidd.  Gallai bridwyr cofrestredig 
dderbyn incwm o atyniad sy’n economaidd-hyfyw.  Gallai Visit Wales ymchwilio i 
strategaethau arallgyfeirio, mewn cydweithrediad gyda WEC, CCGC, Cyngor CMCC, 
Awdurdodau Parciau Cenedlaethol a Chymdeithasau Gwella Merlod.  Gallai Comisiwn 
Coedwigaeth Cymru ystyried hybu’r defnydd o ferlod rhannol-wyllt o fewn coedwigoedd 
fel profiad gwerthfawr i ymwelwyr.  Gallai arian amcan 2 a’r rhaglen newydd o arian 
strwythurol gefnogi mentrau twristaidd sy’n cynnwys merlod sy’n cael eu defnyddio at 
ddiben pori. 

 
 
  14. Defnyddio brîd cynhenid lleol 
 
1.47 Mae’n debyg mai’r ferlen Fynydd Gymreig yw’r brîd mwyaf addas o ferlen gynhenid ar 

gyfer pori cadwraethol yng Nghymru.  Nid yw’n ddymunol gweld bridiau egsotig eraill, 
neu fridiau cynhenid Prydeinig eraill yn cael eu defnyddio oherwydd: (i) mae’n bosib 
mai llinachau gwaed rhannol-wyllt Adran A yw’r gorau ar gyfer pob sefyllfa yng 
Nghymru sy’n gofyn am bori gyda cheffylau; (ii) gallai ffafrio bridiau eraill uwchlaw’r 
brîd cynhenid Cymreig olygu bod y ferlen rhannol-wyllt yn colli ei throedle arbennig ar 
ucheldiroedd Cymru a gallai wneud bridwyr yn llai brwdfrydig i ddarparu stoc ar gyfer 
dibenion cadwraeth; (iii) dylai gwarchod stoc genetigol Prydeinig, drwy ddefnyddio 
creaduriaid yn briodol ac i’r eithaf, fod yn un o brif amcanion cynlluniau pori 
cadwraethol. 

 
 
15. Ymchwil yn y dyfodol 
 
1.48 Gallai gwaith ymchwil ar boblogaethau rhannol-wyllt yn y dyfodol gael ei gydlynu gan 

‘Ymddiriedolaeth ar gyfer Parhad y ferlen Fynydd Gymreig’ - corff sydd yn yr arfaeth ac 
a fyddai’n cael ei leoli yng Nghymru.  Rhaid penderfynu ar gofrestriadau a 
phoblogaethau rhannol-wyllt Adran A a rhai Adran A sydd ddim yn rhannol-wyllt, ar 
gyfer y cyfnod rhwng 1902 a 2006.  Mae angen cadw llyfrau gre CMCC ac ystadegau 
dosbarthiad greoedd mewn modd electronaidd.  Bydd dadansoddiad o berthynas rhwng y 
cofrestriadau yn llyfr gre CMCC ar gyfer Adran A, mewn cydweithrediad gyda’r RBST, 
yn fodd i adnabod pa linachau brîd sydd wedi cael eu gorddefnyddio a’r rhai hynny sydd 
mewn perygl o fynd i ddifodiant.  O hyn gellir creu rhaglen fridio er mwyn gwarchod 
amrywiaeth genetigol.  Gallai astudiaethau o nodweddion merlod sefydlu gwahaniaethau 
ffenotypig a genotypig ymysg llinachau brîd.  Rhaid annog cynlluniau i warchod wyau 
dan amodau artiffisial, i fancio had y stalwyni hynny sy’n cael eu defnyddio o fewn y 
Cynllun Gwella Merlod presennol a hefyd y stalwyni sy’n werthfawr o ran eu geneteg 
ond sydd heb gael eu cofrestru, ac i sefydlu greoedd gyda’r bwriad o warchod 
nodweddion penodol.  Gellid cael arian cyfatebol ar gyfer rhaglenni ymchwil traws-
ffiniol o dan reoliad y Comisiwn UE ar Adnoddau genetigol 870/2004.     
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Section 2 
 
 

2. Introduction 
 
 
2.1 Current status of the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony 
 
 
The Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony is under threat of extinction in its native habitats, which 
are located primarily within the mountains and moorlands of Wales.  Fewer than 800 breeding 
mares were estimated to exist in 2000.  Recently, new economic, sociological and 
environmental stresses have exacerbated an already precarious situation, further threatening 
this native pony’s genome and status within the Welsh landscape.  This scoping report 
represents an attempt to identify, examine and understand those stresses and their complex 
interactions. 
 
This report was commissioned by the Countryside Council for Wales (CCW), “the statutory 
adviser to Government on sustaining natural beauty, wildlife and the opportunity for outdoor 
enjoyment throughout Wales and its inshore waters” (Reference 44), partly because farmers 
who use equines to graze unimproved pasture want Government to reward their positive land 
management, and partly because the Section A semi-feral pony may significantly contribute to 
grazing projects that support the conservation of wildlife and pasture biodiversity.  
   
The report is also timely because, in 2004, the author identified an urgent need to establish a 
modern breed profile for the Welsh Mountain pony, which profile would include a description 
of the pony’s grazing characteristics and an analysis of the how the pony’s physical 
characteristics and hardiness might affect its ability to graze and browse in support of wildlife 
biodiversity.  An aim of the present report is not to establish that profile, but to provide the 
clearest possible justification for the commissioning of a future study that will begin to 
describe the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony’s grazing behaviour in a wide variety of 
mountain and moorland habitats.  Such an anecdotal study will provide the first modern, 
definitive profile of the pony for the benefit of Welsh land managers who are engaged in the 
delivery of conservation grazing programmes.  That study, to be followed by empirical 
enquiry, is now even more urgently required.   
 
Wherever possible, the report attempts to understand the pony’s present dilemma in the context 
of its potential future role on extensive and semi-extensive sites that are managed to conserve 
habitats and species.  To secure the long-term survival, and even the short-term future, of the 
semi-feral sub-population a fundamentally different view of the pony is required.  The need to 
manage the pony primarily as a ‘conservation grazer’ from environmental, genetic, economic, 
historical and sociological perspectives is an underlying theme within this report that requires 
future serious consideration. 
 
Observations made here have relevance not only to the future of the Welsh Mountain pony, but 
are also of consequence for the future directions of the Welsh Pony and Cob Society (WPCS – 
Cymdeithas y Merlod a’r Cobiau Cymreig), the Pony Improvement Society Premium Scheme, 
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breeders of Welsh Mountain ponies and Welsh mountain ponies, the Welsh Assembly 
Government (WAG), the Countryside Council for Wales (CCW) and all societies and 
organisations that have an active interest in this semi-feral pony.  Additionally, the future of the 
breed both within Wales and throughout the U K partially depends upon the future of the 
unregistered Welsh mountain pony.   
 
Many issues discussed and many recommendations offered within this report have 
applicability, to a lesser or greater extent, to other British native breed equines. 
 
The author has been unable, through this scoping report, to address all relevant topics and 
issues comprehensively due to the limited resources allocated to assess a multi-faceted problem 
whose scope is becoming increasingly broad and complex as relevant legislation, and 
published strategies that might represent potential future legislation or adopted strategies, 
rapidly increases.  Furthermore, some important information, essential to a clear understanding 
of the Welsh Mountain pony’s status, has been unavailable to the author, preventing a thorough 
examination and understanding of all relevant issues and influencing factors.   
 
There are convergent and divergent views on the pony’s present status and future roles.  A 
major function of any scoping report must be to initiate earnest, urgently needed, healthy 
debate amongst all interested players, scientific and non-scientific, professional and lay, on the 
future of the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony.  To that end, an attempt has been made to 
address controversial issues and to provide recommendations that might not presently 
command consensus of support.  However, it is anticipated that, if the challenges outlined 
within this report are comprehensively addressed, the short-term and long-term futures of the 
Welsh Mountain pony in Wales can be secured. 
 
 
2.2 Aim of this scoping report 
 
 
The aim of this scoping report is: 
 
To provide a summary of available knowledge and information to date on the current status of 
the Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony with reference to conservation grazing 
following decoupling of farm subsidies through Common Agricultural Policy (CAP) reform. 
 
Primary purposes of the report are: 
 

1. To increase awareness of factors affecting the Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral 
pony’s immediate and short-term probability of survival. 

 
2. To elucidate some negative influences that are affecting, or might affect, the long-term 

survivability of this breed sub-population, and to recommend strategies for minimising 
these actual and potential effects. 

 
3. To assess potential sources of funding for semi-feral Welsh Mountain pony breeders. 

 
4. To consider aspects of the cultural and hereditary worth of the Welsh Mountain semi-feral 

pony that relate to conservation grazing. 
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5. To assess the Section A breed’s unique genetic heritage and to propose strategies for 
the genetic conservation of the semi-feral sub-population. 

 
6. To create a greater willingness amongst conservation organisations, land managers 

and Government agencies to assist in the protection of an increasingly rare genetic 
resource. 

 
7. To increase awareness of the registered semi-feral pony as an asset in the management of 

biodiversity. 
 

8. To recommend strategies that will encourage the future use of the breed in conservation 
grazing schemes, particularly within Wales, but also throughout the UK. 

 
9. To assess the appropriateness of current equine welfare strategies in Wales with respect to 

the semi-feral pony. 
 

10. To examine the potential value of the breed, and especially the breed semi-feral sub-
population, as a tourist attraction.  

 
11. To provide practical recommendations and identify future avenues of enquiry for: (i) the 

Pony Improvement Societies Committee; (ii) the WPCS Council; (iii) the WAG and 
CCW; (iv) other conservation-based organisations; (v) governmental and independent land 
managers; (vi) scientific officers; (vii) equine organisations.   

 
Research might include: (a) anecdotal and empirical investigations of the breed’s grazing 
characteristics; (b) development of a breed profile and a Section A semi-feral sub-
population profile; (c) further assessment of the Welsh Mountain pony’s status in Wales 
and Britain; (d) genetic studies; (e) development and appraisal of short-term and long-term 
strategies for the implementation of grazing programmes involving the Welsh Mountain 
(Section A) semi-feral pony. 

 
The report acknowledges unregistered semi-feral ponies in Wales.  Secondary purposes are:  
 

1. To examine the status of unregistered semi-feral ponies in Wales and their potential for use 
within conservation grazing schemes. 

 
2. To appreciate the interrelationship of Section A semi-feral ponies and unregistered semi-

feral ponies within the Welsh landscape and to make recommendations for their possible 
coexistence.  

 
3. To consider whether unregistered semi-feral ponies should be conserved as a genetic 

resource. 
 
Throughout the report, there is an attempt to: 
 

4. Explore apparent economic crises faced by semi-feral farmer-breeders. 
 
5. Propose strategies for ensuring the future sustainable management of semi-feral herds 

by farmer-breeders.  
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2.3 Timetable 
 
 
The timetable for this project is indicated below: 
 

1. Research commissioned by the CCW: 11th February 2006 
 

2. Research undertaken:    11th February to 24th October 2006 
 
3. Draft report produced:   28th March 2006 
 
4. Final report produced:   31st October 2006 
 

 
2.4 Collaborators 
 
 

• Breeders of Section A ponies and of unregistered semi-feral ponies.   
• Brecon Beacons National Park Authority (BBNPA).  
• Countryside Council for Wales (CCW). 
• National Trust Wales (NT). 
• Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Authority (PCNPA). 
• Pony Improvement Societies (PIS).  
• Royal Society for the Protection of Birds Wales (RSPB). 
• Snowdonia National Park Authority (SNPA). 
• Welsh Assembly Government (WAG). 
• Welsh Pony and Cob Society (WPCS). 

 
 
2.5 Major additional liaison 

 
 
• British Horse Industry Confederation (BHIC). 
• British Horse Society (BHS). 
• Department of the Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra). 
• English Nature (EN). 
• Grazing Animals Project (GAP). 
• Grazing Nature and Heritage Grazing Animals Project Wales – Pori Natur a 

Threftadaeth GAP Cymru (PONT). 
• Redwings Horse Sanctuary. 
• Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals (RSPCA). 
• Society for the Welfare of Horses and Ponies (SWHP). 
• Welsh Commons Forum. 
• Welsh Statutory Unitary Authorities. 
• Welsh Wildlife Trusts (WWT). 
• Other conservation and non-conservation organisations. 
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Section 3 

 
 

3. Methodology 
 
 
3.1 Identification of sample 
 
 
The major sources of information were identified as: 

 
• Biodiversity officers / ecologists of Welsh Statutory Unitary Authorities. 
• CCW and EN librarians. 
• CCW wardens / conservation officers. 
• Conservation officers / wardens responsible for Welsh Mountain and Welsh mountain 

ponies. 
• Ecologists / conservation officers of the BBNPA, PCNPA and SNPA. 
• GAP officers. 
• Honorary Veterinary surgeons, past and present, of the WPCS 
• NT field officers. 
• Officers of the CCW, the WAG, Defra and EN. 
• PONT officers. 
• Representatives of animal welfare organisations. 
• Royal Society for the Protection of Birds Wales (RSPB) field officers. 
• Secretaries and other targeted members of Pony Improvement Societies. 
• Targeted owners of Section A lowland studs. 
• The Council, past and present, of the WPCS. 
• WWT officers 
• Other farmers / breeders. 

 
Information was gathered using the following procedures: 

 
1. Tailored questionnaires by post / email to Pony Improvement Societies and 

opportunity-sampled WPCS members, national parks ecologists / officers, CCW 
reserve managers, NT reserve managers and Veterinary surgeons.  Several 
questionnaires were preceded or backed up by telephone contact. 

 
2. Telephoned questionnaires to RSPB site managers and an area manager, NT reserve 

managers, WWT reserve managers and other opportunity-sampled conservation 
officers. 

 
3. Personal interviews in Wales with WPCS and WPCS Council members, the Pony 

Improvement Societies Secretary, national park ecologists and biodiversity officers, 
Brecknock Wildlife Trust officers, NT reserve managers, the Coordinator of PONT, 
the Welsh Commons Forum Secretary, targeted breeders outside of the Pony 
Improvement Societies and past and present Veterinary surgeons of the WPCS.  Some 
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interviews were formal and tape-recorded.  Others were informal and recorded as 
occasional written notes. 

 
4. Open meeting / discussion in Wales with Secretaries and other representatives of 25 

Pony Improvement Societies. 
 

5. Telephone conversations, requesting information from officers of the Welsh 
Assembly, the CCW, Defra, EN, the WPCS, the Hill Preservation Society, national 
park officers and other agencies and individuals. 

 
6. Liaison throughout the study, via telephone discussions, written communications and 

meetings, with the Hill Pony Improvement Societies Secretary, who assisted in the 
design, compilation, revising and checking of the Pony Improvement Society 
questionnaire.  As far as was practicable, questionnaire design encouraged short 
answers and prompted responses according to investigator-determined formats, 
although some questions were necessarily more open-ended than others. 

 
7. Telephone surveys of most site wardens and conservation officers who contributed to 

the ‘Welsh Mountain’ / mountain pony breed profile within the Breed Profiles 
Handbook of the Grazing Animals Project (Reference 143). 

 
8. Telephone / email surveys of Unitary Authority biodiversity officers / ecologists. 

 
Pony Improvement Society Secretaries represented breeders within the WPCS Pony 
Improvement Scheme.  All 25 active Pony Improvement Societies in Wales were offered 
several opportunities to participate in this scoping study.  All Societies participated in a group 
discussion in Brecon.  Nineteen Societies (76%) and the 2005–6 President of the WPCS 
responded to the original letter and questionnaire proposal.  The proportions of Wales-wide 
registered and unregistered breeders, or of registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies, 
represented by all responses have not been estimated.       
 
 
3.2 Questionnaires 
 
 
Several questionnaires were designed, dependent upon the recipient organisation / individual:  

 
• Section A semi-feral breeders within Pony Improvement Societies (Appendix 9) 
• WPCS Veterinary surgeons (Appendix 10) 
• National park ecologists / conservation officers (Appendix 11) 
• RSPB wardens / conservation officers (Appendix 12) 
• CCW wardens / conservation officers (Appendix 13) 
• NT wardens / conservation officers (Appendix 14) 

 
All questionnaires were based, to a greater or lesser extent, upon the standard questionnaire 
presented to breeders within the Pony Improvement Societies (Appendix 9).  This 
questionnaire comprised 38 questions related to the status of the Welsh Mountain pony.  
Questions constituted distinct sections:  
 

(a) Definitions. 
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(b) Pedigree. 
(c) Geographical isolation. 
(d) Population trends. 
(e) Grazing schemes. 
(f) Economic issues. 
(g) Veterinary and husbandry information. 
(h) Premium schemes. 
(i) Agri-environment schemes post CAP reform. 
(j) Passports. 
(k) Commons. 
(l) Potential use of the hill (registered semi-feral) pony as a conservation grazer. 

 
Additional, tailor-made questions were included and some questions from the standard 
questionnaire were removed for other recipient groups (Appendices 10–14). 
 
Some questions remained unanswered by individual Pony Improvement Societies, either 
because the question was not applicable to the Society or because respondents were unsure 
how to respond.    
  
  
3.3 Data capture and analysis 
 
 
All questionnaire responses, emailed responses and audiotape-recorded verbal interviews were 
word processed (Microsoft Word – Millennium version – word processing software) for 
clarity, practicability, authentication and ease of reporting.  Information from telephone 
conversations was recoded onto a questionnaire template whenever this was feasible. 
   
No empirical survey was intended.  Only limited original research was possible due to 
constraints imposed by the CCW project specification (Appendix 1).  One purpose of this 
scoping report was to indicate why and how future systematic investigation, particularly of the 
grazing characteristics and breed profile of the Welsh Mountain pony, might be formulated.  
Only limited attempt was made to empirically analyse collected information, or to statistically 
present findings, though some inferences might be reasonably inferred from noted observations 
and from some limited formal analyses conducted within the report. 
 
 
3.4 Limitations of the scoping study and report 
 
 
The integrity of all respondents is assumed, as is their ability to accurately complete specific 
and lengthy questionnaires.  The requirement for accuracy was stressed to all respondents 
throughout the data collection process.  Though motivation amongst respondents varied, all 
respondents were cooperative.   
 
Several instances of respondents misunderstanding the precise meanings of questions were 
identified and whenever possible ambiguities were resolved.  On several occasions conflicting 
information and statements required clarification in the course of preparing this report.  This 
was undertaken by telephone whenever appropriate.  
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Many relevant questions remain unanswered.  Doubt exists concerning some of the 
recommendations and tentative conclusions due to: 
 

1. Severe resource and time allocation constraints imposed in researching key issues. 
 
2. The author’s subsequent inability to accurately authenticate some statistical aspects of 

the subject matter. 
 

3. The controversial nature of many of the observations and implications within this 
report.  Wherever possible, doubts, concerns and unresolved issues are indicated 
within the report. 

 
 
3.4.1 Questionnaire language 
 
Though not comprehensive, the designed survey offered a valuable first opportunity to record 
original baseline information about the status of the semi-feral Welsh Mountain pony, and that 
of the semi-feral Welsh mountain pony, in Wales.  The reliability of adopted questionnaires 
may be criticised because there was no opportunity to trial, within the scoping study, any of the 
identified questions.  However, similar questionnaire techniques, though not exactly 
corresponding questions, have been used previously in a successful study of the semi-feral Fell 
pony (Reference 211).  Accordingly, occasional ambiguity or lack of clarity was evident in 
analysing respondent answers.  An attempt has been made to take into account (i) any 
potentially unreliable or invalid responses that arose due to questionnaire limitations, (ii) 
unreliable data and interpretations that were presented for examination and for possible 
inclusion in the report.  Where it was considered necessary, respondents were contacted by 
telephone in order to verify or otherwise discount unreliable responses and data.  
 
 
3.4.2 Terminology 
 
Ecological terminologies used in this report rely upon terminology and definitions provided in 
The Upland Management Handbook (Reference 106).  Terminology that relates to other issues, 
e.g. the defining of pony populations, is explained within the text. 
 
 
3.4.3  Quotations within the text 
 
Throughout the report, where any bracketed words appear within a quotation, these words 
usually have been inserted by the author to ensure clarity of meaning and to aid interpretation. 
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Section 4 

 
 

4. The Welsh uplands 
 
 
4.1  Definition of ‘upland’ 
 
 
The word ‘upland’ has no statutory definition.  However, “areas above the upper limits of 
enclosed farmland containing dry and wet dwarf shrub heath species and rough grassland are 
referred to as such” (Reference 88).  This definition is at least a starting point. 
 
The Welsh uplands, together with other upland areas of Britain, contain a wide diversity of 
plant and animal communities that are unique to these geographical locations.  Inadequate 
management post CAP reform could threaten much of this biodiversity.  Historically farmers 
have managed such areas primarily through sheep grazing.  In future, there is likelihood that 
native upland semi-feral ponies will be required more frequently to fulfil this role.  
Additionally, ponies are increasingly needed to help manage important biodiversity in many 
lowland areas of Wales.  
 
In a previous study by the author, managed semi-feral Fell pony herds were given a 
classification of ‘upland’ if ponies officially grazed 198 metres (650 feet) or more above sea 
level (References 87, 211).  ‘Lowland’ ponies grazed below 650 feet.  This simplified, 
somewhat arbitrary but practical definition is also used here to distinguish between semi-feral 
herds in the Welsh hills and those in the valleys / marshes. 
 
 
4.2 Upland and lowland ponies 
 
 
When asked, “What are the differences, if any, between upland and lowland ponies?”  Welsh 
Pony Improvement Society breeders who responded to the questionnaire offered a variety of 
definitions based upon geographical location and physical attributes: (i) “lowland ponies lose 
the hardiness of the hill pony” (Reference 163: 2); (ii) “upland ponies graze the hills” 
(Reference 163: 3); (iii) “upland ponies are heavier in coat” (Reference 163: 6); (iv) “the hill 
pony is smaller” (Reference 163: 8); (v) “the Welsh hill pony of today has evolved over a long 
period of time by natural selection, survival of the fittest, into an animal which can happily 
thrive on semi-natural rough grazing and harsh weather conditions” (Reference 163: 11); (vi) 
“difference of ‘type’” (Reference 163: 14); (vii) “most lowland ponies would be of a less hardy 
nature” (Reference 163: 16); (viii) “upland ponies retain hardiness and soundness to a greater 
degree” (Reference 163: 17); (ix) “the upland pony lives out on the hill where lowland ponies 
are kept on lowland under fence” (Reference 163: 21, 24); (x) “upland ponies are known for 
their hardiness, conformation and ability to live in harsh, natural habitats” (Reference 163: 21); 
(xi) “upland ponies will live harder than lowland ponies” (Reference 163: 25); (xii) “upland 
ponies live in their natural environment whereas lowland ponies are under fence” (Reference 
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163: 26).  The 2005–6 President of the WPCS commented (Reference 163: 27): “There are 
differences in where they live and how they feed.” 
 
Interestingly, some breeders argue that there is little or  “no difference” between upland and 
lowland ponies (Reference 163: 4), other than an assertion that “ponies on rich grazing mature 
quicker” and that “all ponies have the same definition of breed, Section A” (Reference 163: 5).  
Comparisons may refer to either genetic or environmental differences.  It may or may not be 
true, however, that if they were required to live on upland commons some or all lowland 
ponies “would (be able to) cope with the same (extensive grazing) conditions” (Reference 163: 
13).  “Where they live and how they feed” certainly defines one difference (Reference 163: 
27).   
 
The WPCS honorary Veterinary surgeon suggests (Reference 201) there are “no differences” 
between Welsh upland and lowland ponies and continues (Reference 202): “There was no 
difference centuries ago between upland and lowland ponies.  Many of these (hill) ponies had 
the potential to grow bigger, but their diet was so ‘poor’ that they never did.  Today, all ponies 
have become an established genotype and maintain their height limit.”  What about differences 
in the degree of hardiness?  “Hardiness is maybe being bred out a bit in some of the lowland 
ponies as (the breeders) go in for a finer riding type.”  However, “a (lowland) stallion has got 
to be pretty hard to round up a bunch of mares all summer and cover them,” and some semi-
feral ponies, anyway, “go into tack for the winter” (Reference 202).  Whether a lowland 
stallion could, today, survive and thrive on a mountain in a harsh winter is questionable, 
however (Section 5.4).  The Pony Improvement Societies Secretary states (Reference 236): “I 
believe it is vital for ponies to run on the hills if the breed is to maintain its hardiness, 
characteristics and type.”      
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Section 5 

 
 

5. The Welsh Mountain pony 
 
 
Possibly descended from the Celtic pony, the origin of the Welsh Mountain pony is uncertain.  
The earliest evidence, Bronze Age harness and small bit fragments from North Wales, suggests 
that native ponies under 12 hands may have been used in North Wales for harness work over 
3,000 years ago.  Julius Caesar noted the speed and docility of British chariot horses in 55 B.C. 
(References 66, 67, 405).  During the late 12th century, small ponies definitely existed 
throughout Wales and some mares may have interbred with Arab stallions.  Legislation by 
English Royal decree in 1535 and 1541, later annulled, prohibited the use of stallions under 14 
hands and ordered the elimination of smaller ponies  (References 66 pp. 3–15, 252).  Many 
smaller ponies evaded capture, surviving in the Welsh uplands despite later persecution in the 
form of recreational hunting and the subsequent enclosure of better-quality grazing.  Surviving 
animals were the hardiest pony types, most suited to the uplands, and probably represent the 
original basis of Wales’ feral ponies.   
 
There were an estimated 10,000 12-hand ponies on the mountains and hills of Wales and the 
border counties by the end of the 19th century (References 3, 405).  These were extremely 
hardy ponies “with plenty of bone, mane, tail and feather, of dark colours, the blacks, browns 
and dark duns (indigenous colours) being the most hardy” (Reference 67 pp. 2–3).  Many 
captured ponies were sold to mining companies for use as pit ponies.  Others became harness 
ponies or wealthy children’s riding ponies (Reference 405).  Ancestors of the present Welsh 
Mountain pony once roamed or ‘ran’ over vast areas of Wales.  In 2006, the pony is 
concentrated in South and mid Wales, although a few herds of registered ponies and some 
sizeable herds of unregistered Welsh mountain ponies also live in North Wales. 
 
 
5.1 The Welsh Mountain (Section A) pony 
 
 
By the end of the 19th century a method of formally identifying the Welsh Mountain pony was 
considered essential.  The describing of the breed’s origin and characteristics, the setting up of 
a stud-book for registered stock and the eventual formation of the WPCS had three main 
objectives (Reference 353): 
 

1. Public recognition, within and outside Wales, of the distinctive merits of the Welsh 
pony. 

 
2. A desire to improve the Welsh pony where necessary.  

 
3. An increased saleable value of the pony “in the estimation of beholders, critics, buyers 

and such like … in this particular branch of stockbreeding” (pp. xviii–xix).  
“Registering an animal … is a system which brings the strangers to our gates, the 
buyers to our doors.  The sire, for instance if entered (in the stud-book) must have 
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been passed sound by a Veterinary; and the dam thought good enough by a selection 
Judge to be allowed to enter.  These two conditions … would carry weight with any 
buyer” (p. xx). 

 
The parentage of Welsh pony breeds was initially recorded in the Hackney stud-book from 
1884, and in the Polo pony stud-book from 1894.  However, in 1901 the WPCS formed and, in 
1902, the WPCS issued Volume 1 of the Welsh stud-book, the world’s “second oldest native 
pony breed stud-book” (Reference 202).  This divided ponies into four sections based upon 
height, including 9 stallions and 273 mares in ‘Section A: Welsh Mountain pony under 12 
hands 2 inches’.  One stallion, Dyoll Starlight, “the ‘High Priest’ of Mountain ponydom” 
(Reference 354 p. xxx), who “began a dynasty of beautiful ponies” was grey, the others mainly 
bay or brown.  Two thirds of the mares were bay, brown or black, the remainder being chestnut 
(14%), grey (8%), roan (8%), cream or dun (4%), with two of unrecorded colour (References 
389, 404).  
 
 
5.1.1 Maintaining the breed’s pureness of pedigree    
 
In 1912 the issue of keeping Section A ponies pure was discussed and it was suggested that 
“alien blood” should be excluded from the WPCS stud-book.  Additionally, Church Stretton 
members had used several stallions whose ancestors were at least part-bred English Hackneys 
(Reference 354 pp. xxxvi–xxxix): “Hackney blood has been permitted to rank with the Welsh 
and … the mongrel progeny has been allowed to share a Welsh inheritance.”  
 
One recommended solution was “to take every entry … which is known to be polluted by 
Hackney blood …(‘Hackney’ is a term which … herein (includes) … every foreign strain), … 
to cancel them and to re-enter all the cancelled names in another section …  To simply close 
the Book to further Hackney entries is obviously of no avail as long as that blood is there at 
all.”  An alternative was “to take the progeny of already entered stock not in itself pure 
Mountain bred, and to register it in some section … apart entirely from the Mountain one” 
(Reference 354, p. xxxviii).  It was pointed out that “alien blood … may crop up long after its 
last influence is thought to have been overcome” and that “the only way to know with certainty 
what one is likely to produce in breeding … is by scrupulously adhering to the use of animals 
… known to have been bred to one fixed type” (Reference 354, p. xl).  It was recommended 
that the WPCS should “shun … both Hackney and all other alien blood and … amend … rules 
of registration still further, where required, in order to ensure … purity of race” (Reference 
354, p. xlix).  Careful examination of the early WPCS stud-book volumes reveals the extent to 
which ‘alien blood’ has affected the breed’s development.   
 
 
5.1.2 Description of Section A 
 
In 1908 it was sated (Reference 352, p. lxxxii): “The Mountain pony is considered to be the 
original foundation from which the other ponies and cobs of Wales are descended.”  The 
Section A pony’s official 2006 description remains similar to that documented in 1908 (Table 
1) by J. Hill, H. Meuric Lloyd and C. Coltman Rogers (Appendix 2; References 352 pp. lxxxii–
iii, 382).  However, apart from the notable addition that no piebald or skewbald pony may be 
registered, several more subtle alterations have been gradually introduced (Appendices 2–4) 
which reflect a desire for further ‘improvement’ of the Section A pony.  This refinement may 
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have important consequences for the diversity of the Section A semi-feral pony existing today 
(Section 9.6).  
 
  
Table 1:  Points of the Welsh Mountain and Moorland pony drawn up “for the 

instruction of the judges in Part I of Section A”  
 
Table 1 notes: Information in this table is reproduced from the 1908 WPCS stud-book 
(Reference 352 pp. xxxii–xxxiii). 
 
 

Height:  Not exceeding 12 hands in height. 
  
General character: Hardy, spirited and pony-like. 
 
Colour: Any colour. 
 
Head: Small, clean cut, well set on, wide between eyes and tapering to muzzle. 
 
Ears: Well-placed, small and pointed, well up on the head, proportionately close, not lop-eared, 

but small and pointed. 
 
Nostrils: Prominent and open. 
 
Throat and Jaws: Finely cut. 
 
Neck: Fairly lengthy and moderately lean, with a stronger crest in the case of a Stallion. 
 
Shoulders: Long and sloping well back, fine at the points, with a deep girth.  
 
Forelegs: Set square and true, not too far back under the body and not in at the elbows.  Long, 

strong forearm, well-developed knee, short flat bone below knee, pasterns of 
proportionate slope and length, feet well shaped and round, hoof dense. 

 
Back and Loins: Muscular, strong and short coupled. 
 
Hindquarters: Lengthy and fine.  Not cobby, ragged or goose-rumped.  Tail well set on and 

carried gaily. 
 
Hocks: Wide, large, and clean, parallel with the body, and well let down shank flat and vertical.  

Neither sickle hocked nor unduly straight.  Adequately bent with long heel or calcis 
bone.  Pasterns of proportionate slope and length, feet well shaped and round, hoof 
dense. 

 
Action: Quick, free and straight from the shoulder, knees and hocks well flexed with straight 

and powerful leverage well under the body as to the hocks, but with such bending of 
the knees and hocks as will not sacrifice pace and power. 
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At a General Meeting of the WPCS, it was originally decided to divide Section A into two 
parts (Reference 352).  Accordingly, in 1908 Section A was subdivided into part I (under 12 
hands) and part II (under 12 hands 2 inches).  A member noted (Reference 348 p. xix): “In my 
humble judgement, however, you (i.e. the WPCS members) have exercised a wise decision in 
sticking to the mountain type, and limiting it to 12.2, for never have I met with a really 
mountain pony above that height.”   
 
“Part I will consist of the blood-like quality ponies, not exceeding 12 hands in height; Part II, 
besides applying to ponies of this description shall also include those of a more cobby type, 
and ranging up to the height of 12 hands 2 inches” (Reference 352, p. lxxxii).  In 1909, it was 
noted that there were ‘Arab-type’ (Part I) and ‘Cob-type’ (Part II) ponies, both of which 
satisfied the 1908 description.  In 1910 it was stated (Reference 353 p. xxv): “The definitions 
drawn up in our stud-book slightly differentiates the two shapes, as for instance the pony with 
finer quarters and the pony with Cob character.  The one … is generally described as Arab 
born, the other as Cob descended.”  Even relatively recently it has been pointed out that “it is 
up to the breeder to breed whichever type he pleases” (Reference 67 p. 17).  It should be 
recognised that the voluntary breeding of only the Arab-type, for example, would lead to the 
eventual extinction of the Cob-type.  In this context, the word ‘type’ should not be confused 
with the term ‘hill-type’ (Section 5.4.2).   
 
For ponies registered from 1931, Part II was abandoned and 12 hands became the maximum 
accepted height (Reference 67 pp. 13–14): “Long experience has proved conclusively that 
ponies of this height and less are best able to endure the hardships which they have to face on 
the Welsh hills throughout the dreary winter months and in the spring when keep is short and 
stormy weather is, too frequently, the order of the day.  It will thus be seen that the 12-hand 
maximum is prescribed by nature for the hill-roaming herds, and lowland breeders … from 
time to time draw reinvigorating blood from the hill herds.” 
 
 
5.1.3 Closure of the Section A stud-book 
 
In 1912 the possibility of closing the stud-book was commented upon (Reference 354 p. xxi): 
“There is no doubt the stud-book will soon be closed to all except the produce of registered 
stock.  There are already in the first 10 volumes 429 stallions and 3,120 mares registered, and it 
is manifestly in the interest of those who have entered their stock to seek to close the book on 
the ground of their being sufficient foundation stock entered.”   
 
From 1s January 1916 an animal could be registered with a number only if its sire and dam had 
been previously registered.  Other animals were entered by inspection as Foundation Stock 
(FS) with a number.  From 1st January 1917, an animal could be fully registered only if the sire 
was fully registered and the dam was entered as FS, or vice versa (Reference 356 p. xxiii).   
 
The timing of the closure of the stud-book to unregistered animals was discussed in 1918 
(Reference 68).  However, only at the 1924 Annual General Meeting (AGM) was it decided 
“all animals submitted for registration after 30th November 1925 must be by a registered sire 
out of either a registered dam, a FS dam or a dam by a registered sire.  Other animals may be 
accepted as FS after inspection and placed in a separate section of the stud-book until 30th 
November 1927” (Reference 68 p. 55).  In 1929, an extraordinary AGM further altered the 
registration eligibility only to animals with registered sires and dams.  
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Because the number of Section A registrations was worryingly low by 1930 (17 stallions and 
48 mares), the FS scheme began for non-registered mares on inspection (Appendix 17).  
Inspected mares of unknown parentage were recorded as ‘FS’ in the FS Appendix to the stud-
book.  After inspection of their first generation progeny (Foundation Stock Grade 1 or ‘FS1’) 
and second generation progeny (Foundation Stock Grade 2 or ‘FS2’) by registered sires, mares 
and stallions produced from a FS2 dam by a registered sire could be registered in the WPCS 
stud-book (Reference 357; Appendix 17).  “You needed three crosses of pure blood to obtain 
fully registered stock” (Reference 12).   
 
Due to the breed’s revival, Section A of the stud-book became self-contained in 1950 and in 
1960 the stud-book was closed to further FS registrations as it contained enough breeding 
stock.  Stock transfers from Section B to A because of height also ceased in 1960 (References 
67, 68).  
 
 
5.1.4 Breeders’ descriptions of Section A ponies 
 
Pony Improvement Society breeders describe the Welsh Mountain (Section A) pony variously 
as: (i) “a Welsh Mountain pony” (Reference 163: 2); (ii) a Welsh Mountain pony under 12 
hands” (Reference 163: 21, 24); (iii) “a pony under 12 hands registered with the WPCS as a 
Section A pony through proof of pedigree” (Reference 163: 17); (iv) “a Mountain pony not 
exceeding 12 hands in height, as defined in the stud-book” (Reference 163: 5); (v) “a registered 
pony under 12 hands” (Reference 163: 26); (vi) “the registered Section A pony derives from 
the formation of the WPCS stud-book” (Reference 163: 6); (vii) “a pony of 12 hands or less, 
i.e. not exceeding 12 hands” (Reference 163: 8, 13, 20); (viii) “a pony registered in Section A 
of the WPCS stud-book” (Reference 163: 11); (ix) “a pony under 12 hands” (Reference 163: 
3); (x) “a Welsh pony under 12 hands” (Reference 163: 12); (xi) “a native Welsh pony under 
12 hands” (Reference 163:  4); (xii) “a pony under 12 hands with good bone and feather and 
nice head” (Reference 163: 25); (xiii) “a Welsh Mountain pony under 12 hands” (Reference 
163: 14); (xiv) “the genetic pool of Welsh Mountain hill ponies can be traced back to the 
earliest bloodlines” (Reference 163: 10); (xv) “a registered Welsh pony under 12 hands 
(Reference 163: 27).  Interestingly, many breeders define the pony as “under 12 hands” 
although the breed description is “not exceeding 12 hands” (Appendix 2). 
  
The Welsh Mountain (Section A) pony is, therefore, a Welsh Mountain pony not exceeding 12 
hands that is registered with the WPCS as a Section A pony through proof of pedigree.  A 
Welsh mountain pony that is not registered with the WPCS should not be described as a 
Section A pony, even if the pony exhibits some or all of the characteristics of a Section A 
pony. 
 
‘Proof of pedigree’ means, as defined by the 1907 AGM of the WPCS (Reference 67 p. 17): 
“All such ponies shall show or their owners be able to prove unquestioned descent on one side 
or the other and not further back than the grandsire and granddam from animals that were 
foaled or have run wild on the mountains or moorlands of Wales or scheduled portions of the 
border counties, or are descendants of ponies already entered in Section A of the Welsh stud-
book.”  
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5.1.5 Market influences on the modern-day Section A pony 
 
The breeding of the Welsh Mountain pony has been determined by the uses to which the 
animal has been put (Reference 12): “Call it improvement, call it what you like, but it has been 
bred, changed to suit various purposes.  Principally in the 1950’s and 1960’s, the Welsh 
Mountain pony was modified to be a show pony.  Up until that time some ponies were shown 
straight from the hill, rather than being prepared for showing, particularly in local shows.   
 
Some observers maintain that, in 2006, the Section A riding pony and what some people call 
the ‘old-fashioned’ pony exhibit differences in their actions (Reference 12).  “During the 
1920s, ‘30s and ‘40s in particular, cobs and mountain ponies needed … a high step, big hefty 
shoes, to be able to pick their knees up.  A Mountain pony had nothing to do with the hills, 
wherever it was bred.  Then we got into ‘better action’ ponies, all sorts of fads.  We had a fad 
in the ‘50s and ‘60s of small heads, short jaws and big bulging eyes.  They were fashionable.  
These were the animals that ‘showed’.  They went out of fashion because they had too many 
teeth.  Small ears tend to go with a short head.  The old description of the ear of the Mountain 
pony was that it should be the shape of a sage leaf, wide at the base, coming to a sharp top, but 
not a long ear.  The long ear is the bigger fault, because the long ear takes you back into other 
breeds.” 
 
Breeding of the Section A pony appears to have been determined, at least in part, by the 
saleable outlet (Reference 12): “The main market for the ponies in the ‘20s and ‘30s was for 
the pits.  Ponies of 11.2 hands would work in the tunnels, underground in the colliery.  In the 
1950s, we started exporting.  The Americans played a great part in changing the breed.  They 
wanted riding ponies and have increased the height of the Section A pony in America to 12.2 
hands.  Their ponies are recognised as Section A ponies by the WPCS but are not eligible for 
registration in the WPCS stud-book.  In the last 30–40 years, the idea of the Section A pony 
being a child’s riding pony has come into being.  This is why there is such a great difference 
now between the ‘hill pony’ (Section 5.4) and a child’s riding pony.”   
 
Some of the ponies which are ridden by children today are not pure-bred Section A ponies, but 
are part-bred, having been bred from a Section A pony and a non Section A riding pony.  This 
has created an increased demand for Section A ponies.  
 
 
5.2 Feral and semi-feral ponies in Wales 
 
 
A feral pony is a wild pony.  It grows and lives in a “state of nature” and is not domesticated.  
Whilst feral ponies may be “passively managed via ecological processes” (References 33, 145, 
146, 282) they are neither owned nor handled.  They graze extensively on unimproved grazing.  
There are no true native feral or introduced feral ponies living in Wales today, though some 
unregistered Welsh mountain ponies, e.g. several Carneddau herds living in Snowdonia, are 
untamed and might be able to survive and flourish in a ‘wilding’ situation.   
 
A major Carneddau farmer-breeder says (Reference 179: 1):  “The mares and stallions never 
come off the hills.  They are hardy!  We used to take them hay but they would not look at it.  
The ponies eat organic, anyway.  They eat the gorse and just the tops of the heather…  We 
worm every October time.  Every pony or foal that comes down we count and check.  At that 
time, we have a sale.  It’s not so easy to handle wild ponies.  The vet said, “The only way you 
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are going to lose them is through worms or old age.”  We trim the hoofs, but (need to do) 
nothing else.  We do not need to call a vet, except for a broken leg.  I can categorically say you 
… will not catch one of them.  They are as wild as wild can be.  They would still survive even 
if there was no one living around here.”  
 
Possibly animals such the Carneddau herds most closely resemble the true feral ponies of 
several centuries ago.  Indeed, Carneddau ponies choose to live on higher ground, often 
rendering them inaccessible to their owners, a perennial problem.  A recently suggested 
feeding programme in an enclosed area in winter months (Reference 329) might encourage 
these animals to descend the mountain, making veterinary treatment and collection for sales 
easier.  However, this practice will render these herds more domesticated, i.e. semi-feral.  Any 
ponies that are subject to routine handling, i.e. come into contact with humans in a holding pen 
for worming at least once a year or for weaning, cannot be described as feral. 
 
A semi-feral pony is semi-wild, i.e. it is semi-domesticated, not fully tamed or brought under 
control by breeders.  “It is owned but not handled and is allowed to run in natural herds, it 
cannot be haltered, is not fed by the public” (Reference 202) and grazes extensively on 
unimproved land.  More precisely, semi-feral “herds are handled only once a year, at weaning 
time in the autumn” (Reference 12).   
 
Today semi-feral ponies belong to one of two distinct groups of ponies within Wales: 
 

1. The Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony (Section 5.3). 
2. The Welsh mountain unregistered semi-feral pony (Section 5.6). 

 
Both groups are comprehensively analysed within this scoping report.  Untrained persons may 
sometimes find difficulty in distinguishing between Welsh Mountain and Welsh mountain 
semi-feral ponies.  Additionally, two further groups of ponies of unknown population size are 
sometimes erroneously described as semi-feral because they are living under similar 
circumstances of climate, altitude and extensive grazing as groups 1 and 2: 
 

3. The cross-bred unregistered, i.e. unclassified, pony living under semi-feral conditions.  
4. The part bred registered pony living under semi-feral conditions.  

 
Groups 3 and 4 are not correctly described as semi-feral ponies.  No attempt has been made 
within this report to determine the size of either population and no specific examination is 
made of either group, although population 3 is discussed with reference to animal welfare 
issues (Section 21.9).   
 
One further group of non semi-feral ponies exists that is neither Section A nor Welsh mountain 
pony:  
 

5. Other, unclassified, pony.   
 
This report does not consider this category.  Nevertheless, the environmental implications of 
grazing by groups 3, 4 and 5 in Wales, and implications of their presence for the survival of the 
Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony, deserve future investigation. 
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5.3 The Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony 
 
 
5.3.1 Origin of the Section A semi-feral pony 
 
Many of the ancestors of the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony were feral at least up to the end 
of the 19th century (Reference 121): “They would have had a choice of the lower ground, 
sometimes moving in summer months to higher land … with little … interference from man. 
Progress of the 20th century – industrialisation, housing development and changes in farming 
practices – encroached on the … ponies’ grazing.  Instead of being able to come down to lower 
land for the winter, the ponies had to remain on the hills or go away on tack.  The … societies 
that had formed to protect and improve the ponies found that the ponies could not range over 
such vast areas.  Some hills were enclosed to protect the ponies from traffic accidents.  Thus 
began the decline in the numbers … on their traditional open hills.”   
 
Until recently, it has been more profitable to graze sheep than ponies.  Some commoners have 
disapproved of ponies on commons, driving them away from favoured grazing.  These and 
other factors, which are discussed elsewhere within this scoping report, have contributed to a 
dramatic decline in the population living on Welsh hillsides. 
 
In order to understand the complex issues that influence the Section A semi-feral pony’s status 
and its probability of survival in Wales, an appreciation of the breed’s early history becomes 
essential.  A clear description of the ponies living on the Welsh hills and mountains over a 
century ago is best given by eyewitness accounts in the early stud-book volumes (1902–5) of 
the WPCS, a brief summary of which is attempted here. 
 
 

1. Earliest Welsh Mountain ponies (Reference 346 pp. x–xii, 1902) 
 

“It is of the greatest importance that this original Mountain Stock should be carefully 
preserved, as it is undoubtedly the foundation from which the larger ponies and cobs 
inherit many of their most valuable qualities and character…  The Mountain Pony, of 
course, has been kept true to type from the nature of its surroundings – the ground (it) 
lives upon and climatic influences.  It has been the rule of the ‘survival of the fittest’ 
that has dominated any alien blood of the carthorse or any other coarse strain.” 
 
“The establishment of a special section in the new stud-book for the Mountain Pony, 
which everybody admits is the foundation of all that is good in Cobs or Ponies in 
Wales, has come none too soon.” 

 
 

2. Foundation stock (Reference 348 p. xiv, 1904) 
 

“The Welsh Mountain Pony … becomes … the raw material of the Improved Pony, 
and when reversion to the small is required, our hill ponies, where they have been 
taken care of, possess to a greater extent what is necessary perhaps than any kind of 
mountain or moorland pony.  They are strong, too, sure-footed and of hardy 
constitutions, these little frequenters of the mountain tops; yet … when snow is on the 
ground they are not such fools as to remain on the crests … but have sought the 
shelter of a warmer below.” 
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3. Rogue stallions (Reference 346 p. xii, 1902) 
 

“The difficulty, of course, is to register pedigrees of herds that are running together 
with several stallions on the mountains during the breeding season.” 

 
“The difficulty is, however, being grappled with, and breeders are selecting their best 
mares and running them with selected stallions on enclosed land during the spring, 
afterwards returning them to the mountains.  By this means, if it is persevered with, 
great good must be done by way of improving the general stock in the district.  Of 
course, it is fatal to leave two-year-old colts or older stallions (that) are of a worthless 
character to run with the breeding herd, and they can easily undo all the good that 
careful breeders are endeavouring to accomplish.”  
 

 
4. The first Pony Improvement Society (Reference 346 p. xii, 1902) 

 
“For some years annual ‘drives’ were arranged at Church Stretton, and all the ponies 
(were) collected at the Longinynd Hills and driven into the town.  All colts and 
stallions were carefully collected and examined, and those passed returned to the 
hill…  This drive was always done in September, just before the autumn fair at 
Church Stretton.” 
 
“Besides this, the Committee of the Church Stretton Pony Society purchased from 
time to time Welsh Mountain Pony stallions to turn on the hills, thus introducing fresh 
blood, which was so much required.  The improvement of the youngstock was most 
unmistakeable … During the winter the purchased stallions were kept at different 
farms until the following spring, when they were sent to the hills, nearly always 
collecting their own special harem of mares in selected parts of the run … “ 
 
“I only hope that what has been done at Church Stretton may be followed up by 
breeders in other districts, but that others may not drop the good work, as has been 
done there … It is by judicious selection of stallions, and of the breeding herds as a 
whole, that the only sound policy of improvement can be carried out.” 

 
 

5. Description of the breed characteristics (Reference 346 pp. xiii–xv, 1902) 
 
“The Welsh Mountain Pony in its purest state is under 12 hands …  There are, no 
doubt, traces of far back crosses of Arab in many of the best types of the small pony…  
In some parts a thick set pony is found …” 
 
“No better foundation for breeding ponies of a high class than the properly-selected, 
pure and typical Welsh Mountain Pony could be had…  Some reasons … for this 
assertion (are): 
 

The strong pony character they possess...   
Their quality of bone, which is as dense as that of the thoroughbred. 
Well-developed muscles on their arms and thighs, &c.   
The purity of the breed, which would make them breed true to type and avoid the 
risk of throwing back to inferior animals in breeding.   
Their freedom from any hereditary unsoundness. 
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Their constitution and hardiness, proved and seasoned for generations on the most 
exposed mountains.   
Their surefootedness.    
If properly selected, their form and symmetry. 
Great freedom and elasticity of action. 
Great strength and endurance. 
Their intelligence and docile nature. 
Powerful and perfectly shaped hocks, with its hind legs well under him. 
Well-placed shoulder. 
He has a small head, high withers, deep, yet round barrel, short joints, flat legs and 
good round feet. 
He will live on any fare and can never be tired out. 
(They) are generally very clever and safe fencers, and on his native pasture this 
little pony performs some wonderful feats in leaping.” 
 

“The pure breed, as above described, is especially valuable for foundation stock and 
for breeding ponies of the riding type.”  
 
It is worth noting, over a century later, that it might also be suggested, based only 
upon this description of the breed’s hardiness and physical characteristics, that the 
Welsh Mountain pony is ideally suited for conservation grazing. 
 

 
6. Initial characteristics selection (Reference 346 pp. xiii–xvii, 1902) 

 
 “The defects that should be chiefly guarded against are low withers found in some 
instances, longish backs, and badly set-on heads and necks…  Although the withers 
are low, the shoulder (in the type of pony described) is well placed back, and the pony 
generally has a good long shoulder blade…  Unsoundness is almost unknown in the 
Welsh Mountain Pony.” 
 
“These ponies are found on the North and South Wales Mountains….  Great care and 
judgement in the selection of the right type of mare ponies to breed from must be 
used…” 
 
“Ever since I have known anything of a Welsh Cob, or I may say for sixty years, I 
have attributed most of its high qualities to the source from which it originally sprung, 
i.e. the ponies of our mountains, which are indigenous, and some, with their ancestors, 
have never been touched by hand of man except for branding.” 
 

 
7. Survival of the fittest – (Reference 346 p. xviii, 1902) 

 
“I know hardly anything in life to compare with the Welsh Mountain Ponies for 
hardiness and pluck, particularly those from unenclosed hills, for the reason that they 
are pretty sure to be purely bred; crossed or delicate ones could not stand the severity 
of our climate.  What we have are ‘survivors of the fittest’.  On the open hills, I cannot 
see that it is possible to improve them.  …  The only thing that can be done is to keep 
the most suitable for sires; any attempt at crossing would be attended by delicacy and 
loss.  Where land is enclosed I know some farmers keep as good sires as they can 
buy.” 
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8. Maintaining a pony ‘type’ – (Reference 347 pp. xxii–xxiii, 1903) 
 

“All … are keen that these droves of native ponies with their many exceptional 
qualities should not lose their type … For it is only on the hills or forests that they 
retain their small and requisite size.  These pygmy ponies also remain stunted in 
growth.  But small as they are, these are the sort that live where others die, and it is on 
the hill that they get that … hardihood, and strong constitution … Year by year the 
best fillies go from the hills for other destinies, and year by year must the hills be 
called upon to restore the drain.” 
 

 
9. Pony size (Reference 346 p. xiii, 1902) 

 
“The Welsh Mountain pony in its purest state is under 12 hands.”  

 
 

10. A suggested relationship between pony size and climate (Reference 348 p. xiii, 
1904) 

 
“I have heard and read of the Welsh pony as unfavourably compared with …the native 
breeds of Exmoor, Dartmoor, the New Forest, the Fell, Highland and Connemara, but 
hitherto, after many a long year of experience, I have failed to be convinced that the 
real Welsh pony has any superior of his size…  His size is certainly smaller than some 
of the other pony breeds, but this is merely because he is bred on higher climes than 
… the Exmoor, Dartmoor or New Forest.  …  It is easy to distinguish the North Wales 
(pony) from that of the South.  The little Northerner has a very stern battle to fight 
amid the higher mountains of North Wales, a decidedly colder climate to contend 
with.” 

 
 
5.3.2 The Section A semi-feral pony in 2006 
 
Herds of Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral ponies roam freely throughout most or all of 
the year on common land in Wales, now mostly in Mid and South Wales.  Premium stallions, 
i.e. stallions that are part of the WPCS Welsh Mountain Pony Premium Scheme, generally run 
with the herds between 31st May and 31st July each year.  These semi-feral ponies appear to 
thrive on the hill. 
 
Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral ponies are managed by regional Pony Improvement 
Societies, “whose aim is to promote the natural hardiness, characteristics and ‘type’ of the 
ponies that run on the hills” (Reference 189).  These ponies represent the foundation stock of 
the WPCS.  In this context the meaning of the word ‘type’ is sometimes misunderstood and is 
discussed separately below (Reference 399 p. 3): “Today, more and more (lowland) breeders 
are recognising the true, irreplaceable value of the remaining semi-feral herds and emphasis is 
being placed on returning to the hills for stock to strengthen many a successful breeder’s 
bloodline.”  
 
When Pony Improvement Society breeders were asked, “What is a semi-feral Section A 
pony?” they replied: (i) “foals sired by a premium stallion” (Reference 163: 3); (ii) “a pony 
managed by regular human contact” (Reference 163: 4); (iii) “a group / herd of mares plus 
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stallions roaming on common land for the majority of the year” (Reference 163: 5); (iv) “a 
pony that has been reared on its native heath, which varies on different commons in Wales; the 
ability to survive on little care other than (according to) welfare issues (requirements) proves 
that the genetic pool over thousands of years make the characteristics of this breed unique” 
(Reference 163: 6); (v) “a pony that survives on open hill for most of the year” (Reference 163: 
12); (vi) “a hill-type pony, i.e. living on poor grazing, withstanding severe weather conditions, 
but living on the hill al year round” (Reference 163: 13); (vii) “lives at least part of the year on 
the hill” (Is 14); (viii) “a hill pony (Reference 163: 15); (ix) includes all hill-type ponies.  Some 
of our ponies live off of the commons, in fields” (Reference 163: 16); (x) “a pony that spends 
the majority of its time on the hill” (Reference 163: 17); (xi) “a Welsh pony kept in its natural 
habitat on the hill” (Reference 163: 21, 24); (x) “a wild pony living on the hill” (Reference 
163: 27). 
 
 
5.3.3 The Section A ‘F’ pony description 
 
Most remaining Section A semi-feral ponies in Wales are managed within the WPCS Welsh 
Mountain Pony Improvement Scheme.  A WPCS-registered semi-feral pony that belongs to a 
Pony Improvement Scheme breeder, and that has qualified to receive a premium, must be 
described by the WPCS as a “Section A ‘F’ pony,” by agreement with the RBST (Section 8.2).  
This designation indicates that the pony was born and bred on a Welsh common or hill that is 
officially part of the WPCS Pony Improvement Scheme.  The pony participates in the Pony 
Improvement Scheme and therefore must carry the suffix ‘F’ on the pony’s passport, which 
denotes that the pony is ‘feral’.  Ponies that satisfy these criteria are recognised as having 
derived from the original Welsh Mountain pony population and are also described as the Welsh 
Mountain pedigree native breed sub-population ‘at risk’.  These registered animals are 
recognised as a ‘rare’ and ‘vulnerable’ sub-population by the Rare Breeds Survival Trust 
(RBST).  It should be remembered, however that “any Section A pony registered in the WPCS 
stud-book may be considered to be part of the ‘original’ Welsh Mountain pony population” 
whether or not it is semi-feral (Reference 201).   
 
Upon leaving its native heath, a pony’s ‘feral’ status must be cancelled, as agreed between the 
WPCS and the RBST, by placing an ‘X’ over the ‘F’ on the pony’s passport and on the 
electronic core register, and the stud-book is altered accordingly.  The WPCS and the RBST 
then no longer recognise that pony as part of the rare and vulnerable sub-population.   
 
The Section A semi-feral pony was accepted onto the list of rare breeds recognised by the 
RBST in 2002.  Only foals that have qualified for premiums on inspection from 2002 onwards 
have had their passports stamped with the ‘F’ suffix.  Additionally, only these foals have been 
identified as ‘F’ in the stud-book and on the core register of the WPCS.  Between 2002 and 
August 2006 an estimated 73 foals were awarded premiums and have received the ‘F’ 
designation.  Members of the Section A semi-feral sub-population that qualified for premiums 
before 2002, and other, non-premium members of this semi-feral sub-population do not carry 
an ‘F’ designation.  Consequently, the total sub-population of semi-feral ponies has not been 
categorically identified at 2006.    
 
It was the WPCS’s intention, in 2002, “to call in all feral passports so that they can be 
identified with the letter ‘F’” (Reference 373).  It is desirable and appropriate that all ponies 
within the Pony Improvement Scheme, including all foals, youngstock, mares and stallions 
bred by Pony Improvement Society breeders within the Scheme before 2002 and presently 
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remaining within the Scheme, should have their passports amended by adding the suffix ‘F’.  
Additionally it is desirable that the stud-book confirms the names of the whole population of 
‘F’ designated ponies and that the WPCS electronic register is updated.  These actions would 
properly identify the ‘rare vulnerable’ feral (proposed semi-feral) sub-population: (i) for WPCS 
internal administration purposes; (ii) to allow the WPCS to provide accurate statistics about the 
Section A ‘F’ pony to the National Equine Database (NED); (iii) to potential purchasers of 
Section A ‘F’ ponies at auction.  The method of identifying premium and non-premium Pony 
Improvement Society foals is discussed elsewhere within this report (Section 5.5).  
 
The inappropriateness of the ‘F’ designation is discussed elsewhere within this report (Sections 
5.5, 8.2.1).  The present designation should be changed from ‘F’ to ‘S’ as all ponies within 
Pony Improvement Societies should be regarded as ‘semi-feral’ rather than ‘feral’.  The semi-
feral pony would be better described as a ‘Welsh Mountain Section A ‘S’ pony’ which means 
‘Welsh Mountain Section A semi-feral’.   
 
Upon leaving its native heath, an ‘X’ should not be placed over the ‘S’.  Instead, an ‘R’ could 
be added to the passport and to the pony’s computerised description, to indicate that the pony 
has been “removed” from its native heath.  Such a pony would be better described throughout 
the remainder of its breeding life as a ‘Welsh Mountain Section A ‘S – R’ pony’ which means 
‘Welsh Mountain Section A semi-feral removed’.  The advantages of this annotation system 
are comprehensively discussed elsewhere (Section 9.43). 
 
The pony described officially as the “Section A feral pony” by the WPCS and others is 
generally referred to as the “Section A semi-feral pony” within this report. 
 
 
5.3.4 Section A semi-feral ponies outside of Wales 
 
When Pony Improvement Society breeders were asked, “How should semi-feral Section A 
ponies living outside of Wales be classified?” they answered: (i) “not as Welsh Mountain” 
(Reference 163: 3); (ii) “as a semi-feral Section A” (Reference 163: 4); (iii) “no difference, as 
Wales is subject to grazing rights of common lands” (Reference 163: 5); (iv) “Are there any?” 
(Reference 163: 11); (v) “I don’t think semi-feral Section A ponies exist outside of Wales” 
(Reference 163: 14); (vi) “don’t know, but Section A ponies living outside of Wales do not 
look like Welsh Section A.  The term ‘Section A’ covers a huge amount of ponies and some 
are not traditional Welsh Mountain ponies” (Reference 163: 16); (vii) “lowland ponies” 
(Reference 163: 21, 24); (viii) “semi-feral ponies living under fence should be classed as 
lowland ponies” (Reference 163: 26); (ix) “not usually a hill pony” (Reference 163: 27). 
 
“Once a pony is away from its native heath it can be neither feral nor semi-feral” unless it is 
living in a semi-feral situation (Reference 202).  A Section A ‘S’ pony that is placed into a 
semi-feral situation outside of the Pony Improvement Scheme is still a Welsh Mountain 
Section A semi-feral pony.  It could be reclassified by the WPCS as a ‘Section A ‘S – R’ pony’ 
and could then be described properly as a ‘Section A semi-feral removed pony’.   
 
A Section A ‘S’ pony that is removed from its native common of birth and placed into a non 
semi-feral situation is no longer a semi-feral pony, but is still a Welsh Mountain Section A 
pony: “Once it is Section A, it is Section A forever” (Reference 202).  Additionally, it will still 
retain its semi-feral breeding.  Therefore it too could be reclassified as ‘Section A ‘S– R’ pony’ 
and could then be described properly as a ‘Section A semi-feral removed pony’.  
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Whether genetic or environmental factors define the sub-population of interest is debatable.  It 
might be reasonably argued that all Section A ‘S – R’ breeding females aged four years and 
over should be taken into consideration when estimating the rare ‘at risk’ population of Welsh 
Mountain Section A ponies for the Rare Breeds Survival Trust (RBST) Watchlist.  The 
Watchlist is discussed separately within this report (Section 9.4).  Similarly, Section A ‘S – R’ 
stallions might be taken into consideration when estimating the status of this population.  If the 
definitions proposed within this scoping report are accepted by the WPCS, it will be possible to 
more easily identify the number and locations of Section A ‘S – R’ ponies that are living: (a) in 
Wales within a semi-feral conservation grazing situation; (b) outside of Wales within a semi-
feral conservation grazing situation.  Additionally, Section A ‘S – R’ ponies are likely to be 
preferentially sought after at auction by land managers who are setting up conservation grazing 
schemes if those managers are made aware of the designation on passports (Sections 14.6, 
14.12). 
 
 
5.4 The Welsh Mountain hill pony and hill-type pony 
 
 
5.4.1 Hill pony 
 
Many breeders of Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral ponies that are members of Pony 
Improvement Societies describe their ponies as ‘Welsh Mountain hill ponies’ (WMHP) or ‘hill 
ponies’.  The previous Veterinary surgeon (1963–2003) of the WPCS comments (Reference 
12): “The Welsh Mountain pony is a breed derived from ponies on mountains that were 
inspected originally in the latter part of the 19th century.  Original Section A’s were derived 
from the hill ponies, from ponies grazing on the hill.  Hill ponies are mountain ponies.  The 
term ‘hill pony’ has come into usage recently.  It must be emphasised that the hill pony and the 
mountain pony are one and the same.” 
 
“The term ‘hill pony’ has evolved” to describe “animals within Pony Improvement Societies” 
(Reference 273).  It appears to be a generic term that refers to ponies that survive and thrive on 
harsh, predominantly mountain, terrain, although the largest single group of registered semi-
feral ponies grazes on the salt marshes of the Gower Peninsula, at or near sea level.  These 
ponies “have lived on the hills, mountains, moorlands and the marshes of Wales for at least 
2000 years” (Reference 164).  “The term … has only come into general usage within the last 
10–15 years … because of the decreasing numbers of ponies on the hill, the increase in sheep 
on the hill, decreased grazing quotas and the interest by ordinary breeders in breeding ponies” 
(Reference 12).       
 
Hill ponies are characterised by their “extensive grazing” (Reference 201).  They are free-
ranging and develop more slowly in this environment, and are regarded by their owners as 
being exceptionally “hardy and independent.”  It is generally believed that “their action and 
temperament have been influenced by the harsh climate and rough terrain, which varies in 
many parts of Wales” (Reference 307).  “Grants from the HBLB have been used to enhance 
and preserve the true Welsh Mountain hill pony through the award of annual stallion and mare 
premiums as well as blood typing and DNA testing” (Reference 189).   
 
Section A ponies that graze less extensively and that graze predominantly in lowland regions 
of Wales are generally considered by semi-feral breeders to be less hardy than hill ponies.  
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Controversially, this belief is not shared by all members of the WPCS.  When Improvement 
Society breeders were asked, “What is a Section A lowland pony?” they suggested: (i) “a pony 
that is bred the same as any Section A pony, but lives at a lower altitude” (Reference 163: 4); 
(ii) “a Mountain pony not exceeding 12 hands in height, as defined in the stud-book” 
(Reference 163: 5); (iii) “a Welsh Mountain pony bred in the lowlands” (Reference 163: 11, 
21, 24, 25, 26); (iv) “a pony under 12 hands which has lost natural hardiness” (Reference 163: 
12); (v) “a pony living below 1000 feet or at sea level” (Reference 163: 13); (vi) “it is possible 
to have a semi-feral pony that is lowland” (Reference 163: 16); (vii) “a Welsh Mountain pony 
under 12 hands” (Reference 163: 14); (viii) “a pony not exceeding 12 hands” (Reference 163: 
20); (ix) “all Section A ponies have evolved from mountain ponies” (Reference 163: 2); (x) “a 
pony taken off the hill and reared ‘down country’” (Reference 163: 27).  The present WPCS 
Veterinary surgeon describes a Section A lowland pony as a “Section A pony not kept on a 
hill” (Reference 201).   
 
It has been pointed out that, traditionally, “some stallions which had enjoyed a pampered 
upbringing on lowland studs were not so successful in guarding their bands (of 15 to 20 upland 
mares), and for others the climate would be too harsh, but the majority, even if lowland bred, 
enjoyed their freedom and prospered amidst the haunts of their forefathers” (Reference 67 p. 
36).  A lowland breeder reported in a recent survey of hill ponies (Reference 128): “I thought 
that some of the (hill) yearlings were backward in comparison (with my private stud).  It was 
interesting that these youngsters caught up as they matured, … proving to be hardier, true 
native ponies that have consistently … won major shows, including  … the Royal Welsh.” 
 
When Pony Improvement Society breeders were asked, “What is a Section A hill pony?" they 
answered: (i) “a Welsh Mountain pony” (Reference 163: 3); (ii) “a Section A pony living at a 
higher altitude” (Reference 163: 4); (iii) “a pony on uplands areas owned by a breeder with 
commons grazing rights” (Reference 163: 5); (iv) “a pony bred in the uplands” (Reference 163: 
11); (v) “a Welsh Mountain pony that will thrive on hill pasture under all conditions” 
(Reference 163: 12); (vi) “a pony living at over 1000 feet; hardy and strong” (Reference 163: 
13); (vii) “has more bone and Welsh character” (Reference 163: 14); (viii) “a feral pony 
registered by WPCS” (Reference 163: 16); (ix) “a Section A pony possessing a greater degree 
of hardiness” (Reference 163: 17); (x) “a pony not exceeding 12 hands but of a hardy type” 
(Reference 163: 20); (xi) “a Welsh pony bred and kept / living on the hill” (Reference 163: 21, 
24, 26, 27); (xii) “a pony which will live on the hill all year” (Reference 163: 25).   
 
At the February 2006 meeting of Pony Improvement Societies, Secretaries suggested 
(Reference 162: 2): “A hill pony is a pony that is bred on the hill for at least two years.  
Lowland herds will not survive on the hill in winter.  Upland ponies learn how to survive.  For 
example, they point their rear ends towards a hedge.”  The WPCS Veterinary surgeon points 
out that hill ponies live on “extensive, low-grade, i.e. unimproved, grazing” and suggests 
(Reference 202): “If you want to put a mare back onto the hill … put her up there when she 
hasn’t got a foal, so that by the time she has a foal she will have adapted.  One of the reasons 
you can’t put them back up there is because they haven’t hefted.” 
 
When asked, “What are the special defining characteristics of hill herds?” breeders stated: (i) 
“knowing their own domain” (Reference 163: 2); (ii) “they stay within their own groups and 
areas” (Reference 163: 4); (iii) “hardiness, intelligence, i.e. they still have instincts for survival 
as a herd regarding weather, finding shelter, keeping together etc.  Roaming the hills keeps feet 
trimmed and weight correct” (Reference 163: 5); (iv) “hills herds have the same defining 
characteristics as a semi-feral Section A pony” (Reference 163: 6); (v) “they have the same 
characteristics that distinguish upland from lowland ponies” (Reference 163: 11); (vi) “bone, 
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general hardiness, sound feet, good coat and small ears (Reference 163: 12); they are strong 
and hardy” (Reference 163: 13); (vii) “they are hardy, generally shorter in leg, ears (to the) 
front” (Reference 163: 14); (viii) “ponies should be well-boned, with good feet and be able to 
live ‘off their teeth’” (Reference 163: 20); (ix) “they are ponies bred on the hills, under 12 
hands high with hill, hardy, characteristics” (Reference 163: 24); (x) “they are true to type and 
stay on the hill all year in their own herds” (Reference 163: 25); (xi) “they are wild or semi-
wild and live in a herd with their stallion, rather like hefted sheep” (Reference 163: 27). 
 
 
5.4.2 Hill-type pony 
 
Recently the expression ‘hill-type’ has been used interchangeably with the word ‘hill’ by some 
breeders, and also refers to the sub-population described as ‘registered semi-feral ponies’ of 
Pony Improvement Society members.  This description is perhaps a more useful generic name 
because it refers to a ‘type’ of pony that has been traditionally grazed on the Welsh uplands but 
that can also be found presently on some lowland commons where climate, topography and 
vegetation represent a harsh environment.  The description ‘hill-type’, referring to the Section 
A semi-feral pony, the foundation stock of the WPCS, was documented by the author in 2006 
(Reference 213).  However, in 2005 the WPCS Council stated, “there is no hill type pony” 
(Reference 388).  The underlying rationale for the Council perspective has not been 
determined. 
  
When asked, “What is a Section A hill-type pony?” breeders responded: (i) “it lives at a higher 
altitude” (Reference 163: 4); (ii) “it has all the characteristics of a Section A pony, a Section A 
lowland pony and a Section A hill pony” (Reference 163: 5); (iii) “sturdy, a good coat, good 
bone and hardy” (Reference 163: 12); (iv) “a pony living on poor grazing, withstanding severe 
weather conditions” (Reference 163: 13); (v) “it has more bone and Welsh character, exactly 
the same as a hill pony” (Reference 163: 14); (vi) “an unregistered pony, having the 
characteristics of a Section A pony” (Reference 163: 17); (vii) “a pony with good hill pony 
characteristics” (Reference 163: 21, 24); (viii) “a pony bred that can withstand hard conditions” 
(Reference 163: 26); (ix) “a wild pony living on the hill” (Reference 163: 27).  The WPCS 
Veterinary surgeon suggests that a hill-type pony is “kept on the hill in Wales to open 
common” (Reference 201).  The Pony Improvement Societies Secretary notes (Reference 304): 
“The hill-type pony should be defined differently to the lowland pony.  The upland pony or 
hill-type pony is a special type.  It can live on the hills all year round.”    
  
 
5.4.3 Llanrhidian Marsh ponies 
 
The Gower coastline experiences severe westerly weather whose winter harshness is consistent 
with that of the hills.  Some Gower ponies and their owners constitute one of the oldest pony 
societies.  A Llanrhidian Marsh Pony Improvement Society representative confirms that 
“hardiness” defines hill ponies, but makes a careful distinction between Llanrhidian Marsh 
ponies and those living in the uplands (Reference 163: 16):  “Marsh ponies are not a hill herd.  
Our ponies are marsh ponies.  They are unique.  I do not like to call them ‘hill-type’.  I prefer 
to call them marsh ponies.”  A hill-type pony is “a semi-feral pony that may be an upland or a 
lowland pony.  However, some ponies living on the hill are not, strictly speaking, semi-feral, 
because they live in a more controlled environment on the hill and are therefore still upland 
ponies but would not be capable, because of their characteristics, of living on our marsh.  One 
of the characteristics of semi-feral ponies is that they have a short leg, mainly between knee 
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and hoof, and have good thick bone.  Some lowland studs breed our type of stallion, stocky 
with good front, short legs and a hardy type.  We try to buy stallions that come from hills, but 
we also buy some lowland stallions.  The trouble is that some stallions don’t take to the 
marshes” (Reference 163: 16).   
 
 
5.5 Section A semi-feral ponies outside of the Pony 

Improvement Scheme 
 
 
Some Section A semi-feral ponies roam on their native heaths but are not within an official 
Pony Improvement Society, often because there are insufficient breeders to form a Society in 
accordance with WPCS regulations.  Other breeders of registered semi-feral ponies choose not 
to enter the Pony Improvement Scheme, although participation is to be encouraged because of 
the need to preserve all genetic stock.  If such semi-feral mares are covered by a premium 
stallion or by an ‘approved’ stallion, i.e. a stallion inspected by judges and approved as 
acceptable within the Pony Improvement Scheme, any progeny of that stallion may be 
submitted to the Pony Improvement Scheme judges for consideration for a premium.  Those 
foals obtaining such a premium are entitled to have their passports stamped with the suffix ‘F’ 
in a manner similar to that of premium foals within the Pony Improvement Scheme.  It should 
be noted that, in addition to premium foals, semi-feral non-premium foals by an approved 
stallion might properly be regarded by the WPCS as descending from the original genetic 
population defined by the RBST, and their passports and the stud-book and electronic register 
could be appropriately annotated with the ‘F’ designation.    
 
A Section A pony that was not born and bred on a common or hill within the Welsh Mountain 
Pony Improvement Scheme, or is not the progeny of a Pony Improvement Society-approved 
stallion, will not carry the suffix ‘F’ on the pony’s passport.  Such a pony’s passport cannot 
describe the pony as a Section A ‘F’ pony, even if the pony is registered with the WPCS, is 
gazing extensively on a recognised common or hill and leads a semi-feral existence.  Neither is 
such a pony an official member of the Welsh Mountain pony sub-population recognised as ‘at 
risk’ and ‘rare vulnerable’ (Sections 8.2, 9.4.3).  However, an undetermined number of herds 
and individual ponies outside of the official Scheme remain on commons in Wales, are 
properly described as Welsh Mountain Section A semi-feral ponies, and are representative of 
the ‘original’ genetic population as defined in this report.  Seven such herds were identified in 
a 1998–2000 survey (Section 10; Tables 12, 13).  Three have subsequently entered or re-
entered the Pony Improvement Scheme.    
 
Until recently, one such independent herd of 80 ponies grazed Pennard Common in Swansea 
(Reference 65).  As the breeder’s grazing rights could only be exercised on another lowland 
common, Fairwood, the breeder has been obliged, post CAP reform, to remove his ponies from 
Pennard Common and has now sold most of the herd.  Only 18 ponies of the bloodline remain 
on Fairwood Common, whose commoners formed one of the earliest Pony Improvement 
Societies in Wales.  This herd is presently outside of the Pony Improvement Scheme and the 
breeder is contemplating selling the remainder of the herd unless the NT can find use for some 
ponies within a conservation grazing scheme.  The breeder’s major concern with Fairwood 
Common is the danger posed by cars, a not atypical problem on several Welsh commons.  
These ponies were previously (2001) used by the NT in a conservation grazing scheme and 
were part of the sample used to create a Welsh Mountain pony breed profile (Reference 143; 
Table 33).  The herd was part of the Welsh Mountain pony Hill Survey of herds that were not 
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within the WPCS Pony Improvement Scheme, conducted between 1998 and 2000 (Table 12).  
According to the categorisation of ponies in that survey, this herd was originally described as 
‘feral’ or ‘unenclosed’ (Section 8.1.4). 
 
Another independent herd has been owned and managed since 1922 by the University of North 
Wales, Bangor, with assistance from a stockman, (Table 13).  Approximately 8–10 mares graze 
in the southern part of Coedydd Aber National Nature Reserve, which lies within the northern 
extremity of Snowdonia National Park, North Wales.  The reserve, an extensive glaciated 
valley of 2,210 hectares that is frequented by tourists, is within a Tir Gofal agreement managed 
by the CCW.  Ponies graze beyond 1000 feet (305 metres) for most of the year but, due to the 
grazing agreement, ponies cannot access the open mountain.  Part of the year ponies may graze 
on enclosed land at Llanfairfechan, outside of the park and adjacent to the village of 
Abergwyngregyn.  Incentive to encourage the University of Bangor to retain the herd 
indefinitely may be limited in view of the difficulty of meeting the Tir Gofal grazing 
prescription (Reference 157).  The CCW has offered to support the herd’s maintenance.  
 
The Fairwood and Coedydd Aber herds were originally affiliated to Pony Improvement 
Societies whose names have now been deleted from the stud-book (Reference 395; Appendix 6 
Nos. 37, 42).  However, both herds might be eligible for reinstatement, even under the 
restrictive grazing conditions prevailing at those locations. 
 
The importance of protecting once-registered herds from extinction should be recognised by 
the WPCS, the Pony Improvement Societies and the WAG because: 
 

1. They are WPCS-registered and semi-feral. 
 
2. They may contain important genetic stock through unique bloodlines. 

 
3. Semi-feral stallions might be required from these herds by Pony Improvement Society 

breeders. 
 

4. They graze extensively throughout the year and some may be available and suitable 
for new conservation grazing schemes. 

 
5. Breeders of some herds may be eligible to join a Pony Improvement Society or might 

be eligible to reform a Society or set up a Society. 
 
In attempting to protect from extinction such herds throughout Wales several strategies could 
be adopted: 
 

1. Wherever possible and appropriate, breeders should be encouraged to join a Pony 
Improvement Society. 

 
2. Where breeders are unable to join a Pony Improvement Society through ineligibility, 

e.g. due to insufficient numbers of breeders, the WPCS might recognise within a sub-
register Section A semi-feral ponies grazing on commons and other extensive areas 
which belong to these breeders.  This sub-register would indicate that these ponies are 
registered semi-feral ponies, to differentiate them from Section A non semi-feral 
ponies and from unregistered semi-feral ponies.  

 



 71

3. Consideration might be given to including all such herds or ponies within the sub-
population described as ‘rare vulnerable’ and ‘at risk’.  These ponies could be given 
the lower case designation ‘s’ for semi-feral on their passports and pedigree 
registration documents.  This would allow their recognition as semi-feral ponies on 
the ‘core register’ of the WPCS.  Although these ponies would not be participating in 
the WPCS Premium Scheme as it presently operates, a proposal to allow these ponies 
to be inspected and recognised as suitable semi-feral breeding stock should be 
considered. 

 
4. If proposals 2 and 3 above are unacceptable to the WPCS and Pony Improvement 

Societies, some other agreed designation could be adopted at the discretion of the 
WPCS to allow differentiation of these semi-feral ponies from non semi-feral ponies, 
and to allow these ponies to be recognised as part of the ‘rare’ and ‘vulnerable’ 
Section A semi-feral sub-population. 

 
 
5.6 The unregistered Welsh mountain semi-feral pony 
 
 
There are an undetermined number of unregistered semi-feral ponies in Wales that may be 
described collectively as ‘Welsh mountain ponies’ (Section 5.2).  Some purists would prefer to 
call these ponies collectively ‘Welsh mountain type’ but such a distinction exacerbates an 
already confused situation.  They must be easily distinguished from Welsh Mountain (Section 
A) ponies.  Two categories of unregistered Welsh mountain semi-feral pony may be identified, 
which are defined here as Category 1 and Category 2.  
 
 
5.6.1 Category 1 Welsh mountain pony  
 
These ponies have descended originally from pedigree stock, i.e. from Section A semi-feral 
ponies, but are not now recognised by the WPCS because “a number of breeders have not 
invested in registered Section A animals, owing to perceived poor financial benefits from 
doing so” (Reference 17).  Some of these ponies and, indeed, some small and even large herds, 
e.g. the Carneddau herds in Snowdonia, North Wales, may have been bred in isolation from 
other unregistered ponies over many years.  They may, or may not, retain a similar genetic 
constitution to that found within one or more Section A semi-feral bloodlines in 2006, although 
the pedigree information is currently uncertain or has been lost.  Some unregistered ponies / 
herds may, conversely, represent bloodlines that have remained relatively unaltered since at 
least 1902 and whose genome complement may not be found approximately or exactly in any 
other semi-feral herd within Wales.  These herds belong to possibly a small sub-population of 
semi-feral ponies that has remained both genetically and geographically isolated over a 
prolonged period.   
 
The Carneddau herds and other similarly categorised ponies are not currently eligible for either 
registration with the WPCS or for improvement premiums, although there may be some 
argument against maintaining this status quo indefinitely (Section 17).  In the absence of 
genetic fingerprinting, these animals are better defined as Welsh mountain ponies rather than 
Welsh Mountain ponies. 
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An undetermined proportion of the unregistered ponies currently owned and used by the CCW 
and other agencies involved in conservation grazing programmes within Wales may be best 
described as Category 1 Welsh mountain ponies (Section 16). 
 
 
5.6.2 Category 2 Welsh mountain pony 
  
Many unregistered ponies “are historically found on commons in South Wales, particularly on 
land bordering industrial areas” (Reference 189).  Many of these ponies have also descended 
originally from pedigree stock.  “Over the years many animals have been bred and retained on 
the commons with owners paying scant regard to bloodlines and the incentives of registering 
these ponies with the Welsh Pony & Cob Society.”  Consequently, “the pedigree information 
has long since been lost.”  These animals may or may not have been bred from stallions that 
retain the genetic make-up of the pure-bred Section A pony.  Although they often appear to 
have all of the characteristics of the Welsh Mountain pony, they are not eligible for registration 
or for improvement premiums.  In the absence of genetic fingerprinting, these animals are also 
better defined as Category 2 Welsh mountain ponies rather than Welsh Mountain ponies. 
 
Whether any unregistered ponies currently owned and used by the CCW and other agencies 
involved in conservation grazing programmes within Wales might be best described as 
Category 2 Welsh mountain ponies remains to be ascertained (Section 16). 
 
 
5.6.3 Other unregistered semi-feral ponies 
 
The remaining unregistered ponies and horses on commons are also of no known breeding and 
are unclassifiable (Reference 17; Section 5.2): “It is probable that some of the breeders who put 
out unregistered ‘Section A’ ponies also put out ‘scrub stallions’.  This might be in order to 
produce animals that are more suited to being sold as attractive-looking, coloured riding 
ponies” (Reference 17).  These ponies may not be properly described as Welsh Mountain 
ponies or as Welsh mountain ponies, but are better described as cross-bred ponies.  “These 
animals are, in the main, the ones that cause the greatest concern to welfare organisations” 
(Reference 189).  Often they are unsuited to living under semi-feral conditions and should not 
properly be defined as semi-feral (Section 21.9).   
 
 
5.6.4 Recognition of unregistered semi-feral ponies 
 
No unregistered Welsh mountain ponies / herds are recognised by the RBST as either a rare 
breed or as part of a rare breed sub-population.  These animals are, by definition, not registered 
by the WPCS and do not live on commons within the Pony Improvement Society Scheme 
(Section 8).  Generally, though not always, they will have no verifiable pedigree.   
 
An undetermined number of unregistered Welsh mountain ponies and cross-bred ponies live on 
commons within and without the Welsh national parks. 
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Section 6 

 
 

6. Differences between Section A semi feral ponies 
and other Section A ponies 

 
 
Differences between the rare breed sub-population described variously as ‘Section A semi-feral 
ponies’, ‘hill ponies’ or ‘hill-type ponies’ and the remainder of the Section A breed are the 
source of considerable, contentious but healthy debate.  However, the debate is not presently 
formalised, leading to considerable misunderstanding, which arises because of an inevitable 
failure throughout the literature to distinguish clearly between the genetically determined and 
environmentally determined characteristics of the semi-feral pony in Wales.  A further 
consequence of this failure is that there is no formal statement from the WPCS Council of what 
is special or unique about the semi-feral pony and whether these special attributes, if any can 
be unequivocally identified, are genetically and / or environmentally induced.  
 
One commentator suggests (Reference 3): “Lowland ponies developed along performance 
lines.  Upland ponies tend to be smaller, … with poor withers, short fronts and low tails, and 
with heavier bone, which means they do not stride out as well as those with sloping shoulders.  
Action is ‘up and down’ to cope with the surroundings.”  Upland ponies take longer to 
develop.  The commentator also suggests that the great improvement in quality of the hill 
ponies over the last half-century is apparent by comparing premium stallions of 1960 with 
those of 2005 (Reference 161 pp. 24–5). 
 
 
6.1 Geographical isolation of the Section A semi-feral pony 
 
 
A past Veterinary surgeon of the WPCS comments (Reference 12): “The Pony Improvement 
Societies have their own geographical territory.  Each Society talks about its own specific 
range of hills.”  Two distinguishable types of geographical isolation of the Section A semi-feral 
pony may be identified and defined: (1) Type 1; (2) Type 2. 
 
 
6.1.1 Type 1 geographical isolation 
 
‘Type 1 geographical isolation’ of the Section A semi-feral pony refers to any of four possible 
scenarios.  These scenarios may be defined as the extent of the geographical non-proximity of:  
 
Scenario 1: One Section A semi-feral breedline or pedigree herd to another Section A semi-

feral breedline or pedigree herd. 
 
Scenario 2: Two Section A semi-feral herds that represent the same breedline. 
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Scenario 3: Any Section A semi-feral breedline or pedigree herd to any unregistered semi-
feral bloodline or herd. 

 
Scenario 4: Any Section A semi-feral breedline or pedigree herd to any Section A non semi-

feral breedline or pedigree herd. 
 
‘Type 1 geographical isolation’ of unregistered Welsh mountain ponies may refer to Scenario 3 
and may also refer to the extent of the non-proximity of: 
 
Scenario 5: One unregistered semi-feral herd to another unregistered semi-feral herd from 

different genetic stock. 
 
Scenario 6: Two unregistered semi-feral herds from the same genetic stock.   
 
Scenario 7: Any unregistered herd to any Section A non semi-feral breedline or pedigree herd. 
 
The degree of herd isolation is relevant to any threat to a pedigree semi-feral herd posed by 
future equine diseases and by any competition for space and / or food.  In this context, 
additional strategies that might allow breedlines to remain relatively isolated and that might 
allow the setting up of geographically disparate duplicate herds for any breedline should be 
considered. 
 
 
6.1.2 Type 2 geographical isolation 
 
‘Type 2 geographical isolation’ refers to lack of physical proximity of a stallion from one 
pedigree breedline or from one unregistered bloodline to a mare or mares from another 
pedigree breedline or unregistered bloodline.  In this context, the absence of geographical 
isolation may lead to the mixing of genes between bloodlines, i.e. the loss of genetic isolation.   

 
Six relevant categories of Type 2 geographical isolation may be identified which could affect 
the semi-feral Welsh Mountain pony’s status.  
 
 
6.1.2.1 Category 1 geographical isolation 

 
‘Category 1 geographical isolation’ refers to the inability of a mare from a registered non semi-
feral stud or herd to come into physical contact with a stallion from a registered semi-feral 
herd.  For geographical isolation to be compromised, the semi-feral stallion would be 
purposefully placed in the same enclosure as a non semi-feral herd of mares.  It is extremely 
unlikely that a registered semi-feral stallion could accidentally come into physical contact with 
a registered non semi-feral mare unless, for example, the mare escaped from an enclosed field 
onto a common.  The practice of covering registered non semi-feral Section A mares with 
registered semi-feral stallions is acceptable within the WPCS and within the Pony 
Improvement Societies, although this practice rarely occurs at present.  Lowland non semi-feral 
breeders buy colt foals and sometimes filly foals from upland semi-feral breeders. 
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6.1.2.2 Category 2 geographical isolation 
 
‘Category 2 geographical isolation’ is isolation between two registered semi-feral herds, and 
refers to the inability of a mare from one registered semi-feral herd or bloodline to come into 
physical contact with a stallion from another registered semi-feral herd or bloodline.  For 
geographical isolation to be compromised, the semi-feral stallion belonging to one bloodline 
would be purposefully taken from its hill or common and placed on another hill or common 
where another herd or bloodline of registered mares lives.   
 
This practice is encouraged within the Pony Improvement Scheme under controlled conditions, 
i.e. a stallion might be loaned from a breeder within one Pony Improvement Society for use by 
a breeder in another Society.  This practice could, with careful planning, help maintain 
diversity within the sub-population and help minimise risks associated with inbreeding. 
 
Geographical isolation might be unintentionally compromised if several stallions within one 
Pony Improvement Society are running with their herds on an unenclosed common.  Although 
each herd is likely to be hefted to a particular area, ‘crossing over’ will sometimes occur, where 
a mare will leave the designated stallion and be covered by another, unintended stallion.  
 
 
6.1.2.3 Category 3 geographical isolation 
 
‘Category 3 geographical isolation’ refers to the inability of a mare from a registered semi-feral 
herd to come into physical contact with a stallion from a registered non semi-feral stud or herd.  
For geographical isolation to be compromised, the non semi-feral stallion would be 
purposefully placed onto the same common or hill as the semi-feral herd of mares.  It is 
unlikely, but theoretically possible, for example if the stallion escaped from inbye land, that a 
registered semi-feral mare could come into accidental physical contact with a registered non 
semi-feral stallion.   
 
The practice of using non semi-feral stallions cover semi-feral mares has been adopted by 
some, but apparently not by all, breeders within the Pony Improvement Societies.  Within the 
constraints of this scoping report the extent, positive effects and potentially negative 
consequences of this practice over the last century cannot be further examined.  However, it is 
evident that the practice would help maintain genetic diversity within the semi-feral sub-
population.  Conversely, genetic isolation of the semi-feral sub-population with respect to the 
whole Section A breed in Wales may be at least partially compromised. 
 
 
6.1.2.4 Category 4 geographical isolation 
 
‘Category 4 geographical isolation’ refers to the inability of a mare from a registered semi-feral 
herd to come into physical contact with an unregistered semi-feral stallion.  For geographical 
isolation to be compromised, the unregistered stallion would be purposefully placed onto the 
same common or hill as the semi-feral herd of registered mares.  This last scenario cannot 
occur within the Pony Improvement Society Scheme as unregistered, i.e. rogue, stallions are 
not allowed onto Scheme commons.  Unregistered and registered yearling, two-year-old and 
three-year-old colts are also excluded from all Scheme hills.  
 
Registered mares outside of the Scheme may be easily compromised.  The BBNPA ecologist 
has noted (Reference 17): “The breed (more specifically, the semi-feral sub-population)… 
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faces … extinction … through uncontrolled crossbreeding with unsuitable stallions.  These 
include so-called ‘scrub stallions’, i.e. other breeds of uncertain origin, of the wrong 
conformation and colour that frequently are put out on the open hill.”  
 
 
6.1.2.5 Category 5 geographical isolation 

 
‘Category 5 geographical isolation’ refers to the inability of a mare from an unregistered semi-
feral herd to come into physical contact with an unregistered semi-feral stallion from another 
herd or bloodline (Scenarios 5, 6).  For geographical isolation to be compromised either (i) two 
unregistered herds with their stallions may already share the same common or other extensive 
grazing area, or (ii) an unregistered, i.e. rogue, stallion may be purposefully placed onto the 
same common or hill as the unregistered semi-feral herd of mares. 
 
 
6.1.2.6 Category 6 geographical isolation 
 
‘Category 6 geographical isolation’ refers to the inability of a mare from an unregistered semi-
feral herd to come into physical contact with a registered semi-feral stallion.  A registered 
stallion would usually be purposefully placed onto the hill or common to cover the 
unregistered mares.  The aim of this practice will be to ‘improve’ the unregistered bloodline, as 
has potentially occurred recently in the cases of several unregistered herds of Welsh mountain 
ponies on the Carneddau (Section 17).  This practice may, in some circumstances, knowingly 
or unwittingly compromise the genetic integrity of unregistered stock by the sudden genetic 
erosion of a potentially valuable bloodline (Sections 17.4, 17.5).  
 
 
6.2 Genetic isolation of the Section A semi-feral pony 
 
 
Breeders who responded to the questionnaire defined ‘the hill pony pedigree’ as: (i) 
“bloodlines of the breeding” (Reference 163: 2); (ii) “registered with the WPCS” (Reference 
163: 3); (iii) “any pony that can be traced back as being line bred to a premium stallion” 
(Reference 163: 4); (iv) “I don’t think there is one” (Reference 163: 5); (v) “foals by premium 
stallions” (Reference 163: 6); (vi) “a registered, Section A, Welsh Mountain pony” (Reference 
163: 12, 17); (vii) “the foundation of all Welsh Section A ponies” (Reference 163: 13); (viii) 
“at least 5 generations (of a line) are known” (Reference 163: 14); (ix) “before the WPCS 
started registering Section A ponies the pedigree of this pony already existed” (Reference 163: 
16); (x) “parentage” (Reference 163: 20); (xi) “history of breeding” (Reference 163: 21, 24); 
(xii) “a hill pony pedigree will have premium sires” (Reference 163: 25); (xiii) “possible to 
trace back generations of the breed and the genes” (Reference 163: 26). 
 
 
6.2.1 Extent of the genetic isolation 
 
When asked what was the extent of the genetic isolation between lowland and upland herds, 
breeders replied: (i) “don’t know” (Reference 163: 5); (ii) “it is limited” (Reference 163: 6), 
(iii) “it is increasing” (Reference 163: 11); (iv) “the bloodline should remain true to type in hill 
ponies” (Reference 163: 12); (v) “a lowland pony is one living in enclosed fields.  These grow 
bigger and have less resistance to weather conditions and hence are more pampered” 
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(Reference 163: 13); (vi) “there are still lowland breeders, but not as many as in the past, who 
bring in hill bloodlines in order to maintain Welsh character” (Reference 163: 14); (vii) “little 
genetic isolation” (Reference 163: 20); (viii) “upland ponies live on the hills and are generally 
hardy” (Reference 163: 24); (ix) “upland herds retain the characteristics of the true Welsh 
Mountain pony” (Reference 163: 26); (x) “after several generations lowland ponies lose type” 
(Reference 163: 27). 
 
It might be reasonably argued that genetically there is little or no difference between upland 
ponies and other ponies within Section A.  “We are not too sure what went on before 1902” 
(Reference 202).  Since all present ponies are descended from the same genetic population that 
was defined when the stud-book was closed in 1960, all ponies will share many common 
ancestral characteristics.  Additionally, premium stallions are often selected from lowland studs 
outside of the Pony Improvement Scheme to run with hill-type mares (Reference 12): “Hill 
ponies originally descended from mountain pony stock but now we have had 10–15 
generations bred outside the hill.  The irony is that the Pony Improvement Societies have been 
buying and using lowland stallions to get premiums to go back onto the hill, so the lowland 
pony can’t be such a bad specimen after all.  The original population has changed location to a 
great extent.”  It has been further suggested, “present-day lowland stud bloodlines are based on 
hill families, and vice versa” (Reference 3) and that some lowland studs, e.g. the Ceulan 
bloodline, have produced premium stallions for hill herds for over 50 years.   
 
Although Section A semi-feral mares of one upland bloodline or one Pony Improvement 
Society are often geographically isolated from Section A semi-feral mares of another, some 
“lowland stallions haven’t been geographically isolated from the hill mares, because stallions 
are ‘brought in’” (Reference 202).  “I don’t think there are any hills of isolated Welsh 
Mountain ponies in Wales.  Genetic isolation doesn’t exist.  That’s been a problem.”  There has 
been another potential difficulty (Reference 202): “On our hill we had three stallions at one 
time.  The hill wasn’t five miles from one end to another.  And sometimes a stallion would 
drive a mare from his patch down to another stallion if he didn’t like her.”   
 
To what extent genetic isolation still exists within the semi-feral herds of the Pony 
Improvement Scheme could be determined partially by stud-book analyses.  Depending upon 
chosen stallions and the desired physical attributes of mares and stallions selected for, there 
may be discernible, even great, apparent and genotypic differences between semi-feral 
bloodlines and lowland bloodlines.  Many differences may not be immediately observable.  
Additionally, some semi-feral breeders have indicated that they have traditionally used only 
semi-feral stallions.  Furthermore, many lowland stallions used to cover semi-feral bloodlines 
are the progeny of semi-feral stallions and lowland mares.  In order to determine the origins of 
current, 2006, premium stallions, the identification of all semi-feral herd prefixes, past and 
present, is required, necessitating future research by the WPCS in collaboration with the Rare 
Breeds Survival Trust and Pony Improvement Societies. 
 
The pre-2004 Veterinary surgeon of the WPCS comments that the extent to which lowland and 
upland ponies are part of the same population could be traced by means of blood typing and 
DNA sampling of licensed stallions, which began about 30 years ago, but insists (Reference 
12): “You wouldn’t find a difference.  There is no genetic isolation between lowland and 
upland ponies.”  It is also suggested by that Veterinary that the present population of interest 
could be considered to extend to all registered, i.e. Section A, ponies anywhere and to 
unregistered ponies that resemble Welsh Mountain ponies according to ‘expert’ opinion.  
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Genetically, it might be argued that, the semi-feral pony is unique within the Section A breed if 
either of the following is occurring: 
 

1. The Pony Improvement Societies are preferentially selecting a ‘type’ of pony, which 
has specific physical characteristics that other Section A breeders might consider 
either less important or less desirable.  Some members of the WPCS hold this 
statement to be true. 

 
2. In order to define and encourage the most desirable mare and stallion characteristics 

of the Section A breed, the semi-feral sub-population is scrutinised annually by judges 
for breeding purposes.  The WPCS Premium Scheme for stallions, filly / colt foals and 
mares provides this extreme scrutiny, a precise examination that all within the WPCS 
appreciate and should respect. 

 
Whether the current genetic isolation of the registered semi-feral ponies is optimal must be 
considered.  “If you are attempting to conserve the genome that has evolved on the commons 
in response to specific environmental pressures, you must breed from within the commons and 
not introduce new variation from outside of the commons” (Reference 133).  If this assessment 
is accepted, the practice of selecting lowland stallions for premiums and allowing those 
stallions to run on commons with semi-feral mares may be questionable unless the stallions are 
the progeny of upland sires and dams.  
 
The number of non semi-feral stallions used to cover semi-feral herds throughout the history of 
the WPCS is unknown.  Whilst a comprehensive analysis of the origins of premium stallions is 
beyond the remit of this report, a partial, preliminary assessment of the 2005 premium stallions 
has been undertaken (Reference 390).  This reveals that at least 13 of 28 premium stallions 
(46%) derived from non semi-feral lowland studs outside of the Pony Improvement Scheme.  
“Every year some stallions come from the lowlands… but these stallions are of hill blood 
parentage.  Their antecedents came from hills or commons originally” (Reference 202).  
Interestingly, one observer has estimated that the current population of all Section A ponies, 
i.e. the entire breed, has derived originally from just four predominant stallion lines over the 
last century (Reference 3). 
 
A stud-book analysis of stallions that have been bred within lowland studs, and whose 
antecedents cannot be traced directly to bloodlines within the Pony Improvement Scheme since 
1902, would help indicate the extent to which purity of the semi-feral or ‘hill-type’ genome has 
been preserved within the current semi-feral sub-population.  Such an examination could offer 
some indication of the extent of any genetic erosion within this sub-population.  This analysis 
is particularly important in order to determine which stallions have been produced outside of 
Wales and have then been used to cover Improvement Society mares.  An appropriate strategy 
to protect the semi-feral sub-population’s bloodlines might then be more easily proposed.   
 
Colts are often born and / or bred outside of the commons, in lowland studs, to be reintroduced 
to the uplands upon maturity.  The cost to upland breeders of rearing colt foals from birth to 
maturity, away from the herd on inbye land, is prohibitive.  Presently, “insufficient colt foals 
have been kept on.  Lots of good colt foals are sold” from semi-feral herds (Reference 62).  
The cost (May 2006) of licensing any two-year-old colt through the WPCS is £100, including 
administration (£62) and DNA testing (£38).  Additionally, the required veterinary inspection 
costs approximately £50.  Alternatively, the cost of castration is minimally £70–80.  No costs 
of rearing stallions are presently supported by any Government aid scheme, forcing breeders to 
sell some colts that could become excellent breeding stock, effectively contributing towards 
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further possible  ‘genetic erosion’ (Reference 284) or ‘genetic asset stripping’ (References 1, 
412) of the semi-feral stallion population (Section 9.6.1).  New herds could be established on 
Welsh hills and commons, from which breeders might be persuaded to breed more colt foals to 
maturity.  More semi-feral stallions might then be available to Pony Improvement Societies for 
upland breeding programmes.  
 
When breeders were asked, “Has any DNA profile or other genetic analysis of any of your 
ponies or herds ever taken place?” they answered: (i) “none” (Reference 163: 2, 20); (ii) “the 
WPCS have some profiles” (Reference 163: 6); (iii) “yes, on a few ponies” (Reference 163: 8); 
(iv) “DNA profiling of all stallions and random profiling of fillies by the WPCS, to check 
pedigrees” (Reference 163: 11); (v) “yes, stallions when going for premiums” (Reference 163: 
12); (vi) “stallions are DNA tested” (Reference 163: 24); (vii) “we DNA stallions for licences 
and passports” (Reference 163: 25); (viii) “all our premium stallions are DNA tested” 
(Reference 163: 26); (ix) “all stallions have a DNA profile when they are licensed” (Reference 
163: 27). 
 
The purest bred semi-feral herds are likely to be those that have originated exclusively from 
stallions of other semi-feral herds that lived on commons and hills where scrub stallions have 
been habitually and consistently absent throughout the recordable history of the breed, i.e. for 
over a century.  Ironically, some unregistered breedlines, e.g. the Carneddau herds of 
Snowdonia, might contain some of the purest breeding.  “All semi-feral herds, including mares 
and stallions, should be DNA-sampled to determine the breeding group and how closely herds 
are related” (Reference 133).  Similarities and differences amongst registered breedlines may 
be more accurately identified and appreciated. 
 
 
6.3 Environmental effects on Section A semi-feral ponies 
 
 
It might be argued that some characteristics of the semi-feral sub-population – e.g. hardiness, 
thriftiness and disease resistance – have taken perhaps three thousand years to acquire but 
could be lost forever within perhaps three pony generations if the semi-feral pony is unable to 
live and breed in its native environment.  To what extent these desirable characteristics, which 
allow hill-type ponies to survive under extreme Welsh climatic and topographical conditions, 
are the consequence of natural selection supported by breeder improvement, and to what extent 
they are the consequence of environmental acclimatisation is unclear (Reference 402).  “Both 
environmental and climatic conditions have a great bearing on the type and this, coupled with 
selective breeding over many years, has (produced) a pony of outstanding quality.”   
 
It may be suggested, although evidence is largely anecdotal rather than empirical, that: 
 

1. Whilst stallions from more benign lowland locations can manage to run with mares on 
commons during June and July, those stallions may not be able to survive and thrive 
on extensive grazing alongside semi-feral mares throughout the year. 

 
2. Foals that are born and live on the hills and commons learn survival techniques from 

their mothers (Reference 12): “I don’t think the lowland pony would survive (on the 
hill) because it hasn’t been taught to put its head in the tussock.” 
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3. Mares that are not acclimatised from birth to graze upon specific mountain and 
moorland vegetation, or to negotiate specific terrain, may fail to seek out sparse winter 
grazing and may exhibit different grazing characteristics that could prejudice their 
capability to survive and also to graze vegetation optimally in support of biodiversity.   

 
The past Veterinary surgeon of the WPCS comments (Reference 12): “The lowland pony is … 
a lot more tender by virtue of the fact that it has been mollycoddled whereas, living in harsh 
conditions on the hill, there’s a ‘survival of the fittest’ element.”  However, the Veterinary also 
concedes that lots of lowland stallions live outside in winter without any fodder and notes: “It 
doesn’t happen so much these days, but in the 1990s a lot of hill breeders used to send their 
mares away to the lowland for the winter, ‘on tack’ as they call it.” 
 
 
6.4 A survival strategy for the ‘hill pony’ 
 
 
The WPCS stud-book provides many clues and invaluable insight that indicate what was 
special about the ‘hill ponies’ a century ago and what is special about this sub-population 
today.  However, there is less than uniformity of thought within the WPCS on which 
characteristics, either genetically or environmentally induced, are or should be unique to these 
ponies.  Persons connected with protecting and conserving the semi-feral herds particularly 
those closest to the ponies – the breeders and Premium Scheme judges supported by 
knowledgeable Veterinary surgeons – follow rigorous guidelines laid down by the WPCS a 
century ago.  However, to protect important genetic stock from extinction in 2006, it becomes 
imperative that all WPCS Council members fully appreciate, support and appropriately 
augment the aims of the Pony Improvement Society breeders.  Not to do so would suggest that 
the hill ponies are not special in any way and that to lose the upland herds would have no 
detrimental effect on the Section A breed or on the future of the Society.  Semi-feral breeders 
note (Reference 161 p. 8): “During the past 40 years it appears that any success we have had 
breeding Section A’s has come … through links with some of the best known hill studs in 
Wales – something we cannot afford to lose.” 
 
Due to increasing difficulties faced by most hill breeders and hill ponies, it becomes essential 
that all members of the WPCS Council determine that the semi-feral population will not 
become extinct, but will eventually expand on Welsh commons.  A clear strategy, defining 
actions over the next 20 years, is needed to protect Pony Improvement Society herds and the 
tradition of the WPCS.  Without unequivocal support from the WPCS Council for the semi-
feral breeders, this objective is unlikely to be achieved.   
 
Possible likely consequences within the near future of failure of the WPCS to vigorously 
support these herds are not necessarily mutually exclusive: 
 

1. Most remaining Pony Improvement Societies may cease to function. 
 
2. Registered semi-feral herds could disappear within one human generation from many 

commons where ponies have traditionally run, for reasons identified elsewhere in this 
report. 
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3. Section A ponies used for conservation grazing could be bred almost entirely by land 
management organisations that are not affiliated to the WPCS and where 
improvement of the breed is not a priority; 

 
4. The use of unregistered semi-feral ponies for biodiversity management will continue 

and increase if the perceived need for conservation grazing involving equines within 
the Welsh uplands and lowlands is realised. 

 
5. Some remote upland and coastal areas may not be managed optimally for biodiversity 

because insufficient hardy ponies will be available, necessitating the importing of 
other native and / or exotic pony breeds to accomplish the task 
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Section 7 

 
 

7. Pony Improvement Societies 
 
 
7.1 Establishment of Pony Improvement Societies in Wales and 

the Borders 
 
 
The first Pony Improvement Society was officially established in 1890 at Church Stretton.  
Hundreds of ponies ran on the Longmynd range of mountains – an area of approximately 70 
square miles, a plateau of mountain moorland rising to over 518 metres (1,700 feet) above sea 
level and intersected by valleys – on the Welsh border.  Additionally, Gower commoners were 
successful, in 1905, in forming a commoners’ association to protect the breeding of the Welsh 
Mountain pony (Section 13.1).  The Gower Union Pony Association was instrumental in 
establishing the premium award system for Mountain pony hill stallions (Reference 401 p. 3).  
  
The first round-up of ponies under the Church Stretton Pony Improvement Society’s 
management “was only partially successful, as many ponies broke away and others were drawn 
previously, but a beginning was made by the Committee rejecting several young stallions, 
which their owners promised to have altered…  It was clear, however, that new stock must be 
introduced…  So a successful appeal was made to local owners, some of whom provided a 
stallion each.  In all five were provided.  These were distributed under the care of members to 
separate runs on the hills” (References 351 p. xiv, 399).  The round-up and early efforts of that 
Society to remove “undesirable stallions” from the hills were described in detail.  Members of 
the Society were “requested to castrate all yearling colts intended to be returned to the hills” 
(Reference 351 p. xiv). 
 
 
7.2 Indiscriminate breeding: 1908 Commons Act 
 
 
At the beginning of the 20th century, because of an increasing possibility of indiscriminate 
intermixing of pedigree mares with non-pedigree, half-bred or nondescript stallions on 
commons, the risk of loss of fixed type of pony was increasing.  Despite successes of the early 
Societies, on many commons it became “extremely difficult to improve the breed of ponies in 
Wales and in other, adjacent parts” because there was “at present no rule governing the 
separation of the sexes.”  It was observed (Reference 351 p. xviii): “The fault is … in the 
careless treatment of herds of ponies, which are allowed to roam at will winter and summer, the 
herds being wild…  With a little care and trouble the breeding of ponies in Wales might be 
vastly improved to the great advantage of the tenant farmers and others.”  It was further stated 
(Reference 351 pp. xxiv, xxvi): “We should be legislating for the greatest good of the greatest 
number…  It is not right that any man who has the privilege of grazing on common land should 
exercise that privilege to the detriment of all his neighbours who have a similar privilege.”   
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Even at Church Stretton, “a few ignorant men … obstinately frustrated the efforts of (the) 
Society “ (Reference 351 p. xix).  It was noted (Reference 351 p. xxviii): “What we are anxious 
to secure … is that it shall be an illegal act for anyone to turn on the hills any undesirable, 
worthless sire to damage his neighbour’s stock.”     
 
Papers subsequently written by C. Coltman Rogers (Vice-president WPCS 1903–1904), O. 
Vivian (Gower Union Pony Association) and J. Hill (Longmynd Association, Church Stretton) 
entitled “Clearing the hills of Undesirable and Unsound stallions” persuaded Lord Carrington 
(President of the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries) to receive a deputation from the WPCS 
on 17th July 1906 (Reference 68).   
 
That deputation was led by Lord Kenyon (President, WPCS 1905–6) supported by Viscount 
Tredegar and The Earl of Powis (past Presidents, WPCS).  It also included Mr. V. Davies (MP 
for Cardiganshire), Mr. F. Edwards (MP for Radnorshire), Mr. C. Coltman Rogers (Chairman, 
Radnorshire County Council), Mr. M. Lloyd (High Sheriff, Carmarthenshire) Col. I. Herbert 
(MP), Mr. O. Vivian, Mr. Roberts (Church Stretton), Mr. Holland (Chief Constable, 
Montgomeryshire) and Mr. Loveden Pryse (Welsh National Agricultural Society).   
 
Considerable lobbying of the Board of Agriculture and the endeavour of Lord Carrington led to 
the introduction of the parliamentary Bill for ‘Clearing he Hills of Undesirable Stallions’ and 
the 1908 Commons Act (Reference 228).  The Act facilitated the setting up of Pony 
Improvement Societies (References 68 p.11–12 and 19, 307, 353 pp. xxi–xxii): “We may 
safely assert that, if there had been no Welsh Pony and Cob Society … no Commons Bill 
would have ever seen the light of day, or successfully passed into law…  By a general putting 
into operation the principles of the Commons Act only, shall we be able to keep up and 
improve our naturally excellent pony product.” 
 
The 1908 Commons Act regulated the turning out of entire animals onto commons, greatly 
reducing the possibility of ‘undesirable’ stallions of unacceptable breeding mixing with and 
covering semi-feral mares, particularly registered (Section A) mares.  “The persons for the time 
being entitled to turn out animals on a common at a meeting convened in a manner provided by 
the Act may, by a resolution passed by a majority … (a) Make, alter or revoke regulations for 
determining the times, if any, at which and the conditions under which … entire animals of any 
class or description or age specified in the regulation may be upon the common …” (Reference 
228 p. 189).  Only approved stallions could be turned out with the mares.  Stallion owners 
received a payment or ‘premium’. 
 
Registered breeders applied the Act’s principles and tried to improve, through judicious 
breeding, the quality of the semi-feral herds.  Church Stretton and Gower commoners 
implemented the Act within two years.  Improvement Societies: (i) established regulations and 
appointed officers to enforce them; (ii) turned out stallions onto their commons; (iii) removed, 
detained and disposed of unapproved animals from commons.   
 
In 1918 the Horse Breeding Act was also passed.  Subsequently, every breeding stallion, with 
the exceptions of native ponies running on their native heaths and thoroughbreds, which groups 
were not subject to common land regulations, had to be licensed annually by the Ministry of 
Agriculture following inspection by a Veterinary surgeon (Reference 307).  However, “the 
WPCS insisted that all stallions within the Pony Improvement Scheme had to be Veterinary 
inspected and licensed” (Reference 65).  In approximately 1920, rewards of five shillings were 
given to registered breeders to catch undesirable stallions on hills.  The Act was repealed in 
1934. 
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Whilst the Commons Act provides the means of ensuring that only approved stallions run with 
mares on commons, a majority of the commoners must, even now, agree to enforce the Act.  
For example, the BBNPA consulted with one of the Pony Improvement Societies within the 
national park between 2000 and 2003.  The BBNPA acted as “honest brokers, facilitators” 
(Reference 262).  In support of that Society’s efforts to maintain Section A semi-feral ponies 
on a common, graziers were “encouraged to exercise their grazing rights with registered 
Section A ponies, and at the same time clear the hill of scrub stallions” (Reference 17).  Even 
in 2006 scrub stallions, i.e. unregistered and unapproved stallions “can cause a degeneration in 
breed type and can have a disastrous effect on a herd of ponies” (Reference 400 p. 5). 
 
 
7.3 Active Pony Improvement Societies 2006 
 
 
Table 2:  Welsh Mountain Pony Improvement Societies active in 2006  
 
Table 2 notes: * = Applied for recognition as a Society at 11th April 
2006.  (References = 96, 160 pp. 4–5, 387.) 

 
Ref. no. Pony Improvement Society District 

1 Black Mountain Herefordshire, Powys 
2 Blaenavon Blaenau Gwent 
3 Brecon Beacons Powys 
4 Cefn Bryn Swansea 
5 Cefn Edmwnt Powys 
6 Dowlais Merthyr Tydfil 
7 Drum Neath Port Talbot 
8 Eppynt Hill Powys 
9 Gower Swansea 
10 Hergest Ridge Herefordshire, Powys 
11 Llanafan & Llanwrthwl Powys 
12 Llandefalle Powys 
13 Llandillo Graban & Rhullen Herefordshire, Powys 
14 Llangoed Powys 
15 Llangorse Hill Powys 
16 Llanrhidian Marsh Swansea 
17 Llynyfan & Gwynfe Carmarthenshire 
18 Mountain Hare Merthyr Tydfil 
19 Mynydd Trefil Ddu & Las Blaenau Gwent 
20 Penderyn Rhondda Cynon, Taff 
21 Pontlottyn Caerphilly 
22 Trefil Blaenau Gwent 
23 Troedmynydd Powys 
24 Twynywaun Merthyr Tydfil 
25 Vaynor Merthyr Tydfil 
26 Twyn y Rodyn* Merthyr Tydfil 
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Map 1:  Geographical locations of 25 active Pony Improvement Societies in 2006 
 

Map 1 note: This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey map data by permission of 
the Ordnance Survey.  © Crown Copyright 2001.  Superimposed triangles indicate 
approximate locations of Societies with reference to Administrative Unitary Authority 
boundaries.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There are currently 25 active Pony Improvement Societies, an increase of seven since 2000 
(Table 2; Map 1; Appendix 7).  Each Society consists of at least four breeders and several 
herds.  Ten Pony Improvement Societies (Appendix 5) no longer actively participate in the 
Pony Improvement Scheme, a source of concern to the WPCS.  The map demonstrates that all 
Societies are concentrated in South and mid Wales.  A Wales-wide distribution of registered 
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herds is most desirable, in order to conserve remaining bloodlines better, support conservation 
grazing programmes and minimise future epidemic effects. 
 
 
7.4 Pony Premiums 
 
 
“It is essential (in 2006) that the traditional hill breeding of the Welsh Mountain pony 
continues … to enable future generations to enjoy this legacy.”  However, the pony “faces ever 
increasing threats to survival on its native heath” (References 372 p. 1, 394).  To enable 
appreciation of the significance of stallion premiums to the survival of the Section A semi feral 
pony today, the history of the WPCS Premium Scheme warrants examination.   
 
To improve the breed, Board of Agriculture and Fisheries premiums were first awarded for top 
class stallions in 1909.  Breeders who tried to sell at auction filly foals produced by premium 
stallions were fined.  The WPCS Stallion Premium Scheme was initiated in 1912 to maintain a 
gene bank on the hills with minimum human interference.  Twenty-three £5 premiums were 
offered by the Board for Section A stallions “running out” on areas where the 1908 Commons 
Act was enforced.  Pioneers of this Scheme (References 68 p. 29, 355 p. xxi) were the local 
Improvement Societies at Church Stretton (8 premiums), Eppynt Forest (9 premiums), Gower 
Common (3 premiums) and Penybont (3 premiums).  By 1916, five Societies had received 
premiums (Reference 67 p. 29), when graduated premiums were introduced.    
 
From 1918 stallions had to be licensed annually by veterinary inspection in order to receive a 
premium.  Stallions needed to be free from diseases and defects –  “cataract, roaring, whistling, 
ringbone, sidebone, bone spavin, navicular disease, shivering, stringhalt, defective genital 
organs” – and certified “sound and suitable for breeding purposes” (Reference 379 p. 414).  
From 1922, the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries withdrew the premium grant but the 
Government’s War Office temporarily continued it.  In 1932, the War Office subsidy was 
withdrawn and many Pony Improvement Societies ceased to operate.  In 1934, however, the 
War Office was allocated a reduced grant, from £18,000 to £4,000, supported by a grant from 
the Racecourse Betting Control Board (Reference 67 pp. 29–34).  Fortunately, the Board 
continued to award premiums.   
 
Between 1960 and 1969, premium stallion judging was combined with the Glanusk one-day 
Horse Trials at Glanusk Park, Crickhowell, allowing judges to see all eligible stallions without 
having to travel throughout Wales.  Since 1969, judging has taken place at the Royal Welsh 
Showground, although the judging of Section A stallions is still referred to as the Glanusk 
Show. 
 
 
7.4.1 The Horserace Betting Levy Board 
 
The Horserace Betting Levy Board (HBLB) funding of breed societies began in 1962.  
However, along with other native ponies, the Welsh Mountain (Section A) pony has always 
been funded via the National Pony Society.  Grants to the WPCS and 12 other breed societies 
are made under Section 24(1)(a) of the Betting, Gaming and Lotteries Act 1963 to improve the 
breeds.  “In the 1990s, due to financial pressures, the Board decided that it would fund rare 
breeds of native horse and pony only” (Reference 71). 
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The grant for the Welsh Mountain (Section A) pony was stopped in 2000 as the HBLB grant 
for the then Welsh Mountain Hill Pony Improvement Scheme pony was withdrawn.  At that 
time, the breed was not recognised as ‘rare’.  However, in 2002, the WPCS successfully 
applied to the RBST for recognition of the Welsh Mountain (Section A) feral pony, which was 
subsequently placed in Category 3 – Vulnerable – of the RBST Watchlist (Reference 250).  
The grant for this pony was reinstated from 2002 onwards.  “The grants … support not only 
further improvements in quality and / or numbers where this is needed, but also … maintain the 
quality standards and numbers of animals …where further increases are not possible or not 
desirable” (Reference 167). 
 
The HBLB grant may only be used for one or more items designated by the Board (Appendix 
8).  Each year the WPCS makes proposals from the designated list for expenditure of that 
year’s anticipated grant.  The grant could, up to 2004, be used for: 
 

1. Stallion premiums.  
2. Super stallion premiums (awarded to champion stallions). 
3. Filly foal premiums. 
4. Colt foal premiums. 
5. Youngstock (fourth year mare) premiums. 
6. Judges’ expenses.  
7. Inspection facilities. 
8. Registration subsidies. 
9. Stud-book production.  

 
In 2004, in anticipation of the need to maximise support of the semi-feral sub-population and 
pony breeders, the WPCS requested that the HBLB grant also be used specifically to defray 
passport costs and for DNA testing.  On 29th November 2004, the HBLB wrote to the WPCS 
(Reference 5): “The (Welsh Pony and Cob) Society now sees a need to adjust the way the grant 
funding is used, from 2005–6 onwards, in the light of experience in the first three years of the 
plan.  Specifically, you indicated that the Society …would like to add additional items into the 
grant expenditure proposals for 2005–6 (and, it is assumed, years thereafter).  You mentioned 
passport costs and DNA testing specifically.  I confirm that adjustments can be made to the 
proposed future use of the grant subject to the Board’s approval of the adjustments.  To obtain 
this approval the Society will need to show the details of the proposed adjusted expenditure of 
the 2005–6 grant in its Annual Return to January 2005.  I confirm that DNA testing and 
subsidisation of registration costs are allowable items, and that the cost of passports may be 
included in the registration fee / subsidy for ponies registered by the Society from 2005 
onwards.” 
 
The grant is a direct incentive to Pony Improvement Society breeders and to breeders of 
Section A stallions.  Stallions are derived often, but not exclusively, from lowland studs and 
sometimes from upland studs outside of the Improvement Societies.  The aim is to encourage 
owners to breed high quality pure-bred animals.  Filly foals that are awarded premiums must 
remain on their commons within the Pony Improvement Scheme for four years in order for the 
breeder to receive the second part of a two-stage grant.   
 
The WPCS must supplement any HBLB grant with a contribution from its own funds 
equivalent to at least 20% of the grant, which contribution must also be used for the same 
HBLB approved items (Appendix 8).  If there is an additional need that cannot be funded from 
WPCS resources, the WPCS may apply for additional grant to extend or enhance the breed 
improvement programme (Reference 167 p. 5): “Extension means adding one or more 
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elements from the list of approved purposes to the programme.  Enhancement means increasing 
… the amount of money already devoted from the existing grant to one or more purposes in the 
approved list.” 
 
Societies may also apply for occasional increases “whenever they consider it necessary.”  
Because the pony is classed as a ‘rare’ breed, the WPCS may also “apply for funds for one-off 
special projects relevant to the protection, preservation and improvement of the breed.  Such 
projects may fall outside the approved list of purposes …” (Reference 167 p. 6). 
 
The Board will continue to fund the (Section A) semi feral pony until its closure date, 
September 2009 (Reference 71): “When the extension to 2009 was announced, the 
Government made it clear that it wished breed society funding to continue at least at its current 
level until the Board’s closure and beyond.  Following the Board’s closure, responsibility for 
breed society funding will be passed to whatever successor organisation fulfils the Board’s 
role; however, it is impossible to say what form the funding will take at this time.”   
 
“An independent review group is currently seeking to identify a sustainable and enforceable 
replacement mechanism …  This would aim to provide continued funding for key purposes 
such as the improvement of horseracing, the advancement of veterinary science and education, 
and the improvement of breeds of horses (thoroughbreds and rare native breeds)” (Reference 
281 p. 23). 
 
The grant originally requested by the WPCS from the HBLB for the initially anticipated 
duration of the Premium Scheme (2002–2006) is indicated below (Table 3; Reference 372). 
 
 
Table 3:  Original funding requested (£) by the WPCS from the HBLB for 2002–6 
 

Table 3 notes: The amount of £1,000 in 2005 for four-year-old premium mares 
would not have applied because filly foals within this Scheme in 2002 would 
have been only three years old in 2005. 

 
Purpose of grant 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Stallion premium 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 3,000 
Stallion super premium 750 750 750 750 750 
Filly foal premium  1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 
Four-year-old premium - - - 1,000 1,000 
Judges’ expenses 450 450 450 450 450 
Total request for funding 5,200 5,200 5,200 6,200 6,200 
20% Match Funding by WPCS 1,040 1,040 1,040 1,240 1,240 

Total available funding 6,240 6,240 6,240 7,440 7,440 
 
 
As the Scheme has progressed, the WPCS has adjusted annually its proposed use of the HBLB 
grant to take into consideration developing and changing needs.  Annual returns are submitted 
by the WPCS to the HBLB each January, detailing expenditure for the previous year and 
proposed use of anticipated funding for the current year (Tables 4, 5; Reference 72). 
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Between 2002 and 2004, the HBLB awarded the WPCS £5,200 (2002), £5,350 (2003) and 
£5,500 (2004).  In 2002 and 2003, no grant was carried forward as unspent.  In 2004, £730 
unspent grant was carried forward to 2005. 
 
In 2005, the last year when details of all expenditure are available, the HBLB awarded a total 
of £159,000 to 13 breed societies.  The WPCS received £5,650, approximately 46% of the 
average grant awarded (Table 4).  The WPCS allocated an additional amount of £1,130 
towards the Pony Improvement Scheme, equivalent to 20% of the HBLB grant, which is the 
minimum amount of match funding that must be allocated.  This was composed of exactly 
similar contributions of £565, equivalent to 10% of the HBLB grant, from (a) the Hill 
Preservation Society (HPS) and (b) the Glanusk Show organisers, towards stallion premiums 
awarded at the show.  These organisations represent the only available, renewable, annual 
funding sources for Pony Improvement Societies and breeders within the WPCS Scheme.   
 
 
Table 4:  Adjusted Premium Scheme expenditure (£) proposed by the WPCS to the 

HBLB 2002–6 
 

Table 4 notes: This table is based upon statistics provided by the HBLB.  * = An 
amount of £230 was added to the available funds. 

 
Purpose of grant 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 

Stallion premium 3,000 3,250 4,250 3,750 3,500
Stallion super premium 750 - - - 750
Foal premium  1,000 750 1,000 1,500 1,500
Youngstock premium - - - 650 650
Judges’ expenses 450 100 - 200 250
Inspection facilities - 500 700 300 500
Registration subsidies - - 650 560 570
Subsidised feral foals - 820 - - -
Stud-book - - - - -
DNA collection / testing - - - 550 -
Seminars - 800 - - -
Newsletters - 100 - - -
Photographs - 100 - - -
For items not on original proposed list 1,040 - - - -
To be carried forward to next year - - - - 250
Total proposed expenditure 6,240 6,420 6,600 7,510 7,970
Proposed HBLB grant 5,200 5,350 5,500 5,650 5,800
20% Match Funding by WPCS 1,040 1,070 1,100 1,130 1,160
Brought forward from previous year - - - 730 1,010
Additional amount brought forward * 230  

Total available funds 6,240 6,420 6,830 7,510 7,970
 
 
Total available funding for 2005 was, therefore, £6,780 plus £730 brought forward from 2004, 
amounting to £7,510 (Table 4).  This was partially dispersed in providing altogether 61 pony 
premiums (Tables 6, 7, 9, 10). 
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In 2006, the HBLB committed £172,000, an 8% increase on 2005, to 13 breed societies.  All 
13 grants were increased by 2.5% and “additional increases were awarded to the Dartmoor 
Pony Society, the Exmoor Pony Society and the Irish Draft Horse Society (GB) to enhance 
their breed improvement programmes,” and “to the Hackney Horse Society to initiate support 
of the Hackney pony” (Reference 249: 2).  The WPCS received £5,800, approximately 44% of 
the average grant awarded, 2% less than in 2005.  The WPCS is allocating a further amount of 
£1,160, equivalent to 20% of the 2006 HBLB grant.  Total available funding for 2006 is, 
therefore, £6,960 plus £1,010 brought forward from 2005, amounting to £7,970.   
 
 
Table 5:  Actual Premium Scheme expenditure (£) by the WPCS indicated to the HBLB 

2002–5 
 
Table 5 notes: It has not been possible to relate this table to the actual and 
corresponding number of stallion, foal and youngstock premiums awarded each 
year, which are given in Tables 6, 7, 8, 9 and 10 below (Sections 7.4.3, 7.4.5), 
and which remit is beyond the brief of this scoping report.  Inspection facilities 
include: (a) Glanusk Show, believed to have been £500 per annum, and (b) 
Brecon Market, believed to have been £50 per annum for 2002–5, which 
statistics are inconsistent with this table.  It is believed that, for 2002–4, the 
amounts for the stallion premiums in this table include amounts awarded for 
stallion super premiums (Reference 275).     
 

Purpose of grant (£) 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Stallion premium 3,250 4,050 3,250 2,500 
Stallion super premium - - - 750 
Foal premium  750 750 1,150 1,100 
Youngstock premium - - - - 
Judges’ expenses 100 100 200 250 
Inspection facilities 300 500 300 500 
Registration subsidies - - 1,000 
Subsidised foals 1,640 820 1,200 - 
Stud-book - - - 400 
DNA collection - - - - 
Seminars - - - - 
Newsletters 100 100 - - 
Photographs 100 100 - - 

Total expenditure 6,240 6,420 6,100 6,500 
Carried forward for next year’s premiums - - 730 1,010 

Total actual expenditure 6,240 6,420 6,830 7,510 
 
 
In 2006, for the first time since the latest Scheme began, youngstock premiums will be 
awarded upon satisfactory inspection to four-year-old mares within the Scheme, i.e. to filly 
foals born in 2002 and awarded premiums in that year.  The awarding of some premiums to 
youngstock (animals aged one–three years) is allowable under the Scheme and is here 
recommended.  The HBLB welcomes the immediate use of available funds.     
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Under these circumstances, the identification of additional funding to expand and extend the 
Premium Scheme would seem to be essential, including:  
 

1. Possible increased funding by the HBLB. 
2. Possible funding from other outside agencies and trusts, including Government. 
3. Possible funding directly from the WPCS. 

 
Expansion of the Premium Scheme could support in the first instance, (i) Improvement Society 
colts, to be assessed at two years of age, (ii) Improvement Society mares, to be assessed every 
five years during the breeding period (Reference 201). 
 
An application to the HBLB for one-off research funding of the breed sub-population appears 
not to have been yet considered by WPCS.  This proposal would now seem to be appropriate in 
view of the urgent need for anecdotal an empirical information about the breed.  For example, 
little information has hitherto been published on the grazing characteristics or genetic 
characteristics of the breed sub-population under threat and defined as ‘rare vulnerable’ by the 
RBST.  These and other possible extension projects and research that would merit 
consideration under the HBLB Scheme are discussed elsewhere within this report (Sections 
23.5.3, 23.23.2; Appendix 8). 
 
 
7.4.2 Organisation of the Welsh Mountain Pony Improvement Scheme 
 
Pony Improvement Societies work with the WPCS, which administers the Welsh Mountain 
Pony Improvement Scheme, and are regulated by the WPCS.  Two relevant aims of the WPCS 
are defined in its Memorandum of Association (References 306, 358): “To operate a scheme 
for the award of premiums to stallions and brood mares with a view to improving the standard 
of the Welsh breeds …” and “to encourage the formation of Pony Improvement Societies 
which are to be established for exclusively charitable purposes in order to improve the Welsh 
breeds and to demonstrate the value of using premium stallions and of selective breeding by 
eliminating inferior colts and stallions from stud use.”  All members of Pony Improvement 
Societies are legally responsible for their own animals but must be members of the WPCS.  
The WPCS can act where any rule (see below) is contravened.  All members’ youngstock, 
mares and stallions are registered with the WPCS and carry a passport. 
 
The WPCS has identified the overall aims of the Scheme (Reference 372): 
 

1. To maintain the feral pony (referred to as the semi-feral pony within this scoping 
report), provide up to date knowledge on feral pony genetics and link this knowledge 
to the pony’s marketability.  

 
2. Through the sharing of information and DNA testing, “the studs will provide national 

and international access with recognised traceability.” 
 

3. A greater understanding will enable Pony Improvement Society members “to breed 
quality rather than quantity.” 

 
The WPCS has also stated (Reference 372): 
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1. “For this project to succeed it requires the sharing of information between studs in 
relation to the improvement of a gene pool for the Welsh feral pony and the creation 
of awareness to those not presently participating.” 

 
2. “Natural selection conserves the breed characteristics, one of which is the height of 

the feral pony, which enables lowland breeders to access these important bloodlines.” 
 

3. “As time passes, the information obtained will be intermingled, providing a stronger 
gene pool, highlighting the best families within the herds to produce hardy Welsh feral 
ponies for the future.” 

 
The WPCS has laid down guidelines under which the Pony Improvement Scheme operates 
(References 384, 396): 
 

1. Pony Improvement Societies must apply the conditions and requirements of the 
Common Lands Act and the Commons and Enclosures Act, “particularly in 
connection with the clearance of scrub stallions” (References 384, 396).  

 
2. No yearling colts must run on the hill.   

 
3. Hill stewards must ensure that only pony owners with grazing rights graze ponies on 

the hills and commons.     
 

4. Commons may be randomly inspected by the WPCS, to ensure compliance.   
 

5. When asked, “Within your Pony Improvement Society how many unregistered 
females would be classed as Section A?” breeders answered “none” or “not 
applicable” (Reference 163: 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 11, 12, 13, 14, 13, 16, 17, 20, 21, 24, 25, 26).  
All Improvement Society ponies must be registered as Section A and passported by 
the WPCS (Reference 163: 27). 

 
6. Society committees must be responsible for the selection and hire, lease, loan or 

purchase of Welsh Mountain (Section A) pony stallions that hold a licence and 
veterinary certificate issued by the WPCS. 

 
7. Societies must summit a census form annually to the WPCS.  This details the number, 

sex and age of all ponies within each Improvement Society.  However, hill stewards 
are not required to provide the WPCS with an annual listing of ponies present on these 
commons or those with grazing rights.    

 
8. Two official WPCS judges award premiums annually to selected Section A pony 

stallions that are presented by the Societies.  The WPCS funds the cost of judging.  
Judges place entered stallions in order of merit. 

 
9. In awarding premiums the judges are guided by “the standard of type as laid down in 

the Society’s (WPCS) stud-book” and take into consideration the physical condition 
of presented stallions. 

 
10. From 2001, all stallions awarded premiums have had mane samples taken for DNA 

typing immediately after the premium classes, unless previous DNA typing has 
occurred.  The WPCS funds the cost of DNA testing kits.  The WPCS honorary 
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Veterinary surgeon takes samples without charge but a stallion owner can ask his own 
Veterinary surgeon to carry out the test, at the owner’s expense. 

 
11. A premium is paid by the WPCS upon receipt of a certificate from the Pony 

Improvement Societies Secretary confirming, “that the stallion in question has run on 
the hill or common in accordance with the conditions of the Scheme.” 

 
12. Improvement Societies must ensure that premium stallions run the hills or commons 

“in respect of which premiums are awarded.”  
 

13. Societies may, subject to approval by the WPCS Council, “be allowed to run their 
stallions under fence,” i.e. on inbye land. 

 
This ruling might be considered controversial, since the premise of the Scheme is that, 
as has occurred historically, herds run on extensive open grazing on commons. 

 
14. The colour and markings of all foals derived from premium stallions are electronically 

scanned directly onto the animal’s passport. 
 
15. The object of the Premium Award Scheme is improvement of the breed. 

 
Due to recent welfare concerns about Welsh Mountain ponies in Wales, additional 
recommendations have been made by the Pony Improvement Societies Secretary and approved 
by the WPCS Council: 
 

1. Animal Welfare Officers that are selected by the WPCS must inform Improvement 
Society members of any pony that does not meet the required welfare standard.  
“Notice of removal from the hill or common will be given to the member 
immediately.” 

 
2. All Improvement Society members’ foals must be taken off the common by 31st 

October each year. 
 

3. A recommended worming programme must be administered. 
 
 
7.4.3 Premium stallion awards 2002–6 
 
 
Table 6:  Number of Welsh Mountain pony premium stallions 2002–6  
 

Year Year of premium No. of stallions Premium value 
(£) 

Total cost 
(£) 

2002 1st (any age of stallion) 24 60 1,440 
2003 2nd (any age of stallion) 33 100 3,300 
2004 3rd (any age of stallion) 26 100 2,600 
2005 4th (any age of stallion) 29 100 2,900 
2006 5th (any age of stallion) 35 100 3,500 

2002–6 Total (1st–5th) 147 - £13,740 
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Stallions that are not awarded premiums can still run on the commons.  However, the Premium 
Stallion Scheme is crucial to the survival of the Section A semi-feral sub-population on 
commons within the WPCS Improvement Scheme.  Stallions of any age, up to a recommended 
age of 16 years, are eligible to be inspected for a premium award.  Between 2002 and 2006, 
147 stallions (average = 29.4 stallions annually) received premiums (Table 6; References 372, 
378, 381, 383, 390, 398) and 50 stallions (10 stallions annually), the finest of the premium 
stallions, received super premiums (Table 7; References 372, 391). 
 
 
Table 7:  Number of Welsh Mountain pony super premium stallions 2002–6 
 

Year Year of premium No. of stallions Premium value 
(£) 

Total cost 
(£) 

2002 1st 10 50 500 
2003 2nd 10 75 750 
2004 3rd 10 75 750 
2005 4th 10 75 750 
2006 5th 10 75 750 

2002–6 Total (1st–5th) 50 - £3,500 
 
 
The inspection of stallions took place in 2006, as in earlier years, at the Glanusk Stallion Show 
at the beginning May.  Stallions that are certified as being suitable to breed with the pedigree 
mares receive premiums.  These stallions are then ‘turned out’ and allowed to run with the 
herds on the commons between 31st May and 31st July. 
 
 
7.4.4 Premium stallion awards 1995–2001 
 
 
Table 8:  Number of Welsh Mountain pony premium stallions 1995–2001 
 

Year Year of premium No. of stallions Premium value  
(£) 

Total cost 
(£) 

1995 (any age of stallion) 35 60 2.100 
1996 (any age of stallion) 34 60 2,040 
1997 (any age of stallion) 42 60 2,520 
1998 (any age of stallion) 35 60 2,100 
1999 (any age of stallion) 30 60 1,800 
2000 (any age of stallion) 28 60 1,680 
2001 (any age of stallion) 28 60 1,680 

1995–2001 Total 232 - £13,920 
  
 
The number of stallion premiums awarded by the WPCS between 1995 and 2001, the seven-
year period prior to the latest HBLB Pony Improvement Scheme (Table 8; References 353, 
362, 365, 366, 367, 369, 371), may be compared with those awarded so far during the latest 
Scheme.  Between 1995 and 2001, 232 stallions (average = 33.1 stallions annually) received 
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premiums.  On average, approximately four fewer stallion premiums were awarded each year 
between 2002 and 2005 compared with 1995–2001. 
 
 
7.4.5 Premium filly foal and colt foal awards 2002–2006 
 
The Premium Filly Scheme was introduced in 2002 (References 161 p. 4, 372, 377).  Pony 
Improvement Society members nominate filly foals to the WPCS, usually by the beginning of 
September and “arrangements will then be made for the Inspectors to visit the appropriate 
Improvement Societies to inspect the filly foals.  The fillies  … must have been sired by 
stallions that had been awarded premiums or approved at the Glanusk Stallion Show” 
(Reference 272).   
 
Altogether 72 filly foals were awarded premiums (average = 18 annually) each year between 
2002 and 2005 (Table 9; References 135, 160 p. 17, 372).  In 2006, approximately 40 
premiums are theoretically on offer, 20 premiums for first year foals and 20 for four-year-old 
mares that were premium first year filly foals when the Scheme began in 2002.  However, 
because only 13 filly foals were awarded premiums in 2002, it is expected that 13 premiums 
will be awarded to fourth year mares.  One purpose of a premium for mares that were filly 
foals four years earlier is to encourage breeders to retain, rather than sell, filly foals and to 
increase the sizes of pedigree herds within the grazing constraints of registered commons and 
the Pony Improvement Scheme. 
 
 
Table 9:  Number of Welsh Mountain pony premium filly foals and fourth year mares 

2002–6 
 
Table 9 notes: * = 2006 mares are to be inspected in autumn 2006.  In 2006, it is expected 
that 13 premiums will be awarded to fourth year mares that were first year filly foals in 2002.  
** = 2006 1st year filly foals are to be inspected in December 2006. 
*13* = Because the full quota of premiums was not awarded in 2002, each of the 13 awards 
was enhanced by refunding the £20 WPCS registration fee of each premium filly foal.  The 
additional cost of this was 13 x £20 = £260 and was paid from the total available grant. 

 
Year Age of pony No. of foals Premium value 

(£) 
Total cost 

(£) 
2002 1st year filly foals *13* 50 650 
2003 1st year filly foals 15 50 750 
2004 1st year filly foals 22 50 1,100 
2005 1st year filly foals  22 50 1,100 
2006 1st year filly foals  ** 50 ** 
2006 4th year mares (youngstock)  * 50 * 

2002–5 Total filly foals 72 - £3,600 
 
 
From 2002, by agreement with the Improvement Societies, all nominated filly foals have been 
inspected in early December by two judges at a single location, Brecon Market in Brecon.  This 
gathering minimises costs of inspections and provides an occasion to publicise the breed.  It 
should be noted that such an arrangement could disadvantage breeders who are unable to attend 
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in Brecon.  Two consequences are: (1) some excellent foals may not achieve premium status; 
(2) foals without premium status have no indication on their passports that they are part of the 
semi-feral (presently called ‘feral’) population. 
 
All reasonable efforts are employed to encourage eligible breeders of registered semi-feral 
ponies on commons to join or form Pony Improvement Societies.  One breeder of Section A 
semi-feral ponies who does not belong to any Improvement Society believes that the Premium 
Scheme in its entirety would not suit his herd.  Eighteen ponies graze on Fairwood Common in 
Swansea, whose commoners formed one of the earliest Improvement Societies.  The breeder 
argues that his ponies are “feral” and that if foals are handled they could not then be easily 
turned back out and might be rejected by the herd.  The breeder would prefer an inspection on 
the common (Reference 2).  Unfortunately, a single breeder cannot presently qualify for 
Improvement Society status.  Under the conditions of eligibility, four breeders – Chairperson, 
Secretary, Treasurer and Hill Steward – are needed to form a Society.  However, where this 
condition cannot be met, a breeder is entitled to take a stallion to the Glanusk Stallion Show for 
approval and, if the stallion is approved, the filly and colt foal progeny of that stallion are 
eligible to qualify for future premiums. 
 
In 2003, the WPCS also introduced a Premium Scheme for colt foals (Table 10; References 
160 p. 17, 372).  So far, few colts have been presented for inspection at Brecon Market each 
December.  Only one premium has been awarded, in 2004 (Table 10).  This statistic could 
indicate: (i) that there has been a shortage of suitable colt foals produced within the WPCS 
Pony Improvement Scheme, perhaps because of a concern to avoid inbreeding; (ii) the cost of 
rearing semi-feral colt foals exceeds the potential reward to breeders.  Nevertheless, the 
Scheme is to be encouraged.   
 
It is anticipated by the WPCS that youngstock might be able to receive premiums upon 
inspection within the near future, if sufficient funding is available.   
 
 
Table 10:  Number of Welsh Mountain pony premium colt foals 2002–6 
 

Table 10 notes: * = 2006 colt foals are to be inspected in December 2006.   
 
Year Age of pony No. of foals Premium value 

(£) 
Total cost 

(£) 
2002 1st year colt foals - Unavailable - 
2003 1st year colt foals 0 £50 0 
2004 1st year colt foals 1 £50 £50 
2005 1st year colt foals  0 £50 0 
2006 1st year colt foals * £50 * 

  
 
7.4.6 The Hill Preservation Society 
 
The Hill Preservation Society (HPS) was formally constituted in 1999 by Mr. and Mrs. C. 
Evans.  The HPS Committee, which also includes the WPCS 2005 President and the Pony 
Improvement Societies Chairman, aims to eventually establish a trust fund of minimally 
£75,000, under the trusteeship of the WPCS, that may be needed to prevent any crisis if, at any 
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future date, a premium grant cannot be offered by the HBLB.  The HPS contributes an amount 
annually (£565 in 2005) towards the stallion premiums at the Glanusk Show, to encourage 
breeders to run stallions on the hills (Reference 110): “We have been giving a grant since about 
2000.”  This donation matches that of the Glanusk Show organisers. 
 
The HPS notes that today fewer farmer-breeders keep hill ponies.  The HPS would like to see 
the filly foal premiums increased to support 40 foals, not 20 foals as is presently the case, to 
encourage more hill foals to be kept.  In 2006, it was anticipated that this might begin to 
happen.  “Not every breeder has common rights to keep ponies on the hill.  If a family doesn’t 
want to keep hill ponies, then there are fewer ponies.  If people lose interest, we end up with 
scrub ponies.  I would like the hill ponies to be kept on the hills forever because their grazing 
helps the hills” (Reference 110). 
 
 
7.5 Support for registered breeders beyond the Pony 

Improvement Scheme 
 
 
Almost all Improvement Societies indicated, through their recent questionnaire responses, their 
awareness of the WPCS stallion and filly foal Premium Schemes on registered hills.  When 
asked (Appendix 9), “What additional support would you like to see?” most breeders either 
answered “none” (References 15, 163: 4) or did not answer (Reference 163: 3, 5, 8, 10, 12, 13, 
14, 17, 20, 25).  However, one Improvement Society requested “equine seminars on equine 
health and husbandry for young breeders” (Reference 163: 6).  Another suggested, “education, 
especially of potential new owners moving out of cities to ‘desirable’ hill farms” (Reference 
163: 11).  Two Societies wanted “support to keep breeding hill ponies in their natural habitat” 
(Reference 163: 21, 24).  One wanted “more funding for feral ponies” (Reference 163: 26). 
 
When asked, “Which (agri-environment) schemes do you participate in?” no Society indicated 
any participation, whereas several Societies indicated no participation (Reference 163: 2, 8, 12, 
14, 15).  Many Societies reported that their breeders receive no other grant or incentive apart 
from participation in the WPCS Premium Scheme (Reference 163: 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 
14, 15,17, 21, 24, 27). 
 
 
7.6 The desirability of the WPCS Pony Improvement Scheme 
 
 
Since the British Foot and Mouth epidemic, some Welsh mountains remain without sheep, 
allowing semi-feral ponies to be reintroduced onto some ungrazed hills and commons.  The 
Premium Scheme helps to maintain the Section A semi-feral pony on some Welsh hills.  Many 
breeders of Section A non semi-feral ponies obtain mares from the hill “for new bloodlines to 
maintain hardiness and character” (Reference 372).  It has been stated that Pony Improvement 
Society members “are the ‘keepers’ of the breed in terms of its genetic integrity and it is to 
them on the whole that breeders from further afield and overseas come when they require a 
good quality animal from which to breed” (Reference 17).  Unfortunately, the export market 
for semi-feral ponies is threatened by an uncertain future for breeders.  
 
Pony Improvement Society breeders and many non semi-feral registered breeders believe that, 
unless the decline in numbers of Section A semi-feral ponies is halted, the original ‘feral’ pony, 
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as described by the WPCS stud-book, will become extinct.  “It is therefore imperative to 
pursue the proper management of these ponies on the hills” (Reference 372).  The WPCS 
recognises that it has “a duty to help and advise breeders on the way forward to maintain a pool 
of native ponies and … eliminate the sub standard ponies” without a sufficiently good 
confirmation.  It notes (Reference 372 p. 2):  “We have a top class, high quality feral pony that 
requires to be saved from extinction and again find its rightful place in the market.”   
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Section 8 

 
 

8. ‘Rare vulnerable’ status of the Section A semi-
feral pony 

 
 
8.1 The Welsh Mountain pony Hill Survey 1998–2000 
 
 
8.1.1 Aim of the survey 
 
Between 1998 and 2000 a census of “Welsh Mountain ponies that were still on the mountains, 
hills and commons of Wales” (References 119, 125, 126, 127, 128), i.e. the population of 
ponies that is described in this report as Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral, was 
commissioned by the WPCS.  The census was carried out by lowland stud breeder E. French, 
who was assisted by B. French.  These ponies were predominantly within Pony Improvement 
Societies that were active within the WPCS Pony Improvement Scheme (Table 11).  However, 
a few breeders of surveyed herds had previously been active within the Scheme but were not 
active at the time of the survey (Table 12), and the breeders of a few surveyed herds had never 
participated in the Scheme (Table 13).   
 
The survey’s purpose was to account for registered “feral brood mares” of four years old and 
over (Reference 134): “Many members (of the WPCS) thought the hill ponies were safe and 
that there were at least 2000 breeding mares on the hills.”  If the survey demonstrated that 
fewer than 1,000 remaining individuals constituted this sub-population, ‘rare breed’ status 
would be conferred upon the sub-population and appropriate assistance would be sought to 
ensure the continuation of these ponies on their native hills.  No Section A ponies were 
therefore surveyed from non semi-feral studs, which studs represent the remainder of the 
Section A population and comprise the majority of registered lowland ponies in Wales.   
 
 
8.1.2 Survey findings 
 
The total number of breeding mares aged four years and above was 761.  At the time of the 
survey only 18 active Improvement Societies were operating, representing 684 breeding mares 
(Table 11; Appendix 7).  Four other Improvement Societies were inactive, two only 
temporarily (Table 12).  “Those no longer active still have ponies running free, but some of 
their produce is no longer registered.”  Three herds had never been part of any Improvement 
Society, although one breeder has subsequently joined the Scheme (Table 13).  
 
The investigator concluded (Reference 128): “There are less than one thousand registered 
mares four years old and over, and less than 400 registered feral mares.”  The investigator 
subsequently wrote (Reference 120): “Hill breeders I have contacted confirm my estimate that 
there has been a decline … by over 25% in the last eight years (up to 2001).  …  I visited 
Vaynor Improvement Society (on) 9th September.  There were 60 mares.  …  Thirty years ago 
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309 mares were counted through the gates in the autumn for weaning.”  Here the investigator 
was using her descriptor of ‘feral’ (Section 8.1.4) to describe a sub-population within the total 
population of 761 mares surveyed on commons in the Pony Improvement Scheme (References 
123, 128). 
 
The investigator noted (Reference 123): "On Dowlais in 1999 there were 85 mares, but in the 
1950s there were four hundred ponies on the hill, and by 1971 this number had declined to 180.  
This is the general pattern on all the hills.  Only one hill breeder has increased his herd size.”  
In a subsequent letter to the WPCS in 2002, the investigator wrote (Reference 125): “A clearer 
picture of the hill ponies has emerged.  Registered breeding mares, four years and over, were 
down to the very low number of less than 800 …”  
 
 
Table 11:  Pony Improvement Societies in the Pony Improvement Scheme at the time of 

the 1998–2000 survey 
 

Table 11 notes: Original data for tables 11, 12 and 13 are courtesy E. French (References 126, 
129).  Where old categories were uncertain, these have been confirmed by Improvement Society 
Secretaries in 2006.  Key: F = feral, NF = near-feral (or semi-feral), HF = half-feral.  E = 
enclosed, SE = spring enclosed, WE = winter enclosed, U = unenclosed.  * = Up to 14 mares 
were running without the stallion on enclosed ground for only part of the spring, usually if they 
had foaled early, to prevent early foaling the next year. 

 
Pony Improvement Society 

 N= 18 societies  
No. of 
mares 

4 years + 

Old 
Category 

New 
Category 

1.   Black Mountain 38 F (most) or E (few) U (most) or E (few) 
2.   Blaenavon 8 E E 
4.   Cefn Bryn 20 F U 
6.   Dowlais 85 F (most) or HF (few) U (most) or WE (few) 
7.   Drum 23 E E 
8.   Eppynt Hill 18 F (most) or HF (few) U (most) or WE (few) 
11. Llanafan & Llanwrthwl 69 HF (most) or NF* (few) WE (most) or SE* (few)
12. Llandefalle 45 F U 
13. Llandillo Graban & Rhullen 10 F U 
14. Llangoed 56 HF WE 
15. Llangorse Hill 35 F U 
16. Llanrhidian Marsh (Gower) 50 F U 
17. Llynyfan & Gwynfe 10 F U 
18. Mountain Hare 92 F U 
22. Trefil 37 HF WE 
23. Troedmynydd  15 F U 
24. Twynywaun  13 F U 
25. Vaynor 60 F U 

Total no. of mares 684 - - 
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Table 12:  Pony Improvement Societies that were not actively participating in the 
Premium Scheme at the time of the 1998–2000 survey 

 
Table 12 notes: * = Ponies are now (2006) removed to Fairwood Common, 
Swansea. 

 
Pony Improvement Society 

N= 4 
No. of mares 

4 years + 
Old 

Category 
New 

Category 
Aberyscir 5 F U 
Brecon Beacons 20 F U 
Penderyn 15 F U 
Pennard Cliff, Swansea (Gower) * 10 F U 

Total number of mares 50 - - 
 
 
Table 13:  Section A semi-feral herds whose breeders were not part of any Pony 

Improvement Society at the time of the 1998–2000 survey 
 

Table 13 notes: * = Now (2006) a Pony Improvement Society.    
 

Herd name / description 
N= 3 

No. of mares 
4 years + 

Old 
Category 

New 
Category 

Hergest Ridge * 11 F U 
Monnow 4 E E 
Snowden (University of Bangor) 12 E E 
Total number of mares 27 - - 

 
 
The survey describes one of the semi-feral Carneddau herds as (Reference 128) “probably the 
largest unregistered herd of totally feral ponies.  Other than when the foals are being weaned, 
their only human contact is with the occasional climber or walker.”  These ponies were not part 
of the survey statistics.    
 
 
8.1.3 Additional observations on the 1998–2000 survey  
 
The total number of registered breeding semi-feral mares in 1998–2000, less than 800 
throughout Wales, includes herds either inside or outside of the Pony Improvement Scheme.  
At least seven Section A semi-feral pony breeders who were not (in 1998–2000) active 
members of Improvement Societies were interviewed (Table 14; Reference 124).  Seventy-
seven mares owned by these breeders represented 10% of the Section A semi-feral sub-
population at that time.  It may not be assumed that these 77 ponies represent all Section A 
semi feral ponies that were grazing outside of the Scheme between 1998 and 2000, although it 
may be reasonably assumed that it probably represents the greatest proportion.  If this number 
is added to the mares recorded for the active Pony Improvement Societies in 1999–2000 
(Reference 7), the resultant figure more accurately represents the semi-feral sub-population.  
Three of these herds are presently, in 2006, within the Improvement Scheme (Reference 163: 
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3, 10, 20) and it is conceivable that some or all of the remainder might enter the Scheme.   The 
number of Improvement Societies has increased to 25 in 2006 (Table 2).  
 
 
Table 14:  Ponies / herds belonging to registered semi-feral breeders who were not within 

the official Pony Improvement Scheme in 1999 
 

Table 14 notes: Pennard Cliff ponies are now (2006) grazing on Fairwood 
Common.      

 
Hill or Area No. of mares In PIS Scheme at 2006 

Aberyscir 5 No = inactive (Appendix 5) 
Brecon Beacons 20 Yes 
Pennard Cliff (Swansea)* 10 No 
Hergest Hill 11 Yes 
Monnow 4 No 
Penderyn 15 Yes 
Snowden 12 No 

Total number of mares 77 3 of 7 breeders = Yes 
 
 
8.1.4 Categorisation of herds and Improvement Societies 
 
The 1998–2000 survey also attempted to categorise each herd as either “feral” or “near-feral” 
(later described as “semi-feral”) or “half-feral” or “enclosed,” depending upon the management 
programme practised by the breeder (References 123, 128): 
 

A. Feral – ponies left the hills only at weaning. 
 
B. Semi-feral – ponies spent up to three months in the spring enclosed with the stallion 

and were then returned to the hill. 
 
C. Half-feral – ponies ‘ran’ on the hill only during the summer and then either were 

returned to enclosed ground or were sent to “kinder climates over the winter months.” 
 
D. Enclosed – ponies ran on enclosed commons throughout the year “for their own 

safety, as many roads have now broken up the larger areas of commons.”  
 
In a further report to the WPCS, ‘enclosed’ ponies were subsequently defined as belonging to 
one or more of three groups (Reference 129):  
 

1. “Grazing restricted because of major roads across hills and commons with heavy 
traffic.” 

2. “Development has restricted grazing.  (Ponies) are fenced and without access to a 
large range of grazing.” 

3. “(Ponies are) enclosed on lower ground and not turned to the hills.”  
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The survey categorisation adopted was useful because it provided an indication of the threat of 
‘domestication’ through removal from commons that is imposed to a greater, or usually a 
lesser, extent upon herds within the Pony Improvement Scheme (Table 15; References 123, 
128).  However, an alternative categorisation system is here proposed.  A more pertinent 
approach is to base the category description upon the period of enclosure (Table 15) since: 
 

1. A recommendation of this report is henceforth not to describe any Welsh Mountain 
pony as ‘feral’ (Sections 23.3, 23.4).   

 
2. All ponies grazing on commons within the Improvement Scheme may be described as 

‘semi-feral’, as defined within this report (Section 5.3.3). 
 
3. It cannot be assumed that the period of enclosure relates to harshness of climate, 

terrain or grazing experienced.  For example, ponies enclosed on some commons 
throughout the year may demonstrate greater hardiness and endurance than ponies that 
are winter enclosed. 

 
 
Table 15:  Categorisation of ponies based upon annual period of enclosure.  Categories 

were based upon data collected between 1998 and 2000, and included active 
and non-active Pony Improvement Societies. 

 
Label Old category Period of enclosure (i.e. 

period off of unenclosed 
hill / common) 

New category 
 

No. of 
Societies 
(N= 18) 

A Feral Weaning only. 1. Unenclosed 10 (all ponies)  
4 (most ponies) 

 
B 

 
Near-feral 

or 
Semi-feral 

1–3 months each spring, 
up to end July (for 
husbandry purposes). 

 
2. Spring enclosed 

 
0 (no herds; 
occasionally 
some ponies)  

 
 
 

C 

 
 
 

Half-feral 

Each winter (returning to 
enclosed ground because 
of human interference on 
lower hill slopes, or taken 
away “on tack to kinder 
climates” or returning to 
kinder, enclosed ground 
within the farm). 

 
 
 
3. Winter enclosed 

 
 
2 (all ponies) 
1 (most ponies) 
2 (few ponies) 

 
D 

 
Enclosed 

Throughout year (running 
on enclosed common “for 
their own safety” e.g. 
from vehicles). 

 
4. Enclosed 

 
2 (all ponies) 
1 (few ponies) 

 
 

4. Examination of the 1998–2000 data, supplemented by telephone communication with 
Secretaries of some Pony Improvement Societies in 2006, reveals that no active Pony 
Improvement Society herd could be classified as ’spring enclosed’ (i) at the time of 
the 1998-2000 survey, (ii) in 2006.  Rather, few individual mares were, and are, 
removed from any hill and only for part of the spring.  Temporary removal in late 
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spring was, and may be, for husbandry reasons.  Consequently, category B (spring 
enclosed) may be considered nearly redundant. 

 
5. The period of enclosure, when compared for the same herds over several years, will 

indicate whether herds in future are maintaining their traditional freedom to graze and 
run in a natural herd throughout the year. 

 
6. An enclosure index will allow investigators to relate grazing characteristics to level of 

enclosure. 
 
An enclosure index may also be used to categorise: (a) registered semi-feral herds outside of 
the Improvement Scheme; (b) unregistered semi-feral herds.  
 
It may become necessary, in future detailed assessment of the grazing restrictions to which 
semi-feral herds are subjected, to more precisely define the ‘new category’ descriptions, e.g. to 
take into consideration the level of the extensive grazing on enclosed commons or to identify 
more exactly the reasons for the enclosure. 
 
 
8.2 Rare breed status of the registered ‘feral’ population 
 
 
8.2.1 Application for rare breed status to the RBST 
 
On 13th February 2002, the WPCS Secretary wrote to the RBST with supporting evidence, 
requesting whether “the RBST would consider the plight of the Welsh Feral pony” and would 
grant it ‘rare breed’ status (Reference 373).  “The way forward … is to pay a premium to the 
‘Super Premium Stallions’, ‘Premium Stallions’ and (‘Premium Females’).”  The WPCS 
indicated an intention to mark all passports of feral ponies with the identifier ‘F’, and, if a pony 
was later transferred to the lowlands, to mark the pony’s passport ‘cancelled’ and to change the 
computer entry accordingly.  All ‘F’ identifiers and any cancelled entries would be recorded in 
the appropriate annual WPCS stud-book “for posterity.”  The WPCS also requested financial 
assistance from the RBST “to enhance our vital work.”  The evidence included “a copy of (the 
WPCS) project to the HBLB, figures on the decline, articles … and information gathered 
following a survey carried out in 1998” (Reference 373).  
 
On 6th March 2002 the RBST Chief Executive confirmed (Reference 244), “the Trust will in 
principle accept the Feral Welsh Mountain Ponies (Section A) onto the list of rare breeds 
recognised by the RBST” and “only mares and stallions running on commons and their 
offspring which remain on the commons are recognised as Feral Welsh Mountain Ponies 
(Section A).” 
 
The RBST also noted that the procedure would involve (References 244, 249: 1): 
 

1. “Feral ‘A’ mares and stallions on the commons, which will have their passports 
marked with an ‘F’ to indicate their feral status.  This prefix will be included in the 
stud-book and the Society’s electronic database.” 

 
2. “In the event of a mare or stallion leaving the commons the prefix will be obliterated / 

removed from the passport and electronic record.” 
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3. “Offspring of mares and stallions on the commons will automatically qualify for feral 
status and their papers / record marked accordingly.  In the event of a colt or filly 
leaving the commons, either as a result of sale or transfer, that animal will 
automatically lose its ‘F’ status, which cannot subsequently be reacquired unless 
under exceptional circumstances of which the Trust is made aware.”  A colt would not 
be allowed on the common after weaning. 

 
 
Table 16:  Section A semi-feral pony population in Autumn 2001  
 

Table 16 notes: Statistics are based upon returns from Pony Improvement Societies 
to the WPCS and summarised by the WPCS (Reference 370).  * = Herd(s) managed 
outside of the official Pony Improvement Scheme at 2001.  ** = Herd(s) recorded 
under name ‘Eppynt Hill’ in 2006. 

 
Pony 

Improvement 
Society ref. no. 

Pony Improvement Society / 
Area 

No. of 
stallions 

No. of mares 
(4+ years) 

1 Black Mountain 3 14 
2 Blorenge Common (Blaenavon) 1 13 
3 Brecon Beacons 3 27 
4 Cefn Bryn (Gower) 1 26 
6 Dowlais 3 124 
7 Drum Common 2 17 

Not Applicable * Garway Hill, Hereford  0 28 
10 Hergest Ridge & Hanter Hill 1 9 
11 Llanafan & Llanwrthwl 7 78 
12 Llandefalle Hill 9 55 
14 Llangoed Hill 1 12 
15 Llangorse Hill 1 19 
16 Llanrhidian Marsh 4 49 
17 Llynyfan & Gwynfe 6 80 

8 ** Lower Eppynt 3 43 
8** Middle Eppynt 3 21 
18 Mountain Hare 5 58 
13 Rhullen Hill 2 21 
19 Trefil Hill 3 38 
23 Troedmynydd Hill 2 19 
24 Twynywaun  2 15 
25 Vaynor 1 20 

Totals 22 societies 63 786 
 
 
The RBST Chief executive asked for confirmation “that my understanding of the proposal 
procedure is correct.  The Trust will then place the Feral Welsh Mountain Ponies (Section A) 
on the list of breeds recognised by the RBST” (Reference 244).   
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There appears to have been no official response from the RBST to the WPCS request for 
financial assistance and this request does not appear to have been subsequently followed up by 
the WPCS.  The WPCS Secretary wrote to the RBST on 8th March 2002, confirming that 
“procedure 1, 2 and 3 will be adhered to,” and indicating that financial support was being 
sought from the HBLB (Reference 374). 
 
The ‘Feral Welsh Mountain ponies (Section A)’ were officially accepted onto the RBST list on 
28th March 2002.  On 3rd April 2002, the Chief executive of the RBST again wrote to the 
WPCS to “confirm that the RBST has accepted the Feral Welsh Mountain Ponies on to the 
Trust’s list of recognised rare breeds” (Reference 245).  In order to determine the category in 
which the ponies would be placed, the RBST asked for “the total number of adult females 
which are classed by the Society as feral and the number of foals registered to Feral A mares 
and stallions over the last three years.”  The RBST indicated that the “Welsh ponies” would 
appear on the RBST Watchlist of rare ponies published in the Autumn 2002 edition of The Ark.  
 
The WPCS Secretary wrote again to the RBST on 26th April 2002, indicating (Reference 375): 
“there are 786 mares of four years of age or over classified as feral” (Table 16), enclosing 
statistics “compiled from the registered progeny of these mares by Hill Pony Premium 
Stallions over the last three years” (Table 17; References 72, 274, 364).  An explanatory article 
written by E. French was also sent to the RBST for inclusion in The Ark (Reference 128). 
 
 
Table 17:  Summary statistics from the registered progeny of mares by hill pony premium 

stallions 1996–2001 
 
Table 17 notes: Data are provided by the WPCS.  The RBST 
requested statistics for 1999–2001.  Statistics for 1996–8 and for 
2002 are provided in order to better indicate the trend.  * = Exact 
figures cannot be confirmed.  
 
Year of progeny Filly Colt Gelding Total 

1996 110 29 4 143 
1997 152 38 0 190 
1998 113 31 0 144 
1999 * * * 134 
2000 * * 0 108 
2001 * 0 0 130 
2002 * * * 109 

 
 
8.2.2 Observations on the rare breed status of the semi-feral sub-

population 
 
The number of registered mares aged four years or over within the Pony Improvement Scheme 
has apparently increased from 684 mares in 1998–2000 to 786 mares in 2001.  However, exact 
comparisons should be cautiously made because:  
 

1. The earlier survey was conducted over a period exceeding two years (1998–2000) and 
was hampered by foot-and-mouth disease.  Herd sizes fluctuate from year to year. 
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Some herds will increase in the same year that others decrease.  Consequently, the 
survey figure is not an accurate indication of population size in any single year. 

 
2. Two Pony Improvement Societies – Brecon Beacons and Hergest Hill – were 

respectively inactive and outside of the Improvement Scheme during the survey 
period, but are reported as active in 2001. 

 
3. Garway Hill, Hereford, was not a recognised Pony Improvement Society in 2001, 

although the single Garway Hill breeder was eligible to submit a stallion for approval 
in the Premium Scheme (Reference 370).  Consequently, the statistic for the Garway 
Hill herd should not have been submitted to the RBST as part of the total count. 

 
4. If the returns for Brecon Beacons and Hergest Hill in 1998–2000 and for Garway Hill 

in 2001 are taken into consideration, the total registered breeding mare counts are 715 
in 1998–2000 and 758 in 2001. 
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Section 9 

 
 

9. Classification of the Section A semi-feral pony: 
a breed at risk 

 
 
9.1 UK Country Report on Farm Animal Genetic Resources 
 
 
A genetic resource is genetic material that is of current or potential use.  With reference to this 
scoping report, it refers to mature breeding females and stallions, but might also refer to frozen 
semen and eggs.  In the ‘UK Country Report on Farm Animal Genetic Resources 2002’ 
(Reference 77) Defra attempted to assess the state of conservation of farm animal biological 
diversity.  Native pony breeds were included in this assessment.  The report acknowledged the 
population of Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral ponies as a “breed at risk” because it is 
“not used in mainstream production” but has a “particular local adaptation” and “distinctive 
genetic characteristics” and is  “rare and in need of more urgent conservation action” 
(Reference 77 p. 16).  Locally adapted breeds “have special adaptation to specific habitats or 
systems of management.”  Rare breeds are “numerically scarce” (Reference 107).  
 
Confusion may arise because the UK Country Report described the Welsh Mountain (Section 
A) semi-feral sub-population as the “Feral Welsh Mountain pony (Section A)” although, as has 
been previously stated (Section 5.3), this original sub-population is not feral.  It is that sub-
population which has been described colloquially by Pony Improvement Society breeders as 
the ‘hill’ pony or ‘hill-type’ pony.  In any revision of the UK Country Report, the sub-
population could be better described as the ‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral’ pony. 
 
 
9.1.1 UK National Action Plan on Farm Animal Genetic Resources 
  
The UK Country Report identified that a National Coordinator (NC) for Animal Genetic 
Resources “acts at Governmental level for the UK and plays an active role through the 
European Regional Focal Point of Food and Agriculture” (Reference 77 p. 43).  The Report 
recommended “the creation of a National Action Plan, facilitated through the NC, for the 
conservation and utilisation of Animal Genetic Resources in the UK” and “the creation of a 
Steering and Advisory Committee in the UK.”   
 
An ad hoc advisory committee, The National Steering Committee (NSC) on Farm Animal 
Genetic Resources (FAnGR), was established in January 2004.  Its main aim was to publish a 
National Action Plan.  The draft ‘UK National Action Plan on FAnGR’ was published in 
March 2006 (Reference 289).  After a consultation period, a final ‘UK National Action Plan on 
FAnGR’ was published in June 2006 (Reference 290).  The NSC’s additional aims are to: 
 

1. Inform Government policy on farm animal genetic resources. 
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2. Help monitor and manage these resources. 
  

3. Characterise breeds.  
 

4. Promote the benefits and use of breeders in grazing programmes that also maintain 
genetic biodiversity.  

 
5. Through collaboration with the WPCS and other breed societies, maintain a pedigree 

inventory. 
 

6. Agree conservation priorities for ‘breeds at risk’ (References 281 p. 96; 211 pp. 40–
41).   

 
The draft National Action Plan identifies a genetic resource as “genetic material of current or 
potential use” (Reference 290 p. 20).  The Action Plan focuses upon genetic material contained 
within pure-bred animals, including registered Welsh Mountain ponies and other native breed 
ponies, and also acknowledges the importance of cross-bred animals resulting from “systematic 
and recurrent mating” (Reference 290 p. 20).  However, whilst the Welsh Mountain pony is 
undeniably of current and potential use, it may also be argued that some unregistered Welsh 
mountain ponies are currently useful in conservation grazing.  Additionally, some unregistered 
ponies may be potentially useful as a breeding resource for future conservation grazing tasks.  
Accordingly, whilst the Welsh mountain pony is neither cross-bred nor a recognised breed, it 
should be considered a genetic resource worthy of consideration within any FAnGR Action 
Plan.  Any ‘Breeding Structure Report’ for the Welsh Mountain pony should also recognise the 
potential genetic value of unregistered Welsh mountain ponies that may not have been 
systematically produced.   
 
Although they are not officially regarded as pure-bred, some Welsh mountain ponies, for 
example the Carneddau herds, are under threat and deserve some consideration for protection 
and monitoring within the National Action Plan (Reference 290 p. 23).  There is also a need 
within the Action Plan to recognise not only breeds but also potential future breeds. 
 
Defining what is a feral FAnGR is a difficult but necessary task, as the management and 
application of FAnGR depends partly upon whether or not a resource is feral.  The National 
Action Plan notes that a feral breed “should not be subject to routine handling of any kind” 
(Reference 290 p. 61).  A universally agreed definition of ‘feral’ is needed.  However, a 
definition of ‘semi-feral’, particularly in the context of the Welsh Mountain pony and the 
Welsh mountain pony, is also required because the debate on how to treat semi-feral animals is 
already advanced in Wales.  The UK Action Plan and any Welsh Action Plan on FAnGR 
should address this dilemma, particularly with reference to the treatment of ponies by animal 
welfare organisations, by defining the term ‘semi-feral’ with reference to FAnGR.  This 
scoping report has identified a need to perceive and treat semi-feral and non semi-feral ponies 
in Wales differently (Section 21).  
 
The UK Action Plan states (Reference 290 p. 23): “Much of the anecdotal information 
presented about how native breeds at risk perform, in general or in specific environments, has 
yet to be sufficiently verified.  This lack of characterisation severely limits opportunities for 
breeds that are currently rare to increase in numbers.”  Anecdotal evidence of the Section A 
semi-feral pony’s characterisation is urgently needed, but must also be supported by “cost-
effective” empirical investigation.  Particularly, there is an urgent need to compare the pony 
with other native breed ponies and with the unregistered semi-feral pony and to focus upon 
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each population’s “behavioural or physiological differences leading to increased ‘fitness’ for 
specific environments or management regimes” (Reference 290 p. 24).  More specifically, 
there is a need to focus upon the physiological and behavioural differences amongst bloodlines 
or strains.   
 
The Action Plan suggests (Reference 290 p. 24): “A monitoring process is required to provide 
the necessary information for assessing the extent and source of risk to our national breeds.”  
The environmental, social and economic sources of risk to the Welsh Mountain semi-feral 
pony are clearly identified within this scoping report.  However, adequate ongoing monitoring 
of the effect of the identified risk factors on the population is essential in order to “assess the 
loss of genetic variation … and assess the broad direction of genetic change in relation to 
sustainability” so that actions for the population’s survival may be continually modified. 
 
The ability of the WPCS to collate, provide and publicise information about the status of the 
Section A semi-feral pony is crucial to the breed sub-population’s future.  In order to monitor 
the sub-population’s performance against the risk factors identified, a radical review of the 
mechanisms and procedures for electronically storing, retrieving and publicising relevant status 
information to a worldwide, disparate audience is required.  However, to be effective in this 
role the WPCS should not be perceived as reactive, as merely cooperating in providing useful 
information to others.  The advantages and rewards of a more proactive approach to 
information sharing should be immediately apparent to the WPCS Council and WPCS 
breeders, placing a responsibility on those who implement strategies for FAnGR to involve the 
WPCS as an equal partner in this process.   
 
Limitations imposed upon this scoping report with respect to an assessment of population 
trends have highlighted a need for all WPCS herd-book information to be electronically stored 
in a way that facilitates efficient and accurate statistical analyses.  Any “cost-effective means 
of maintaining herd-book information electronically” (Reference 290 p. 26) should also ensure 
that an optimal systems analysis approach is employed to facilitate future research. 
 
Essential research, to include monitoring of the geographical distribution of the registered 
semi-feral sub-population, has been identified within this scoping report (Sections 14.14, 15.1, 
15.4, 15.52. 20.42, 23.6).  Relatively sophisticated techniques may be required to accurately 
record the precise geographical coordinate locations and grazing boundaries of all herds on 
hills and commons in Wales.  Additionally, the precise locations and grazing patterns of all 
registered and unregistered ponies involved in grazing for biodiversity require monitoring.  The 
documentation of their current distributions, together with an analysis of the potential 
distribution of pure-bred herds, will support the sustainable management of the breed sub-
population. 
 
 
9.1.2 Recommendations of the UK National Action Plan on FAnGR 
 
Recommendations documented within the ‘UK National Action Plan on FAnGR’ that might be 
considered a priority for improving the status of the Welsh Mountain pony may be summarised  
These recommendations should also be considered in the context of recommendations made 
elsewhere within this scoping report for unregistered semi-feral ponies (Section 23.14):  
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1. Cost-effective scientific characterisation of the semi-feral unregistered Welsh 
mountain pony is merited, to allow comparison with the characterisation of the 
Section A semi-feral pony. 

 
2. A standardised template to monitor the semi-feral Welsh Mountain pony “for 

incorporation into the National Breed Inventory” (Reference 290 p. 8) is necessary 
and would be welcome. 

 
3. The procedure for obtaining information from the WPCS and the information content 

“should be reviewed by the NSC, in the light of the needs of the Standardised 
Template” (Reference 290 p. 9). 

 
4. The WPCS should be encouraged to make all herd-books electronic by the earliest 

date. 
 

5. “Procedures for quantifying (WPCS) resources not included within herd books should 
be formalised” in collaboration with the WPCS Council (Reference 290 p. 9). 

 
6. “Robust qualifications for a breeding nucleus essential to the survival” of the Section 

A semi-feral pony should be defined (Reference 290 p. 9). 
 

7. A cost-benefit analysis that evaluates the actual and potential contribution of the semi-
feral Welsh Mountain pony to the rural economy should be commissioned by the 
WAG, in order to support any justification for prioritised conservation action. 

 
8. “Thresholds for geographical concentration, local adaptation and breed 

distinctiveness, including a measure of genetic introgression,” should be more clearly 
defined (Reference 290 p. 10). 

 
9. Coordinated in situ and ex situ conservation strategies are needed for the Section A 

semi-feral sub-population and for identified unregistered Welsh mountain ponies. 
 

10. “The NSC should help to identify research and development needs and priorities to 
support the protection and sustainable use of” the Section A semi-feral pony as a 
FAnGR (Reference 290 p. 11). 

 
11. The importance of “a coherent animal breeding strategy, which maintains and utilises 

genetic diversity” as the starting point for the sustainable use of the Section A semi-
feral sub-population, should not be underestimated, although this recommendation 
appears to have been de-emphasised in the final UK Action Plan (References 288 p. 
10; 290 p. 11). 

 
 
9.2 Rare Breeds Survival Trust 
 
 
Founded in 1973, the Rare Breeds Survival Trust (RBST) is a registered charity based at the 
National Agricultural Centre in Warwickshire, England.  Its purpose is “to secure the continued 
existence and viability of the UK’s native farm animal genetic resources” (Reference 250).  
Two of the Trust’s aims are to “collaborate with research organisations to identify breed 
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characteristics” and to “advise, support and work with breed societies to ensure that important 
bloodlines and essential genetics are identified and diversity maintained.” 
 
The RBST monitors the status and population trends of British livestock breeds.  It comments 
(Reference 279): “Breed societies are invited to submit applications for breed support, and they 
are encouraged to devise programmes with a mix of practical, promotional and scientific 
content.  We rarely take unilateral action, and the willing cooperation of the breed society and 
its members is essential.”   
 
A gene bank, based upon semen collection, is run by the Trust.  “The ReGENEration 
programme will develop the bank to comprise semen, eggs, embryos and blood samples from 
all our breeds of cattle, sheep, pigs, goats, horses and poultry and from a wide range of 
bloodlines within each.  The programme will not only protect breeds from disaster, it will 
provide a living resource for farmers …” (Reference 251).  Use of stored semen could ensure 
the continuation of specific bloodlines or even whole breeds.   
 
The ‘ReGENEration Appeal Semen Collection Programme’ began in 2002 to collect “semen 
from 25 unrelated rams from each listed breed over a five-year period” and is now “the single 
largest gene bank project for sheep and goats in the UK” (Reference 271).  The Trust funds 
semen collection and frozen storage, required health checks and livery and transport costs.  
Most (= 55%) of the semen is stored in a permanent National Archive, part (= 30%) is used for 
conservation breeding programmes and some (= 15%) is freely available to the animal’s 
owner.   
 
The ReGENEration programme may prove relevant to the future survival of the Section A 
semi-feral pony.  The RBST’s “long-term aim is to collect semen from 25 stallions of each 
breed currently listed by the RBST, to represent the widest genetic diversity available in the 
current population” (Reference 250).  At May 2006, semen had been collected from one 
Section A ‘F’ stallion within the Pony Improvement Scheme.  
 
The Trust “recognises the dangers of genetic loss” within some British equine breeds that have 
needed to adapt and change in order to survive, “especially where introgression is part of the 
process of change.”  In some cases, as with the Welsh Mountain pony, “feral or semi-feral 
herds have been maintained in their original native habitat.”  The Trust is “concerned to re-
establish utility values of native breeds … in activities such as forestry and farming” 
(Reference 246).  The actual and potential use of the Welsh Mountain pony as a conservation 
grazer within wildlife management programmes might represent the breed’s most important 
future ‘utility value’, requiring the full spectrum of remaining genetic diversity.  It could be 
argued, however, that the description ‘utility’ does not adequately describe the value of the 
breed to wildlife. 
 
 
9.3 RBST Rare Breeds Priority List 2002 
 
 
A breed is “a group of animals that has been selected by humans to possess a set of inherited 
characteristics that distinguishes it from other animals within the same species” (Reference 
250).  United Kingdom (UK) breeds that are ‘rare’ must satisfy criteria defined by the RBST 
(Reference 250) in order to appear on the annual RBST Rare Breeds ‘Watchlist’, previously, 
up to the beginning of 2003, called the ‘Priority List’ (Reference 243). 
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9.3.1 Requirements governing acceptance of breeds onto the Priority List 
 
Requirements and guidelines for acceptance of any breed onto the Priority List in 2002 had 
genetic and numerical bases and took into account current trends (References 242, 243, 412).  
Requirements relevant to the Section A semi-feral pony are summarised here: 
 
 
9.3.1.1 Section A: genetic basis  
 

1. Only the proportion of fully registered ‘original population’ animals in a breed, i.e. 
animals that had no recorded input from other breeds, were considered. 

  
2. The breed was in existence for at least 40 years plus 6 generations (= 6 x 10 years).  

Applying pony breed societies were required to submit a complete set of stud-book 
volumes spanning this period.    

 
3. The breed or ‘original population’ was closed.  Applying breed societies were 

required to submit the details and duration of the closure. 
 
The Trust could accept breeds that did not comply with guidelines 2 and 3 if it believed the 
breed to be of “genetic conservation importance” (References 242, 243). 
 
 
9.3.1.2 Section B: numerical basis  
 

1. A pony breed or ‘original population’ was listed if the number of registered adult 
females in the breed was fewer than 3000.  A pony breed was categorised as 
‘vulnerable’ if fewer than 900 registered adult females existed. 

 
Breed societies were required to submit a summary of the annual registrations for the preceding 
five years. 
 
 
9.3.1.3 Section C: current trends in population size  
 

1. The number of adult registered females during the preceding 5 years was assessed to 
determine whether breed numbers were markedly (i.e. “significantly”) decreasing 
(References 242, 243). 

 
2. The breed’s national density and distribution – number of herds and counties of 

location – were considered. 
 

3. “Other breed-specific factors shown to significantly affect endangerment,” and not 
associated with its numerical status, were also considered (Reference 248).   

 
The RBST also noted (Reference 248): “Watchlist categories may not be defined by population 
number alone.” 
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9.3.1.4 Original populations  
 
Original populations were listed under the heading “Original populations” in the Priority List 
“where it is only this proportion of the breed that is recognised as rare by the RBST” 
(Reference 248).   
 
 
9.3.2 Acceptance of the Section A semi-feral pony onto the 2002 Priority 

List 
 
The Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony was accepted onto the 2002 RBST Priority 
List as the “Feral Welsh Mountain (Section A).”  Although the Spring 2002 Priority List was 
published before the pony could be added to the printed list (Reference 243) the entry was 
subsequently confirmed on the published 2004 RBST Rare Breeds Watchlist (Reference 248).   
  
The requirements for acceptance of the Section A semi-feral pony onto the Priority List in 
2002 cannot be categorically confirmed.  However, the main criteria appear to have been 
(References 126, 242, 243, 245, 248):   
 
 
9.3.2.1 Section A: genetic basis 
 

1. Prior to 2002 the breed was in existence for at least 40 years plus 6 generations 
Recognised as a pony type indigenous to Britain since at least the 12th century, the 
Section A feral pony has existed officially since 1884 when the first registrations of 
the Welsh Mountain pony were recorded in the Hackney stud-book (Reference 67).   

 
2. Section A of the stud-book became self-contained in 1950 and, in 1960, the stud-book 

was closed. 
 

3. In 2002 the Feral Welsh Mountain (Section A) population appears to have been 
defined as the proportion of ‘original population’ animals within the Welsh Mountain 
(Section A) breed (Reference 133): “The animals on the commons were regarded as 
being under threat.  The RBST understood that these animals were pure and should be 
recognised as a distinct original population.  On the moorland and commons they were 
still subject to the same selection procedure as had traditionally operated.  We needed 
to make immediate recognition of the fact that this population was maintained in its 
original environment.”   

 
The need to maintain this population in its original environment has special merit (Reference 
122): “Some (WPCS) members cannot understand why they (i.e. the semi-feral ponies) should 
be on the Rare Breeds register at all.  Of course, through their great popularity, there are many 
Welsh Mountain ponies throughout the world, but very few remain on the native hills of 
Wales, the origins of the Welsh Mountain pony.” 
 
Only the proportion of fully registered ‘original population’ animals in a breed, i.e. animals 
that had no recorded input from other breeds, was considered 
 
It might be reasonable to expect that part, if not most, of the remainder of the registered 
Section A breed, i.e. the non semi-feral population, also have no recorded input from other 
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breeds.  Stud-book analysis would confirm the truthfulness of this expectation.  It is believed, 
however, that stud-book volumes were not submitted to the RBST for analysis in 2002.      
 
 
9.3.2.2 Section B: numerical basis 
 
There were fewer than 3,000 registered adult (4+ years) semi-feral breeding females in 
existence.  In 2002, fewer than 900 semi-feral adult females existed (Reference 126; Section 
10).  The Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony, which was described as ‘feral’, was 
categorised as ‘rare’ and ‘vulnerable’ (References 242, 243; Section 10). 
 
 
9.3.2.3 Section C: current trends in population size 
 
Assessments of the number of semi-feral Section A adult registered breeding females which 
were classed by the WPCS as feral, and the number of foals registered to feral A mares and 
stallions during the three years preceding 2002, were all consistent with acceptance 
(References 245, 375). 
 
 
9.4 RBST Rare Breeds Watchlist 2006 
 
 
At 2006, over 70 UK rare breeds appear on the Watchlist.   
 
 
9.4.1 Requirements governing acceptance of breeds onto the 2006 

Watchlist 
 
It should be noted that, at 2006, the requirements for acceptance of a rare breed onto the 
Watchlist have changed.  Whilst the criteria appear not to be comprehensively defined in the 
public domain, the main requirements are described on the 2006 Watchlist.  The following 
observations are relevant (Reference 250): 
 

1. The numerical guide to the Watchlist category for adult breeding female equines 
remains unchanged.  The number of registered breeding females must be below 3000 
to be accepted. 

 
2. A minimum of only “25 years … of continuous verifiable pedigree data in the form of 

annual registrations” is now requested.  Full existing electronic records and possibly 
supplementary information are required by the RBST in order to carry out a breed 
analysis.    

 
3. “A breed must be an original breed, or a native breed of which at least one parent 

breed is believed to be extinct.” 
 

4. “An original population is that segment of an original breed, or a native breed of 
which at least one parent breed is believed to be extinct, which has not suffered 
unacceptable introgression.” 
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5. In addition to the numeric threshold, “population genetic factors and current trends in 
breed density and distribution” may help determine a rare breed’s placement category. 

 
6. The results of any RBST breed analysis will be made available in the public domain 

only with the prior approval of the relevant breed society.  
 
 
9.4.2 Acceptance of the Section A semi-feral pony onto the 2006 Watchlist 
 
Since its acceptance onto the 2002 Priority List the Section A semi-feral sub-population 
continues at 2006 to be categorised as ‘rare’ and ‘vulnerable’ (References 243, 248, 250).  This 
categorisation is consistent with population statistics presented elsewhere in this report 
(Section 10).  At June 2006, it is believed that fewer than 800 adult breeding females survive, 
although the exact population size cannot be confirmed by the WPCS (Section 10). 
 
 
9.4.3 Watchlist definition of original population 
 
In 2002, the RBST Priority list described the semi-feral sub-population as “Feral Welsh 
Mountain (Section A) pony.”  However, on the 2006 Watchlist, the proportion of ‘original 
population’ animals in the breed is described as the “Welsh Mountain (Section A) pony” 
(Reference 250).  There is no reference in 2006 to the ‘feral’ Welsh Mountain (Section A) 
pony or to the pony’s feral status.   
 
Confusion may arise because the Watchlist erroneously refers to the Welsh Mountain Section 
A semi-feral sub-population as the “Welsh Mountain (Section) A pony” although the identified 
‘at risk’ semi-feral sub-population represents only a proportion of all Section A ponies.  The 
published description refers to the whole Section A breed, which minimally exceeds 900 
Wales-wide.  The precise size of the population of breeding Section A ponies throughout 
Wales is presently unknown and cannot be easily estimated (Section 10), but is believed to be 
in excess of 3,000 adult breeding females in 2006.     
 
The 2006 RBST Watchlist description of the original population cannot be considered accurate 
because the Section A pony should not then appear on the Watchlist on a numerical basis.  
Moreover, in this circumstance the Section A semi-feral pony, which is part of the Section A 
population, should not be considered to be rare on a numerical basis.  To avoid any confusion, 
the Watchlist must be immediately revised.  In any revision, the rare and vulnerable semi-feral 
population must be more accurately and appropriately referred to as a sub-population of the 
Section A population and should be described as the ‘semi-feral Welsh Mountain (Section A) 
pony’. 
 
A past Chairman of the WPCS Council confirms (Reference 235): “The Rare Breeds Survival 
Trust agreed that the description of the Welsh Mountain ponies bred on the hills of Wales as 
‘feral’ was incorrect because the hill ponies are occasionally handled by their owners.”  The 
RBST notes (Reference 279): “Shortly after we took them onto the Watchlist, it became clear 
that the use of the term ‘feral’ caused some confusion, so we agreed with the WPCS to use 
instead the term ‘hill’.”  Confusion may arise in describing the sub-population as ‘feral’ 
because: (i) there is an insistence by some scientific and other observers that owned and / or 
handled ponies should never be regarded as ‘feral’; (ii) the category of ‘feral’ has been 
previously used, as described within this scoping report, to define the annual period of 
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enclosure of some herds within the defined sub-population of Section A semi-feral ponies, i.e. 
to define ‘unenclosed’ ponies (Section 8.1.4); (iii) it might be implied by some animal welfare 
observers that registered ‘feral’ ponies are not being properly managed and cared for in Wales.   
 
It should be noted that the term ‘hill’ does not appear in the 2006 Watchlist description.  The 
term ‘hill pony’ does not clearly define all Section A semi-feral ponies, a limitation that has 
been previously discussed (Section 5.4).  The term ‘semi-feral’ better defines the population’s 
hardiness, physical characteristics and grazing characteristics.  The description of semi-feral, 
when applied to the Welsh Mountain pony living extensively, must be preserved.  For 
consistency of identification, and for correct description of the population of interest, the breed 
sub-population should be officially described as semi-feral and the suffix ‘S’ should 
immediately replace the suffix ‘F’ in future stud-book entries, on passports and on the 
electronic core register of the WPCS. 
 
 
9.5 WPCS description of the Section A semi-feral pony 
 
 
In 2002, the Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony was officially referred to as ‘feral’ 
by the WPCS.  At some later stage the pony became regarded as semi-feral rather than feral by 
semi-feral breeders.  Whether the change of status from ‘feral’ to ‘semi-feral’ was officially 
confirmed by the WPCS Council remains to be determined.   
 
From 2002, the WPCS passports and stud-book entries of foals that qualify for a premium 
within the Pony Improvement Scheme have been marked with the letter ‘F’ to indicate their 
feral status.  The electronic record of qualifying foals has been similarly marked.  The passport 
inside cover for each Section A ‘feral’ premium foal has, from 2002, been stamped in red in 
the top right-hand corner with an ‘F’ enclosed in a circle, which is itself enclosed in a larger 
circle bearing the identifier “WELSH PONY & COB SOCIETY” (Reference 360).  Where the 
passport requests “Breed of Animal,” this is still given on the passport as “Welsh Mountain 
Pony (Section A).”  The ‘F’ is best described as a suffix, not a prefix.  A complete and 
appropriate verbal description of the qualifying foal would be ‘Welsh Mountain Pony (Section 
A) F’.  The 2002 stud-book, Volume 84, remains unpublished at August 2006.  The latest 
published stud-book is Volume 82 (2000).     
 
In the event of any qualifying pony permanently leaving its common after 2002, the suffix ‘F’ 
is deleted from both the stud-book entry and the passport.  The passport is not marked 
“cancelled” and the suffix is not erased, but an ‘X’ is stamped across the circle over the ‘F’ to 
indicate that the feral status has been permanently cancelled, and the electronic record is 
similarly marked.  From 2002, an amendment in the stud-book will indicate the cancelled 
status of any pony.   
 
 
9.6 Research into the Section A semi-feral pedigree 
 
 
Genetic research of the (Section A) semi-feral pony is needed based upon an analysis of the 
stud-book of the WPCS and genetic fingerprinting of both registered and some unregistered 
semi-feral herds (Reference 212).  However, “the use of DNA sampling remains quite 
expensive and the costs for a large breed may be prohibitive” (Reference 279).  However, the 
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RBST recognises that “the willing cooperation of the breed society and its members is 
essential.”  Government funding of genetic research through the CCW must be a priority.  The 
WPCS could submit an application to the RBST for support of the Section A semi-feral pony 
that would involve genetic research, including analyses of the stud-book.  
 
The different Section A breedlines, semi-feral and non semi-feral, are annotated within the 
stud-book.  The RBST suggests (Reference 279): “Courses of action may include a breed 
structure analysis to identify under- and over-used bloodlines from which could be devised a 
breeding programme to preserve genetic diversity.  This may involve some form of incentive 
scheme to encourage participation by breeders.”  A comparison of DNA profiles of the semi-
feral (predominantly upland) sub-population and the non semi-feral (predominantly lowland) 
population would help determine the degree of genetic homogeneity between these two groups.  
This could involve sampling from mares and stallions of every registered semi-feral herd. 
 
DNA fingerprinting could be employed additionally for all semi-feral herds that are currently 
not registered with the WPCS but for which there is, or may be, some past genealogy within 
the stud-book of the WPCS.  The precise relationship of these unregistered ponies to herds 
currently managed within the Pony Improvement Societies, and their relationship to other 
unregistered bloodlines, should be assessed, in line with an object of the RBST’s Memorandum 
of Association (Reference 247): “to ensure the preservation of genes of … potential value.”  
Such an assessment may eventually lead to the recognition of some unregistered herds and / or 
individual ponies as important genetic material, to be preserved and conserved.   
 
 
9.6.1 Genetic erosion of the Welsh Mountain pony: voluntary asset 

stripping 
 
Uniformity within the Section A semi-feral pony has been established by prescriptions laid 
down over a century ago by the WPCS, a limitation on diversity within the breed that could be 
regarded as “genetic erosion” (Reference 284) by “voluntary stripping of assets” (Reference 1 
p. 130) or “genetic asset stripping” (Reference 412).  It was stated in 1910: “We do not pretend 
to describe the exact typical pony that should be employed.  De gustibus, non est, disputandum.  
Each to his own taste, and depend upon it,” (Reference 353 p. xxiv).  Nevertheless (Reference 
412): “Individual animals have become favoured as typifying the breed and are preferred in 
future breeding generations, their genetic material coming to dominate.”  In this context, the 
aims of the WPCS might be described as a “reactionary approach” which has resulted in “a 
rigid specification of type” (Reference 1 p. 130) with concomitant and increasing loss of 
variation and flexibility (Appendices 2–4).   
 
It might be reasonably argued that the WPCS has produced “a detailed definition of the 
distinctive qualities found in animals of the breed it represents, some of which are based on 
genetic distinctiveness and some of which are based on physical appearance.  This has meant 
that breed characteristics have become increasingly fixed …  The practice of ‘showing’ 
animals has tended to place emphasis on the appearance of animals over genetic ‘purity’ in the 
fixing process.  Individual animals have become favoured as typifying the breed and are 
preferred in future breeding programmes, their genetic material coming to dominate” 
(Reference 412 p. 21). 
 
The dilemma posed by the difference between genotype (genetic make-up) and phenotype 
(appearance) is relevant to distinguishing Welsh Mountain ponies from Welsh mountain ponies 
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(Reference 412 p. 21): “It is possible to produce two animals of similar appearance; one which 
is genetically distinct from other breeds and the other that is an amalgam of genetic material 
from other breeds…  Breed societies are socio-cultural qualitative manifestations of both 
genotypical and phenotypical characteristics.”  To avoid the eradication of important genetic 
heritage, unregistered herds could, in future, be judged not only on appearance but also on a 
basis of genetic analysis.  DNA testing of breedlines could, in future, through the imminent 
availability of inexpensive and increasingly sophisticated genetic fingerprinting, indicate that 
some unregistered ponies / herds retain genetic ‘assets’ that may have already been lost from 
part or all of the registered semi-feral sub-population, or even from the entire Section A breed. 
 
Welsh conservation grazing schemes currently rely predominantly upon unregistered Welsh 
mountain ponies (Section 16).  Other free-living herds of unregistered ponies also exist, 
notably, but not exclusively, within the Carneddau, some of which are also involved in wildlife 
management programmes and which currently lie outside of WPCS prescriptions.  A desire to 
eradicate or to forcibly reduce the sizes of unregistered pony groups might lead to indirect, 
unwitting and irrevocable acceleration of genetic erosion of the Welsh Mountain semi-feral 
sub-population, because some unregistered stock might contain unique genetic characteristics 
that have been eradicated from registered stock.   
 
It is conceivable that the Carneddau ponies might, in future, be recognised as a separate breed.  
Consequently, the crossing of unregistered Carneddau mares with registered stallions in 2005 
(Section 17.4), which effectively reduces the Carneddau genetic material by 50% in the next 
generation, might be considered a form of “progressive” breeding.  Two proposed subsequent 
breeding stages, allowing the crossing of two further generations of mares only with WPCS 
registered stallions before third generation Carneddau stallions may be registered in the WPCS 
stud-book, will dilute the Carneddau genome further, leading quickly to irretrievable genetic 
erosion and the Carneddau pony’s “elimination as an identifiable entity” (Reference 1).  
 
 
9.7 Native Breeds at Risk Grazing Supplement 
 
 
Confusion over the description and status of the Section A semi-feral pony is likely for another 
reason.  The Welsh Mountain (hill-type) pony was previously listed as a breed eligible for 
support under EN’s Traditional Breeds Incentive (TBI).  In England up to 2006 the TBI 
Eligible Breeds List (References 107, 108, 168, 169, 170) described the pony as “locally 
adapted”, and ‘rare’, recognised hardiness in the hill-type pony’s characteristics and, along 
with the Fell pony and Exmoor pony, also recognised the “Welsh Mountain (hill-type)” pony 
as “potentially exhibiting extra hardiness” (Reference 107).  The List (up to 2006) did not 
describe this pony as ‘distinctive’ although the Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony 
population has particular characteristics that are in common with the characteristics of other 
Welsh Mountain (Section A) ponies, but that are different from other native breed ponies.  This 
pony should, therefore, be described as ‘distinctive’. 
  
The TBI was suspended in 2006 in anticipation of a new ‘Native Breeds at Risk Grazing 
Supplement’ (NBRGS) under England’s Higher Level Stewardship (HLS) Scheme (Reference 
309).  The supplement has been recently ratified by the European Union (EU) and has now 
superseded the TBI (Section 12.3) but incorporates many of the features of the TBI 
(References 74, 256).  
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The population referred to in the TBI Eligible Breeds List should be more precisely defined as 
the ‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral’ pony.  For consistency of identification, this latter 
description should replace the documented description “Welsh Mountain (hill type)” on any 
revised list of native breeds at risk.  For the Rural Development Service’s (RDS) new NBRGS 
the pony’s description on the ‘Approved List of Native breeds At Risk’ should be given as 
‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral’ and could also be identified as ‘Welsh Mountain 
(Section A) S’ (Reference 256). 
 
 
9.7.1 Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral herds outside of Wales 
 
The TBI was not applicable to Wales.  The NBRGS is not applicable to Wales but allows 
Section A semi-feral ponies (presently described as ‘feral’) which are ‘rare’ and ‘at risk’ to be 
used within appropriate conservation grazing schemes in England.  Under direction of the 
WPCS, any Section A semi-feral pony within the Pony Improvement Scheme ceases to 
recognised as part of the ‘at risk’ population outside of Wales, or indeed, away from the 
population’s native commons and hills, rendering the ‘hill type’ pony ineligible for the 
NBRGS in England.   
 
Recognition by the WPCS that Section A semi-feral breeding females that have been removed 
from Welsh commons are still part of the ‘at risk’ population might allow these mares to be 
used in English grazing and breeding programmes.  Under the NBRGS, there may be an 
opportunity to utilise the Section A semi-feral pony for conservation grazing on SSSIs and 
other specially designated areas outside of Wales.  However, the breed population would need 
to be redefined within TBI guidelines to include Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral ponies 
that have been removed from their native commons.  Such a ruling could encourage English 
land managers to purchase, privately or by auction, ponies from the Pony Improvement 
Societies.   
 
In order to facilitate this proposal, and so that anyone purchasing a pony for use in a semi-feral 
situation in England can easily identify whether the pony was bred on a Welsh common by a 
breeder within a Pony Improvement Society, an additional annotation is needed within the 
passport and on the core register of the WPCS.  Upon sale and removal of a pony from its 
place of origin, the WPCS description might be changed on the passport and core register from 
an ‘S’ to ‘S – R’, which would mean ‘semi-feral – removed’.  The ‘Approved List of Native 
Breeds At Risk’ could carry the description ‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral – 
removed’ or ‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) S – R’, a proposal that is discussed elsewhere 
within this scoping report (Section 5.3.4). 
 
One purpose of the TBI was to promote the genetic conservation of endangered native breeds.  
Similarly, the NBRGS “is also designed to contribute to the genetic conservation of native 
breeds at risk” (Reference 256).  This is partially achieved by increasing the population size of 
‘at risk’ breeds.  One radical way of expanding the Section A semi-feral sub-population would 
be to establish at least one herd at an appropriate heathland location in England under the 
control of the Pony Improvement Societies of Wales.  This programme would require the full 
backing of the WPCS, but would ensure that the Section A semi-feral pony could be used 
legitimately under the NBRGS. 
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Section 10 

 
 

10. Population trend of the Section A semi-feral 
pony 

 
 
10.1 Section A pony registrations 1902–2005 
 
 
The numbers of Section A mares and stallions registered between 1902 and 1965 have been 
reported for the following years of stud-book publication: 1902–5, 1908, 1911, 1916, 1921, 
1926, 1929–30, 1956, 1965 (Reference 67 p. 15).  This information is presented here in 
graphical form (Figures 1, 2).  Volume 1 of the WPCS stud-book was published in 1902, when 
273 Section A mares and nine stallions were registered.  The lowest annual number of mares 
registered was 32, recorded in Volume 28 in 1929.  Following the commencement of the FS 
scheme in 1930 (Section 5.1.3), 3504 mares and 712 stallions were recorded in Volume 49 in 
1965.  The 1965 figure included the progeny of 1219 FS1 and FS2 mares by the registered 
sires of unregistered mares on inspection (Reference 67 p. 15).  
 
Unfortunately it has not been possible, within the remit of this scoping report, to calculate from 
the stud-book volumes the number of Section A foals, mares, stallions and geldings registered 
every year between 1902 and 2005, and this information is not readily available from the 
WPCS: 
 
 
Figure 1: Section A mares registered in the WPCS stud-book 1902–1965  

 
 

1. Whilst each Section A pony has a unique, chronologically-based registration number 
within the stud-book, prior to approximately 1988 registrations were not 
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computerised, rendering information retrieval from the earlier stud-book volumes a 
time consuming operation.  

 
2. Whilst the earlier stud-book volumes routinely separated Sections A, B, C and D 

entries, which facilitates counting of Section A ponies, separation according to 
Section has not be practised in later volumes, rendering accurate counting more 
difficult.  However, the number of ponies registered within each Section of the stud-
book during many years has been routinely appended to WPCS AGM minutes.  For 
example, the following interim statistics were reported at the May 2002 WPCS AGM 
(Reference 376): colts = 562, fillies = 1032, geldings = 305, total foals = 1899. 

 
A graph illustrating the precise trend in Section A registrations is required in order to 
appreciate the relationship between the semi-feral and non semi-feral Section A registrations 
and populations.     
  
 
Figure 2: Section A stallions registered in the WPCS stud-book 1902–1965 
 

 
 
10.2 Section A semi-feral pony registrations 1902–2005 
 
 
No analysis is available which describes the proportion of the Section A population that was 
regarded as feral each year between 1902 and 2005, i.e. the breed sub-population defined 
within this scoping report as semi-feral.  These ponies were registered in the WPCS stud-book 
by breeders operating within past and present Pony Improvement Schemes. 

   
Whilst the identification of Section A registrations within the stud-book may be a relatively 
straightforward, if time consuming, operation, separating past semi-feral registrations 
(historically defined as feral registrations by the WPCS) from other Section A registrations 
requires a precise knowledge of all semi-feral herd prefixes.  An exception arises where, since 
2002, semi-feral filly foals and colt foals have been awarded premiums within the present Pony 
Improvement Scheme, when registrations may be easily identified. 
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The introduction of the 1965 Commons Registration Act (Reference 229), when sheep subsidy 
began, is believed by some observers to have heralded overgrazing by sheep on commons and 
the beginning of the semi-feral pony’s demise (Reference 201).  It might be anticipated that the 
number of registrations within Pony Improvement Societies has correspondingly decreased 
between 1965 and 2005.  Future analysis of semi-feral registrations will allow meaningful 
historical comparison of the semi-feral and non semi-feral populations, but is beyond this 
scoping report.  
 
 
10.3 Population trend of Section A ponies 1902–2005 
 
 
The number of Section A mares (and foals, stallions and geldings) registered each year in the 
WPCS stud-book, if determined and graphed over the 103 years of the stud-book records, 
would be indicative of the breed’s population trend for the entire history of the WPCS.  
However, such a graph will not necessarily allow an accurate assessment of the Section A 
population at any stage because: 
 

1. No precise number or recorded list of all ponies that were, or are, alive at any time 
exists.  Whilst all breeders / owners / vendors are required to return a registration 
document to the WPCS when an animal dies or when an animal is sold, this practice is 
not rigorously followed and is apparently impossible to enforce. 

 
2. An error correction formula would need to be applied to the registrations each year 

from 1903–2005, and therefore to the cumulative registrations, to take into account 
ponies that have died during any previous year.  Ponies may die from: (a) natural 
causes (old age) – a rare occurrence in the semi-feral state because selective culling of 
ponies from the hill / marsh will take into consideration a pony’s age and ability to 
cope with the harsh environment; (b) premature death due force majure, principally in 
the first part of the 20th century; (c) disease (which has been traditionally rare within 
the breed); (d) trauma (e.g. traffic accidents).  Such a correction formula, to be applied 
reliably and to provide an estimated population count with estimated error limits at the 
95% confidence interval, would also require knowledge of the average life expectancy 
and the distribution, i.e. variation in life expectancy, of the overall Section A 
population and of the separate sub-groups (mares, stallions, geldings and foals). 

 
3. Castrated stallions may be re-registered as geldings in the WPCS stud-book, a 

potential source of statistical error that must be considered when estimating stallion 
populations.  A stallion is initially entered into section A of the stud-book but, upon 
becoming a gelding, an entry is made in Section E of the stud-book. 

 
It is believed that, at June 2006, there has been no calculation or published estimate of the 
breed’s previous or present population of breeding females.  This statistic, at least for 2005 
onwards in the first instance, would seem to be an essential requisite for understanding factors 
that have affected, are affecting, and might affect the breed’s overall population in Wales and 
throughout the UK. 
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10.4 Population trend of Section A semi-feral ponies 1902–2005 
 
 
The number of Section A semi-feral mares and stallions registered each year in the WPCS 
stud-book, if calculated and graphed over the 103 years of the stud-book records, would be 
indicative of the registered semi-feral pony’s population trend for the entire history of the 
WPCS.  However, such a graph will not necessarily allow an accurate assessment of the 
Section A population at any stage because: 
 

1. No consideration would have been made of ponies that have died or that have left 
their native hills and commons, i.e. been sold.  Whilst all semi-feral breeders and 
vendors of ponies are required to return a registration document to the WPCS when an 
animal dies or is sold, this practice is not rigorously followed and is apparently 
impossible to enforce.   

 
2. An error correction formula must be applied to take into consideration similar 

intervening variables that have been enumerated for the entire Section A population. 
 
Knowing the size of the past population of semi-feral ponies within WPCS Pony Improvement 
Schemes at acceptable intervals, e.g. every five years, throughout the history of the WPCS up 
to 2006, might allow a valid semi-feral population trend to be determined.  Relatively precise 
population numbers are more likely to exist for Section A ponies running on commons within 
Pony Improvement Societies, since providing returns has been a traditional requirement of the 
WPCS for breeders who wish to participate in the Premium Scheme.  Nevertheless, such a 
population trend may not necessarily represent an accurate assessment of the semi-feral sub-
population at all times over the last 103 years because: 
 

1. Some breeders might not have returned to the WPCS precise figures for ponies 
running on Improvement Society commons. 

 
2. Population returns do not exist for some, undetermined, periods within the WPCS 

history. 
 

3. Some semi-feral herds and some pony societies will have been outside of the Pony 
Improvement Scheme for prolonged and varying periods, providing an underestimate 
of registered semi-feral ponies on some occasions. 

 
4. Occasional surveys, that have been periodically undertaken in addition to standard 

returns, might contain inaccurate statistical information. 
 
It is believed that, at June 2006, no semi-feral sub-population trend for any part of the period 
1902–2005 has been published.  Unfortunately, insufficient information based upon computer-
processed data is readily available to allow a comprehensive assessment of the semi-feral 
pony’s population for much of that period.  Accordingly, a population assessment is provided 
here based upon limited data provided by the WPCS.  Whilst an attempt has been made to 
corroborate all statistics used, future verification of the validity of this assessment is 
recommended. 
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10.4.1 A diminishing semi-feral sub-population between 1981 and 2005 
 
A report compiled by the WPCS in September 1984, and obtained from the present (2006) 
Pony Improvement Societies Secretary, lists (Reference 359): (a) the number of stallions 
awarded premiums in 1981 and in 1982; (b) the number of active mares “running the hills” in 
1981 and 1982, based upon details received from Improvement Associations; (c) foals that 
were registered in the WPCS stud-book in 1982 and 1983 “having been bred under the 
jurisdiction of Improvement Associations and by premium stallions during 1982 and 1983” 
(Table 18; Reference 359).  
 
 
Table 18:  Population of Section A semi-feral ponies in Pony Improvement Associations in 

1981–1982 
 
Table 18 notes: Improvement Societies were formerly called Improvement Associations.   
 

Report on Hill Breeding 
September 1984 

Premium
Stallions 

Premium
Stallions 

Mares 
4+ years 

Mares 
4+ years 

 
Foals 

 
Foals

Improvement Association 1981 1982 1981 1982 1982 1983
Aberyscir 1 1 38 30 - - 
Black Mountain 4 4 446 443 32 7 
Blaenavon 1 1 60 35 2 1 
Brecon Beacons 2 1 34 37 3 1 
Church Stretton 3 2 100 60 11 1 
Dowlais 3 3 184 244 2 2 
Eppynt 5 7 156 315 - 9 
Gower 4 4 145 113 - - 
Hundred House 1 1 32 32 4 - 
Llanafan & Llanwrthwl 2 1 244 235 - - 
Llandefalle Hill 2 1 45 42 2 - 
Llandillo Graban 1 - 71 - - - 
Llangoed Hill 2 3 90 76 11 9 
Llangorse Hill 1 1 35 35 3 2 
Llanrhidian Marsh  4 4 124 107 6 4 
Llynyfan (Gwynfe) 4 2 340 489 4 4 
Manmoel 1 1 31 28 - 3 
Mountain Hare 3 4 100 153 3 1 
Penderyn 1 2 93 88 - 1 
Trefil Hill 4 4 278 241 1 - 
Vaynor and District 2 2 178 161 6 22 

Total = 21 Associations 51 49 2,824 2,964 90 67 
 
 
The 1981–2 returns for mares and premium stallions and the 1982-3 returns for the registered 
progeny of 1981-2 mares (Table 18) may be compared with the 1998–2000 survey statistics for 
mares (Table 20; References 126, 359, 370, 403), the 2001 return for mares and stallions 
(Table 16) and the registered progeny of mares by hill pony premium stallions for 1996–2004 
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(Tables 9, 22).  These statistics may also be compared with returns of registered young mares 
(aged three years plus) provided by Pony Improvement Societies for the period of the present 
HBLB premium awards, 2002–2005 (Table 19; Reference 403). 
 
Between 1981 and 2001, 2001 being the year before population statistics were presented to the 
RBST by the WPCS, there was a 73% decrease in the number of mares aged four years and 
over (Table 20; Figure 3).  Between 2001 and 2006, the sub-population size has fluctuated 
about a mean of 786 mares.  
 
 
Table 19:  Registered semi-feral mares eligible for premium awards 2002–2005  
 

Table 19 notes: These data are based upon mares aged three years and over and therefore 
include some youngstock.  Mares aged four years and over are normally counted to 
determine the breeding population, but appropriate data were unavailable. 

 
Premium award year 2002 2003 2004 2005 
Born during or before: 1999 2000 2001 2002 

No. of mares (3 years +) 815 860 712 783 
 
 
The number of registered foals increased from an average of 79 per annum between 1982 and 
1983 to an average of 133 per annum between 1996 and 2004, representing an increase of 68% 
(Figure 4; Table 22).  This difference may be misleading because data were unavailable for the 
periods 1965–1981, 1984–1995, 2003 and 2005 and because the general trend appears to be 
downwards from 1997 (Table 22; References 72, 274, 359, 364).  Despite the limitations of 
this analysis, the trend indicates that, over the last 25 years, the total registered semi-feral sub-
population of breeding females, and by inference the number of herds and / or herd sizes, has 
diminished considerably (Figure 3).    
 
   
Table 20:  Population of registered breeding semi-feral mares in Pony Improvement 

Societies for 1981–2 and 1998–2005 
 

Table 20 notes: Mares reported for 1981–2 are described as “active” (Reference 359) and 
are assumed to be aged four years and over.  Mares reported for 1998–2001 are described as 
“four years and over” (Reference 370).  Mares reported for 2002–5 are “three years old and 
over” and therefore at least some are not brood mares until the year after the year that they 
are reported.  Some are three-year-old fillies within the Scheme (Reference 403).   

 
Year 1981 1982 1998–2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

No. of registered mares 2824 2964 684 758 815 860 712 783 
 
 
The number of premium stallions has decreased from an average of 50 per annum between 
1981 and 1982 to an average of 33 per annum between 1996 and 2001, the six years 
immediately before the latest WPCS Premium Scheme began (Figure 5; References 359, 364, 
381, 398).  During the period 2002–6, the first five years of the latest Scheme, the average 
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number of stallions was 29 per annum, representing a further, although smaller, decrease.  Data 
are unavailable for the period 1983–1995 (Tables 6, 8, 21; Figure 5; References 359, 364, 370).  
Any further average decline over the next five years could indicate an increasingly precarious 
state of the  semi-feral sub-population. 
 
 
Table 21:  Population of registered premium stallions used by Pony Improvement 

Societies in 1981–2 and 1996–2001 
 

Year 1981 1982 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
No. of premium stallions 51 49 33 36 35 35 30 28 

 
 
Figure 3: Population of Section A semi-feral mares within Pony Improvement Societies 

1981–2 and 1998–2005  
 

Figure 3 note: Data for 1981–2 and 1998–2001 are based upon mares aged four and 
over.  Data for 2002–5 are based upon mares aged three and over.  The 1998–2000 
survey data are plotted as the 1999 return (References 126, 359, 370, 403). 

 
 
Table 22:  Population of registered semi-feral foals (colts and fillies) in 1982–3 and 1996–

2005  
 
Table 22 notes: Data refer to the progeny registered with the WPCS in that year.  * = Figure 
also includes four geldings.  NA = Data are not available.    
 
Year 1982 1983 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
Total 
foals 
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Figure 4: Population of Section A semi-feral foals (colts and fillies) registered within Pony 
Improvement Societies 1982–3, 1996–2002 and 2004  

  
Figure 4 note: Data for 2003 and 2005 are unavailable.  Data include four geldings in 
1996.  (References 72, 274, 359, 364.) 

  

 
 
Figure 5: Number of premium stallions running on commons within Pony Improvement 

Societies 1982–3 and 1996–2006  
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10.5 Section A semi-feral pony population size in 2006 
 
 
Thirteen of 25 official Societies within the WPCS Pony Improvement Scheme, plus one pony 
society seeking official WPCS recognition, returned census figures as part of their 2006 
questionnaire responses.  These 25 Societies and one society manage altogether an estimated 
545–554 semi-feral mares (Table 23).  Unfortunately, non-returns from the remaining 12 
Societies prevented any accurate estimation of the total number of mares in the current (2006) 
semi-feral sub-population.  Nevertheless, the obtained data may be compared with that of the 
1998–2000 Hill Survey and the 2001 WPCS Survey for the reporting Societies (Tables 11, 16). 
   
 
Table 23:  Number of mares in 14 responding Pony Improvement Societies at March 2006 
 

Table 23 notes: Mares are 4 years +.  NA = Not applicable as this society was not operating 
within the Pony Improvement Scheme at the time of the 1998–2000 and 2001 surveys and no 
data are available.  * = Figure is based upon Middle Eppynt data only.  ** = Figure is based 
upon Rhullen Hill.  *** = This Improvement Society was operating outside of the Pony 
Improvement Scheme at the time of the 1998–2000 and 2001 surveys but data are available 
for 1998–2000.  # = This society has applied for recognition as a PIS at 11th April 2006.   

 
PIS ref. 

no. 
(N = 14) 

No. of mares 
2006 

No. of mares 
1998–2000 

No. of mares 
2001 

Change in no. 
of mares 

2000–2006 

Change in 
Mares 

2001–2006 
2 20 8 13 Increased Increased 
4 circa 30 20 26 Increased Increased 
5 14–18 NA NA NA NA 
6 75 85 124 Decreased Decreased 
8 19 18 * 21 Increased Decreased 
12 12 45 55 Decreased Decreased 
13 10–15 10 ** 21 No change Decreased 
15 20 35 19 Decreased Increased 
17 circa 120 10 80 Increased Increased 
20 20 *** 15 NA Increased NA 
21 circa 60 NA NA NA NA 
24 15 13 15 Increased No change 
25 55 60 20 Decreased Increased 
#26 75 NA NA NA NA 

 
Totals 

circa 
545–554 

(14 Societies) 

 
319 

(11 Societies) 

 
394 

(10 Societies)

Increased = 6 
Decreased = 4 
No change = 1 

Increased = 5 
Decreased = 4
No change = 1

 
 
The number of registered mares increased in approximately half of the reporting Improvement 
Societies and decreased in the other half between 2000–2001 and 2006.  The mare populations 
of several Societies changed marginally whereas those of others changed considerably, an 
indication of the non-static, even volatile, nature of the overall Section A semi-feral sub-
population.   
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The number of stallions being used decreased in four of 10 reporting Societies that were active 
within the Pony Improvement Scheme in 2001 and 2006 and increased in only one Society 
between 2001 and 2006 (Table 24).  In the 10 reporting Societies, the total number of stallions 
decreased from 28 to 20. 
 
 
Table 24:  Number of stallions used by 14 responding Pony Improvement Societies at 

March 2006 
 
Table 24 notes: NA = Not applicable as this society was not 
operating within the Pony Improvement Scheme at the time of the 
2001 survey and no data are available.  * = Statistic is based upon 
Middle Eppynt figures only.  ** = Statistic is based upon Rhullen 
Hill.  # = This society has applied for recognition as a PIS at 11th 
April 2006.   

 
PIS ref. 

no. 
 (N = 14) 

No. of stallions 
2006 

No. of stallions 
2001 

Change in 
stallions  

2001–2006 
2 1 1 No change 
4 1 1 No change 
5 1 NA NA 
6 3 3 No change 
8 2 * 3 Decreased (-1) 
12 1 9 Decreased (-8) 
13 1 ** 2 Decreased (-1) 
15 1 1 No change 
17 5 6 Decreased (-1) 
20 1 NA NA 
21 3 NA NA 
24 1 1 No change 
25 4 1 Increased (+3) 
#26 3 NA NA 

 
Totals 

28 
(14 Societies) 

28 
(10 Societies) 

Increased = 1 
Decreased = 4 
No change = 5 

 
 
When each Improvement Society was asked to “compare your Society’s mare population with 
that of 5–10 years ago” breeders replied: (i) “less than half now” (Reference 163: 2); (ii) “about 
the same” (Reference 163: 3); (iii) “it has decreased (Reference 163: 4, 8, 13, 15, 21); (iv) “it 
has stayed the same” (Reference 163: 5); (v) “decreased by 15%” (Reference 163: 6, 17); (vi) 
“numbers of mares have fallen dramatically from 30–35 years ago;  almost stable at present; 
passports are likely to cause further losses” (Reference 163: 11); (vii) “decreased by 20%” 
(Reference 163: 12); (viii) “it’s the same, but there are fewer breeders” (Reference 163: 14); 
(ix) “reduced by 33%” (Reference 163: 20); (x) “decreased by 50%” (Reference 163: 24, 25); 
(xi) “reduced by 75%” (Reference 163: 26). 
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Causes of observed short-term population fluctuations may also adversely affect the long-term 
trend and therefore the future sustainability of the semi-feral sub-population.  Consequently, 
rigorous annual monitoring of the sub-population must be an immediate aim of the WPCS and 
the Pony Improvement Societies.  The need for regular, meticulous census returns of foals, 
mares and stallions must be emphasised in order to help identify any impending population 
crisis within any Improvement Society.  Future analyses of the changing stallion numbers for 
each Society would help to indicate whether any herd is thriving or is under increasing threat. 
A robust strategy is needed to allow the WPCS to respond positively to prevent any future 
impending loss of any Society from the Scheme. 
 
 
10.6 Factors affecting the population size of Section A semi-feral 

ponies 
 
 
The relatively recent decline in the population of registered semi-feral ponies appears to be the 
consequence of a variety of concurrent and interrelated influences.  Some possible causes of 
the decline have been previously documented (Appendix 16; References 213, 265).   
 
The BBNPA ecologist notes that, within that national park fewer grazing ponies have been 
evident recently, not only native breed ponies but also unregistered animals (References 261, 
262): “There are too few herds.  There has been an alarming decline in the number of ponies on 
hills.  Maybe people are thinking it’s not worth their while to put anything on the hill.  There’s 
no financial reward and a lack of ‘know-how’ about conservation grazing.”  Two years 
previously the ecologist explained that he had heard about an autumn agricultural sale in 
Brecon (References 264, 265): “Six hundred ponies were sold, whilst in the Pembrokeshire 
Coast National Park one farmer recently sold 100 ponies which beforehand had been grazing 
an important nature reserve.”  The BBNPA “has a duty to foster the social and economic well 
being of the people who live and work in the park” and aims to “attract media attention” to the 
plight of Welsh Mountain pony breeders in order “to stop the decline (and) to prevent the loss 
of the breed” (Reference 262).   
 
 
10.6.1 Prioritising negative effects 
 
Several relatively recent developments could represent an increasingly negative affect on the 
semi-feral sub-population size and population trend:  
 

1. The poor saleable return for foals may render the keeping and managing of hill and 
marsh ponies economically unviable. 

 
2. The increasing cost of bureaucracy, e.g. passport fees, has further reduced any 

financial incentive. 
 
3. Many breeders are nearing retirement age and insufficient younger breeders are either 

available or willing to replace all of them. 
 

4. Loss of traditional grazing areas to wildlife / forestry conservation schemes in some 
areas of Wales might have reduced available opportunities for herd management.  
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5. Increased availability of suitable lowland grazing following CAP reform might 
discourage some breeders from venturing onto hills. 

 
6. Public perception of the semi-feral pony may be less positive in Wales than is 

desirable, particularly in view of equine health and welfare issues highlighted recently 
by the media (Section 21.9.2). 

 
7. Unsympathetic landlords, e.g. grazing rights were ‘lost’ as a consequence of their 

compulsory acquisition by the Military on Eppynt Hill, can reduce available grazing 
for the semi-feral sub-population. 

 
8. Increased road traffic on commons, e.g. from quarrying ventures and tourist activities, 

will kill some ponies annually.   
 
 
Table 25:  Factors, in order of priority, that are affecting the population of hill and marsh 

ponies  
 
Table 25 notes: Data are based upon Pony Improvement Society questionnaire 
returns (Appendix 9) in March 2006.  * = This society has applied for 
recognition as a PIS.  27 = 2005–6 President of the WPCS.  - = No response. 
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2 - 3 1 - 2 - - - 
3 - 3 1 - - - - - 
4 1 - - 2 3 - - - 
5 - 2 1 - - 3 - - 
6 2 1 - - - - 3 - 
8 1 - 2 - - - - - 

10 1 - - - - - - - 
11 2 - 1 - - - 3 - 
12 1 - - - - - 3 2 
13 1 - - - - - 3 2 
14 - - 1 - - - 2 - 
15 1 - 2 - - - - - 
17 2 - 1 - 3 - - - 
20 2 - 1 - - - - - 
21 - - 1 - - - 3 / 2 - 
24 - - 3 - - - 2 / 1 - 
25 1 - - - - - - - 

26* 2 (cost) - - 3 - - 1 - 
27 2 - - - 1 - - - 
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At the convened meeting of Pony Improvement Societies in February 2006, Secretaries stated 
that the most important issues and negative effects were, in order of priority (Table 25):  
 

1. Passports. 
2. Economics – sheep subsidies pre CAP reform. 
3. Economics – castration costs (up to £150 per colt). 
4. Lack of interest in pony breeding by the younger generation.   

 
The WPCS Veterinary surgeon confirms that semi-feral ponies “are in decline for economic 
reasons and because of lack of interest by the younger generation” (Reference 202).  This 
observation is largely in agreement with the tabulated results.  The low selling price of foals, 
particularly colt foals, is also of serious concern to many breeders (Table 25).  The WPCS 
retired Veterinary surgeon notes (Reference 12): “The saleable value of a hill pony has 
decreased to probably 30% of what it used to be in the late 1950s and early 1960s.  Who wants 
to keep them to get nothing for the progeny?”  A poor economic return is also perceived to be 
the major influencing factor by an informed independent commentator (Reference 3). 
 
 
Table 26:  Average ages of breeders in Pony Improvement Societies at March 2006 
 

Table 26 notes: * = This society has applied for recognition as a PIS. 
 
PIS 
ref. 
no. 

 
2 

 
3 
 

 
4 

 
5 

 
6 

 
10 

 
12 

 
13 

 
14 

 
15 

 
17 

 
20 

 
21 

 
24 

 
25 

 
26*

 
Age 
(Yr) 

 
14– 
76 

 
25– 
63 

 
23 
43 
55 
79 

 
20s, 
60s– 
90 

 
16. 

Rest 
= 

40–
80 

 
30s 
40s 
70s 

 
50+ 

 
47 
55 
60 

 
45 
60 
68 

 
26–
70 

 
30 
40 
42 
55 
58 
60  
65 
 67 
 79 

 

 
45 
55 

 
20 
80 

 
30–
70 

 
33 
35 
51 
61 
68 

 
20– 
65 

 
 
The WPCS previous Veterinary surgeon (1963–2003) comments (Reference 12): “The average 
age of Welsh farmers is 58, and that of breeders is probably older than that.”  The average age 
of Improvement Society breeders is difficult to assess from the representative sample of 
Societies that returned questionnaires (Table 26).  Some ages are vaguely reported.  However, 
at least 19 of the breeders in this sample of at least 45 breeders is 60 years of age or over, 
suggesting that approximately two-fifths of the semi-feral herds may be in danger of 
disappearing within the next one-two decades.  The Hill Preservation Society Secretary 
comments (Reference 171): “Ponies have been bred through generations within the same 
families.  Breeders’ sons are not given enough financial encouragement.”   
 
The City and County of Swansea planning ecologist notes (Reference 409): “Most Gower 
farms are still family businesses.  However, the age of most active farmers is now 60 to 65.  
Many of these will be retiring over the next 10 years or so.  There are few family members 
coming through who will take on the farm and this could result in a break in the farming 
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tradition of stocking commons …  (and) the loss of valuable habitats … and traditional breeds 
of stock.  Should this tradition be broken, it is difficult to envisage this being recreated.  By far 
the best way of managing … internationally important habitats and landscapes is by the use of 
commercial stock.”  Some native pony breeders have no direct descendants (Reference 171):  
“One possibility is also to encourage farmers’ sons who have never kept ponies.”   
 
 
10.6.2 Problems encountered on commons 
 
When asked what problems Improvement Societies have encountered on commons, breeders 
noted: (i) “people encouraging horses to the roadside by feeding them, horses being chased by 
quad’s and riders riding between mares and stallions during the breeding season” (Reference 
163: 4); (ii) “the commoners’ committee have a round-up on the common every two years to 
collect strays.  In a vast area ponies roam and breeders lose ponies, so breeders are grateful for 
the round-up, when stray ponies are pounded then collected” (Reference 163: 5); (iii) “an 
occasional rogue entire (unlicensed or inappropriate stallion) on the common” (Reference 163: 
6, 11); (iv) “having to compete with such large numbers of sheep” (Reference 163: 14); (v) 
“the legal liability of the stallion running on the hill / common” (Reference 163: 17); (vi) “theft 
of ponies and occasional unwanted interference from animal welfare organisations” (Reference 
163: 21, 24); (vii) “traffic” (Reference 163: 24); (viii) “encroaching bracken and scrub” 
(Reference 163: 27).  One independent commentator notes that, before 1965, Gower ponies 
were regularly killed by motorists (Reference 3).  Additionally, in 1938, 94 Eppynt farms 
encompassing 35,000 acres were compulsorily acquired for military purposes (Section 10.6.1).  
Subsequently Eppynt pony breeders dispersed throughout the UK and overseas.         
 
 
10.6.3 Registered breeder priorities 
 
When asked what subsidy they would like, breeders suggested: (i) “subsidy to encourage non-
specialists to keep ponies” (Reference 163: 5); (ii) “supplementary care cover for castration”  
(Reference 163: 3, 11); (iii) “worming costs” (Reference 163: 3); (iv) “a subsidy on genuine 
registered Welsh Mountain (hill) mares” (Reference 163: 2, 10, 17); (v) “subsidised passports” 
(Reference 163: 12, 20, 26); (vi) “subsidy to ensure the retention of the Premium stallion 
Scheme” (R4 17); (vii) “a fee to help keeping breeding ponies in their natural habitat” 
(Reference 163: 21); (viii) “help with feed / upkeep costs” (Reference 163: 24, 26).   
 
 
10.6.4 Factors affecting saleable value 
 
When asked whether the saleable value of ponies has increased or decreased over the last five 
years breeders responded: (i) “saleable value varies depending on a large number of factors” 
(Reference 163: 4); (ii) “since the advent of passports, the value of ponies has decreased as 
breeders are doubtful of the future trade” (Reference 163: 2, 5, 15, 17, 20, 25, 26); (iii) “there 
has been only minimal increase, if you take inflation into account” (Reference 163: 6); (iv) 
“there has been a slight decrease” (Reference 163: 8, 10, 12); (v) “any increase is insufficient 
to cover increased costs of passports, inflation, etc.” (Reference 163: 11); (vi) “the value has 
stayed the same” (Reference 163: 13); (vii) “the value has decreased, especially the ‘less good’ 
foals / ponies” (Reference 163: 14); (viii) “a steady increase has been seen in 2005” (Reference 
163: 21); (ix) “increased in the last two years” (Reference 163: 24); (x) “good filly foals can 
sell reasonably well but colts are worth £100 less” (Reference 163: 27). 
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Table 27:  Greatest costs incurred by breeders 
 

Table 27 notes: - = Not identified as a ‘greatest cost’ by the breeder.             
 
PIS Reference Veterinary Feed Transport Passports Other 

163: 2 4 1 - 2 3 
163: 3 - 2 - 1 - 
163: 4 2 2 2 1 - 
163: 5 3 2 1 - - 
163: 6 4 1 3 2 - 
163: 8 - - - 1 - 
163: 11 3 1 4 2 - 
163: 12 2 3 4 1 - 
163: 13 - - - 1 - 
163: 15 - - - 1 - 
163: 17 4 1 2 3 - 
163: 20 4 3 2 1 - 
163: 21 4 2 3 1 - 
163: 24 4 2 3 1 - 
163: 25 3 2 4 1 - 
163: 26 2 3 1 - - 
163: 27 2 - 4 1 3 (food) 

 
 
Pony Improvement Society questionnaire results indicated that the greatest debilitating cost for 
most responding breeders was passports, followed closely by feed (Table 27). 
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Section 11 

 
 

11. Common Agricultural Policy reform and 
agricultural support schemes 

 
 
Recent CAP reform has multifaceted implications for the present and future status of registered 
and unregistered semi-feral ponies.  Present strategies of the WAG for environmentally 
sustainable farming are likely to affect the future management, use and survivability of equine 
herds in the Welsh uplands and lowlands.  Agricultural support schemes – the SPS and Tir 
Mynydd – may offer opportunities for farmer-breeders. 
 
 
11.1 The Single Payment Scheme in Wales 
 
 
11.1.1 Basis of the Welsh Single Payment Scheme 
  
The Single Payment Scheme (SPS), formerly known as Single Farm Payment (SFP), was 
introduced in Wales on 1st January 2005 by the Welsh Department for Environment, Planning 
and Countryside (EPC).  The SPS replaced pre-existing commodity subsidies.  Following an 
“extensive consultation process,” the WAG decided “to fully decouple all direct payments (to 
farmers) that were available under the CAP livestock aid and arable area payments schemes up 
to and including the 2004 scheme year” (Reference 321 p. 1).  Single payments, which are 
made each year to farmers, are no longer related to the level of production except in 
exceptional circumstances (Reference 341 p. 5).   
 
The SPS has a historical basis.  Entitlement to the SPS is based mainly on average CAP 
subsidy receipts in 2000, 2001 and 2002.  Only land that was used for agricultural purposes 
during the reference period (2000–2002) could be used to support CAP subsidy claims.  As a 
new entrant to the SPS from 2005, to receive entitlement from the National Reserve (Reference 
327) at least part of the new business had to be in the sectors that would have attracted CAP 
subsidy, in beef or sheep for example.  Guidance on the National Reserve – what the categories 
are and application times – is available from the WAG.   
 
On 11th February 2004, the Minister for Environment, Planning and Countryside stated 
(Reference 41 p. 1): “… it is not possible to satisfy all in farming and other key interests such 
as the environment and conservation lobbies.”  An area basis for delivery of CAP reforms, 
where all land would receive a payment per hectare, was rejected because this model “would 
have involved too great a distribution between farms” (Reference 41 p. 1).  Smaller farms 
would have been generally disadvantaged.  A combination of historic and area-based payments 
was similarly rejected.  Additionally, no clear relationship exists between the current SPS and 
the environmental benefits that a farm was producing pre CAP reform.  Area-based payments 
would have produced a similar dilemma.   
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The CCW has stated an intention to ensure that agri-environment scheme participants “do not 
lose out as a result of the historic payments model” (Reference 41 pp. 2–3).  Nevertheless, the 
“administrative difficulty of tracking entitlements and the difficulty of justifying current public 
support for farms on the basis of historical performance means that the system is likely to 
become increasingly hard to justify over time.”   Consequently, further reform may be 
necessary in future.     
 
All land in receipt of the SPS must be managed – actively farmed and / or maintained for at 
least 10 months each year – in Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition (GAEC) and in 
accordance with specified European directives.  Farmers who fail to achieve necessary cross-
compliance standards will lose their SPS payments (Reference 341).  In Wales, as in England, 
overgrazing, “grazing with so many livestock that the growth quality or diversity of natural or 
semi-natural vegetation is adversely affected” (Reference 48 p. 3), is prohibited under the SPS.  
The consequences and possible penalties for Welsh farmers breaking cross compliance rules 
have been documented (Reference 48).  
 
 
11.1.2 Sustainable grazing for biodiversity 
 
In February 2004 the CCW acknowledged, “…it is likely that many farmers will respond to 
decoupling by reducing stock numbers (as they are no longer required to keep a specified 
number of animals in order to qualify for subsidy)” (Reference 41 p. 2).  The positive and 
negative environmental impacts of decoupling are still difficult to predict, less than two years 
after the implementation of CAP reform.  Objective comparisons of pre 2005 upland and 
lowland habitats with post 2005 habitats are needed.  Some upland habitats could suffer long-
term from a reduction in livestock numbers whereas many could benefit.  Lowland heathland 
and semi-natural grassland may no longer receive sufficient grazing. 
 
Environmental impacts of decoupling will depend upon: (i) the availability of grazing animals, 
particularly native Welsh cattle and Welsh Mountain semi-feral ponies; (ii) funding availability 
under the Rural Development Plan (RDP) for Wales; (iii) the nature of the cross compliance 
regime adopted by farmers; (iv) whether GAEC requirements will prevent long-term 
environmental damage, defined here as ‘undesirable habitat change’, on SPS land; (v) whether 
adjustments to agri-environment scheme payments will offset predictable and unpredictable 
negative environmental consequences of the SPS.   
 
Several farming grants – Tir Mynydd, the Farm Improvement Grant (FIG) and the Farm 
Enterprise Grant (FEG) – and agri-environment scheme payments –Tir Cynnal, Tir Gofal and 
the Organic Farming Scheme (OFS) – have been available to farmers who receive SPS grants.  
Tir Gofal and other agri-environment payment rates are being adjusted to take into 
consideration SPS requirements (Section 12.2).  As in Scotland, the WAG could have used a 
proportion of SPS funding to provide extra support for environmentally beneficial systems of 
farming through National Envelopes.  “The Scottish approach provides support for suckler 
cows,” (Reference 230) but other uses for National Envelopes could include conservation 
grazing schemes involving Section A semi-feral ponies.  Because National Envelopes were not 
adopted by the WAG in 2005, “it would be extremely difficult, if not impossible, to introduce 
them at a later date” (Reference 230). 
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11.1.3 Government support for native ponies in England 
 
Support for native ponies in England differs from that for Welsh Mountain ponies or other 
native breed ponies in Wales.  In England, two avenues of support are potentially available 
following CAP reform: (1) the SPS can support land used for grazing for horses where these 
are the only grazing animals; (2) the Higher Level Stewardship (HLS) supplement for any 
‘native breed at risk’ was approved by the Commission in autumn 2005. 
 
 
11.1.4 A Single Payment Scheme for horses in England 
 
In England, land grazed by equidae (horses, ponies, mules and donkeys) is eligible for payment 
under the CAP SPS because horses “are an integral part of our traditional landscape and make 
an important contribution to the rural economy” (Reference 81: 3).  Any land of at least 0.3 
hectares that is grazed by horses is potentially eligible if it is maintained “in GAEC and is not 
used for a non-agricultural purpose” (Reference 81).   
 
To receive the single payment, which is based upon the number of eligible hectares a farmer 
has, farmers must meet cross compliance conditions that protect soil, wildlife habitats and 
landscape.  For example, they must assess and record the condition of the soils on their land 
each year and resolve any identified issues (Reference 46).  Farmers must also satisfy the 
requirements of relevant European Directives laws on environment, animal health and welfare, 
public health and plant health.        
 
Native pony breeders, including breeders of Section A ponies in England, are eligible to apply 
for this supplement because, for the purpose of the SPS, horse grazing is classed as an 
agricultural activity.  Entitlement has both an area-based element, and an historic element 
based upon subsidies received during the 2000–2002 reference period.  Potential applicants had 
to register their land on the Rural Land Register (Reference 81: 3, 4, 5, 6) and needed to apply 
for the single payment by 16th May 2005 to receive any future subsidy.  New entrants to 
farming, who began farming in 2002 without receiving subsidy, or who began in 2003 or up to 
2nd November 2004, may have been entitled to a single payment from the National Reserve 
(Reference 81: 7). 
 
 
11.1.5 A Single Payment Scheme for horses in Wales 
 
Land grazed by horses is considered eligible for the SPS throughout the EU.  However, 
because “entitlements to SPS in Wales are based on an historic model in reference years 2000–
2002 and at that time horses were not considered eligible for CAP subsidies, there will be no 
automatic right to the SPS for land solely grazed by horses” (Reference 48 p. 9).  Only land 
that was used for agricultural purposes between 2000 and 2002 could support CAP subsidy 
claims.  Horses were not, and are not, considered to be agricultural animals in Wales.   
 
The lack of SPS support for businesses that are solely horse orientated, i.e. businesses using 
land solely for grazing equines, extends to both Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral ponies 
and Welsh mountain (unregistered) semi-feral ponies.  However, from 2005 the entitlement 
gained by any farmer-breeder during the reference period can be used to claim entitlement for 
land grazed by ponies, as long as that land is maintained in GAEC.  For example, on land for 
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which a farmer-breeder has received entitlement for grazing sheep, the farmer may now replace 
the sheep with grazing ponies and still claim his entitlement for that land (Reference 49).   

 
From 2005 new entrants to farming in Wales who have land grazed by horses can apply for 
SPS entitlement from the National Reserve, but at least part of the business must be in the 
sectors that would have attracted CAP subsidy, i.e. sheep, suckler cows or beef.   
 
From March 2006 entitlement can be traded (Reference 51):  “It can be transferred with (an 
equivalent area of eligible land) or without land by sale and with (an equivalent area of 
eligible) land by lease.”  It is now possible for any farmer who can meet the conditions for 
eligibility to purchase entitlement (Reference 211).  Guidance on the National Reserve – what 
the categories are, application times, etc. – is available from the National Assembly for Wales.  
Equine businesses that have been solely horse orientated “will have no historic entitlement” so 
are ineligible for the SPS.  However, breeders may choose to purchase SPS entitlements from 
the National Reserve.  Financial implications for breeders wishing to purchase entitlements 
remain not assessed.      
 
There is no direct subsidy for grazing Section A semi-feral ponies or unregistered semi-feral 
ponies within conservation grazing initiatives.  However, farmers who sign up to existing agri-
environment whole farm schemes (Section 12) can receive payments for managing agricultural 
land with ponies (References 39, 99, 209, 210, 331: 2, 3). 
 
In support of sustainable grazing throughout Wales, the CCW might propose amending the 
SPS, subject to keeping land in GAEC, to assist all owners of grazing equidae who cannot 
receive support on the historical basis and who are unable or unwilling, because of the cost 
implication, to purchase entitlements.  Such a supplement in Wales could support, in 
diminishing degree of priority: (a) Section A semi-feral ponies; (b) Section A non semi-feral 
ponies; (c) unregistered Welsh mountain ponies; (d) other registered native pony and horse 
breeds; (d) other unregistered semi-feral ponies and horses.  Reasons for supporting 
unregistered semi-feral ponies are: (i) some are needed, short-term, for conservation grazing; 
(ii) although most unregistered ponies may have no traceable origins, DNA testing may prove 
some to be important genetic stock, worthy of preservation and protection; (iii) private owners 
of unregistered ponies must be discouraged from abandonment and encouraged to breed 
registered ponies.     
 
An overriding negative consequence of assisting ineligible horse / pony owners to receive 
entitlements is that “this would reduce the value of existing entitlements due to their being a 
national ceiling on SPS payments” (Reference 230).  “Graziers who also farm other animals 
would see the value of their entitlements fall in order to fund the provision of entitlements to 
those who don’t currently receive them.”  However, prioritised ‘assisted entitlements’ could be 
calculated on a considerably less favourable basis than other entitlements, and payments could 
also be tiered according to priority, in order to help ensure that most, if not all, Welsh land 
grazed with equidae is maintained in GAEC. 
 
 
11.1.6 Ponies on Welsh commons 
 
As in England, some commoners and some owners of common land in Wales can also benefit 
from the SPS: “Common land was … considered, in Wales, as an allowable element in (the) 
computation of earned entitlements under the SPS regime” (Reference 278).  Entitlement is 
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based upon the proportion of total grazing rights a grazier holds on the common (Reference 81: 
7).  The grazier’s number and type (sheep, cattle or equines) of registered grazing rights is 
converted to an equivalent number of sheep grazing rights or sheep units (Section 11.1.7) and 
this figure is divided by the total number of sheep units for the whole common.  The resultant 
fraction is then multiplied by the area of land that defines the common to determine the 
payment to each grazier.   
 
As with all land supporting SPS entitlements, “the area of common land allocated to farmers in 
respect of their grazing rights must be at their disposal for at least a 10-month period” in any 
year (Reference 341 p. 8).  Grazing restrictions that are voluntarily imposed by graziers on 
some Welsh commons, e.g. to ensure no overgrazing, and which limit the grazing period in any 
year to less than 10 months will not render the graziers, including farmer-breeders of registered 
semi-feral ponies, ineligible for support under SPS.  The graziers are positively managing the 
land.  However, where a grazing restriction exceeding two months is imposed rather than 
voluntary, i.e. where the graziers have no choice, the farmer-breeder will be ineligible for 
support. 
 
Breeders and owners of Welsh Mountain ponies and Welsh mountain ponies who have grazing 
rights on commons may be eligible for this single payment.  Additionally, a pony breeder may 
apply independently of other commoners who have grazing rights on the same common, 
regardless of whether or not other grazing rights are claimed.  Furthermore, a breeder may use 
all his sheep units, including units that were originally used to graze sheep or cattle, for the 
purpose of grazing ponies.    
 
 
11.1.7 Livestock units and stocking rates in Wales 
 
A livestock unit (LU) is the “method of describing different stock types and age groups based 
on their energy requirements.  Standard ratios are used, commonly based on one livestock unit 
equalling one Friesian dairy cow” (Reference 106 p. 6).  The LU values for young (6–24 
months) and mature (> 24 months) Welsh Mountain ponies have been reported for semi-natural 
lowland grasslands as 0.2 LU and 0.4 LU respectively (Reference 184).  These values assume 
that one LU equals one medium suckler cow and calf, one medium dairy cow, one large beef 
cow, one young large horse, one medium-sized older horse or one buffalo.  The LU values for 
small, medium and large Welsh ewes are 0.08, 0.12 and 0.15 respectively.   
 
In calculating stocking rates for use under the SPS in Wales, one adult sheep = 0.15 LU, 
whereas one adult pony = 0.6 LU.  These rates appear to be average figures for all Welsh 
commons.  The rationale for this recommendation cannot be absolutely confirmed by the 
WAG, but is believed to be based upon the Hill Livestock Compensation Allowance 
Regulation of the 1990s.  Stocking rates vary amongst Welsh commons and will be based upon 
individual grazing rights recorded in respect of those rights and contained in the historic 
register held by each Statutory Authority.  For example, in Powys one pony is equivalent to 5–
10 sheep, dependent upon the common (Reference 190): “The number of ponies a farmer can 
graze on a piece of common varies.  This is traditionally dependent on the acreage of the 
dominant tenement, the main holding the commoner occupies.  The pony-to-sheep ratio was 
usually decided by the different grazier associations concerned.”  Whether a Welsh Mountain 
pony will always consume as much food as four sheep under equal grazing circumstances is 
uncertain.  A reappraisal of official stocking rates that are applied to Welsh Mountain ponies 
on commons in Wales will confirm whether or not the adopted sheep-to-pony ratio of 4:1 is 
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optimal, on average, for upland grazing.  This ratio is marginally more disadvantageous than 
the ratio of 3.33:1 recommended for lowland heathland (Reference 184 p. 20).   
 
The reduction of a Welsh Mountain pony herd’s size to meet predetermined stocking rates in 
Wales might not be a viable proposition.  In determining allowable grazing rights, the 
definition of ‘sustainable’ is not always based upon appropriate stocking rates.  A more 
flexible, more ecologically justifiable, approach would consider the unique grazing habit and 
conservation value of each pony and the pony’s interactions with non-equine grazing animals 
within any particular habitat. 
 
 
11.2 Tir Mynydd 
 
 
11.2.1 Less Favoured Areas 
 
Approximately 1.6 million hectares (79%) of agricultural land in Wales, including common 
and rough grazing land, is designated as the Less Favoured Area (LFA) of Wales, comprising 
23% Disadvantaged Area (DA) and 56% Severely Disadvantaged Area (SDA).  LFAs and 
areas with environmental restrictions are supported under Council Regulation EC 1257/1999, 
supplemented by Commission Regulation EC 1750/1999.  Objectives include: “ensuring the 
continued agricultural use and therefore contributing to the maintenance of a viable rural 
community; maintaining the countryside; maintaining and promoting sustainable farming 
systems which protect the environment; ensuring environmental requirements and safeguarding 
farming areas with environmental restrictions; encouraging farmers to apply good farming 
practices by … sustainable farming” (Reference 295 p. 228). 
 
Up to 2000, the Hill Livestock Compensatory Allowance Scheme provided support for 
livestock farmers within LFAs to offset higher costs of farming “associated with altitude, 
shorter growing seasons and longer winters accompanied by higher feed and waste 
management costs, topographical difficulties and remoteness from markets” (Reference 295 p. 
228).  Government recognised “a need to ensure that livestock production continues in the 
LFAs and that a more balanced enterprise mix prevails in order to reduce dependency on a 
sheep monoculture and increase numbers of cattle within such areas” (Reference 295).  It is 
likely that semi-feral ponies might also be increasingly required to “provide benefits in terms 
of habitat management…  Grazing livestock in the hills has a role to play in terms of landscape 
characteristics and biodiversity” (Reference 295). 
 
 
11.2.2 Eligibility for Tir Mynydd  
 
A new area-based scheme of compensatory allowances for sheep and suckler cow producers in 
the LFA, Tir Mynydd, was introduced in 2001 as part of the RDP for Wales 2000–6 
(Reference 295).  This provided differing payment rates per hectare for DA land and SDA 
land.  These rates “reflected the harsher conditions which prevail in the SDA” (Reference 291).  
Eligible hectarage is an applicant’s forage area in the LFA.  Entitlement under Element 1 of the 
scheme is calculated by multiplying eligible forage area by the DA or SDA rate.     
 
To be eligible for payments the farmer must: (1) have a holding of minimally six hectares; (2) 
have a minimum stocking rate density of 0.1 LUs per hectare (unless agri-environment or other 
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nature conservation schemes require a lower stocking limit); (3) keep breeding sheep and / or 
suckler cows; (4) avoid overgrazing, undergrazing and unsuitable supplementary feeding 
practices; (5) keep eligible land in agricultural production for five years from the first payment 
date (Reference 294 p. 22).  Farmers who qualify for Tir Mynydd and for Tir Cynnal (Section 
12.1) may enter both schemes.    
 
Tir Mynydd is regarded as a socio-economic scheme but also contains agri-environment 
elements.  A range of sustainable farming indicators allows farmers to obtain Tir Mynydd “top-
up” payments or enhancements that do not overlap with the Tir Gofal agri-environment scheme 
(Section 12.2).  One such Element 2 payment is relevant to the status of semi-feral ponies.  
Any farmer who removes all stock from the common for three months between September and 
February inclusive, “when the vegetation is particularly sensitive to grazing pressure” 
(Reference 291 p. 4) is eligible for an enhancement.  However, qualification for this payment 
depends upon all active graziers on that common agreeing to comply with this condition 
(Reference 294 p. 24), sometimes an unachievable objective. 
 
 
11.2.3 Implications of Tir Mynydd for semi-feral ponies  
 
The existing Tir Mynydd scheme has a restricted entry.  Semi-feral pony breeders who produce 
no other livestock have received no benefit from Tir Mynydd.  Breeders who also farm sheep 
or suckler cows are eligible for this scheme.  There is no restriction on the number of equines 
that can be grazed on the land, subject to the restriction of grazing rights and a requirement not 
to overgraze.   
 
Some conditions attached to Tir Mynydd have potential harmful implications for the traditional 
grazing and rearing of semi-feral ponies.  Some ponies and some entire herds may have been 
removed from commons for up to three months each year at the request of commoners’ 
associations in order that graziers may receive the top-up payments, a suggestion that cannot be 
confirmed or refuted within the scope of this report.  Consequences of such a scenario for the 
hardiness, grazing behaviour and categorisation of semi-feral herds (Section 21.9.4) have not 
been assessed.   
 
 
11.2.4 Future of Tir Mynydd 
 
The current, 2002–6, Wales RDP expires on 31st December 2006.  In January 2006 the WAG 
published a ‘Consultation on Options for Tir Mynydd in 2007 and 2008 only’, inviting views 
on proposals for the potential successor Tir Mynydd scheme for 2007–8 (Reference 335).  
Payments under Tir Mynydd will be reviewed and modified for 2007 and Element 2 will cease 
to be part of the scheme (Reference 335).   
 
The WAG proposed two options within the consultation document to support hill farmers: (1) 
immediate withdrawal of the support scheme from 2007; (2) maintaining the current 60:40 
payment differential between the SDA and the DA, but within a Tir Mynydd budget reduced 
by approximately 33% to £24 millions in 2007 and reduced by a further 8% to £22 millions in 
2008.  There was no commitment to Tir Mynydd after 2008 and no successor scheme was 
proposed (Reference 335 p. 2): “The WAG has concluded that there is insufficient justification 
to continue with a dedicated LFA support arrangement beyond 2008 against the planned 
review.”  The review during 2007–8 will be informed by an assessment of the impact of 2005 
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CAP reform “in relation to change in livestock production, with particular reference to sheep 
and suckler cow production in the hill and upland areas of Wales, and whether any change in 
production trend will lead to measurable adverse environmental impacts” and adverse socio-
economic impacts.  The WAG anticipates that from 2009 support for hill farmers will be 
provided under Axis II measures, which emphasise how hill farming will contribute to the 
WAG’s sustainability agenda. 
 
Government proposals have taken into consideration conclusions by independent consultants 
who evaluated the current RDP for Wales in 2003.  The consultants proposed that the Tir 
Mynydd budget, which at that time accounted for 50% of the annual RDP budget, should be 
reduced to support other schemes that are more aligned to RDP aims (Reference 335 p. 15): 
“Tir Mynydd is seen by many as a form of income support.  We recommend that greater 
emphasis be placed on the use of enhancements, i.e. reorienting the scheme towards positive 
actions with (partial) compensation.”  
 
Following the publication of the consultation paper, the National Farmers Union Cymru sought  
a review of the scheme in conjunction with the European Commission’s investigation into LFA 
boundaries in 2008, believing that “support received through Tir Mynydd was essential to help 
farmers meet the added costs involved in farming the hills and high ground of Wales” 
(Reference 234).  Farmers are concerned that no scheme will be available after 2008 “to retain 
young people in the country’s … uplands” (Reference 234).  Without Government assistance, 
“the likelihood of future generations farming challenging land would be diminished.”  Upon 
completion of the consultation period the WAG confirmed, in May 2006, that option 2 would 
be implemented for 2007–8 only.  New proposals to support hill farmers from 2009 are being 
considered.   
 
 
11.2.5 Implications of 2007–8 proposals for semi-feral ponies 
 
There are implications of new Tir Mynydd proposals for the maintenance of sustainable 
farming systems, particularly on upland commons, that are currently grazed by registered and 
unregistered semi-feral ponies.  To what extent the loss or reduction of Tir Mynydd support 
might affect the stability of farming businesses, especially businesses of farmer-breeders and 
therefore the stability of Pony Improvement Society herds, has not been investigated and 
cannot be easily estimated.  In view of the current minimum required stocking rate density of 
0.1 LUs per hectare, loss of grazing ponies from the uplands could exacerbate any negative 
consequences of undergrazing for both biodiversity and the foraging requirements of remaining 
semi-feral ponies.  
 
An inestimable number of farmers may restructure their businesses to increase profitability 
following reduced support under Tir Mynydd.  Any sizeable reduction in suckler cow 
production in the Welsh uplands could adversely affect biodiversity and vegetation control,  
consequences that may be at least partially offset by increased pony grazing.  The possible 
future requirement for conservation grazing by semi-feral ponies within the LFA is unknown.  
Scientific research is urgently needed as some parts of Welsh commons are inaccessible due to 
imbalanced grazing regimes.  The future availability of a sufficient, sustainable resource of 
registered and / or unregistered ponies is equally uncertain. 
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11.3 Training of young breeders: Farming Connect 
 
 
Farming Connect is a business development service for Welsh farmers.  It is delivered by a 
partnership of the WAG, the Welsh Development Agency (now part of the WAG), the Forestry 
Commission, the Environment Agency, LANTRA (an organisation providing training and 
lifelong learning opportunities for farming families; Reference 187), the CCW and the Wales 
Tourist Board (now also part of the WAG and called ‘Visit Wales’).  Its aim is to “help 
farming families make the most of their businesses” (Reference 339) and achieve 
“environmentally friendly, … sustainable farming” (Reference 292 p. 53).  Facilitators assist 
farmers who are seeking business development advice, training and grants.  “Funding is 
provided via … the RDP, Structural Funds and the WAG’s own resources” (Reference 230).  
 
 
11.3.1 An Environmental Strategy for Farming Connect 
 
‘An Environmental Strategy for Farming Connect’ was published by the WAG in 2003.  The 
strategy consists of 34 recommendations (Reference 326 p. 3) whose aims are to: (i) ensure that 
Farming Connect’s environmental elements are delivered; (ii) “demonstrate the practical and 
economic advantages of sustainable farm practices to all participating farmers;” (iii) “ensure 
that all environmental assets are taken into account during the process of preparing Farm 
Business Plans;” (iv) “provide clear environmental targets and indicators” to help measure 
Farming Connect’s success; (v) “establish clear roles for both voluntary and private sectors.”  
Within the strategy, Tir Gofal (Section 12.2) is championed as an agri-environment scheme 
“capable of delivering a comprehensive range of benefits at a whole farm level” and the 
Organic Farming Scheme (Section 12.5) will “support conversion to organic farming” 
(Reference 326 p. 10).   
 
The strategy identifies environmental ‘weaknesses’ within Wales that have relevance to 
farmers who breed native ponies: (i) habitat fragmentation due to either over-intensive grazing 
or the abandonment of grazing or traditional land management practices; (ii) loss of mixed 
farming and loss of arable farming and beef farming within LFAs; (iii) reductions in skilled 
labour, an ageing farmer population and lack of young farmers; (iv) low woodland cover and 
unmanaged broadleaved woodland. 
 
The strategy encourages farmers, through their Farm Business Development Plans (FBDP), to 
enter relevant schemes – Tir Gofal, the OFS, the Farm Woodland Premium Scheme (FWPS) 
and Adfywio Cefn Gwlad (Rural Recovery for Tourism, a grant scheme to help stimulate rural 
economic recovery following the foot and mouth outbreak) – and to access specific Farming 
Connect grants.  Generalist and specialist advice is available to help farmers prepare an 
Environmental Opportunities Review.  Farmers and the WAG might extend the ‘menu’ of 
advice to include a consideration of advantages to those farmers who wish to breed semi-feral 
ponies. 
 
The strategy recommends extending the existing network of demonstration farms  “to provide a 
more even distribution of farm types throughout Wales in relation to the density and dispersal 
of livestock types” (Reference 326 p. 24).  Demonstration farms that manage native ponies, 
and which could “deliver key environmental messages as an integral part of agricultural best 
practice” (Reference 326 p. 25) and simultaneously encourage young farmers to breed 
registered semi-feral ponies, should be identified.  Additionally, Farming Connect could 
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provide the mechanism to enable semi-feral pony breeders to access the “latest results of 
research and development” and could …”offer Welsh institutions engaged in research and 
development better means of involving” registered farmer-breeders in semi-feral pony research 
(Reference 292 p. 29). 
 
 
11.3.2 Training needs assessment 
 
Farmers who register for the Farming Connect service receive a free “training needs 
assessment” as part of their FBDP and can receive up to 50% of the cost of training anyone 
involved in helping to run the business (Reference 187).  To qualify for subsidised training the 
farmer must have a holding number and must spend minimally 550 hours on agricultural 
activities each year.  Young farmers who might wish to breed and manage semi-feral ponies 
may be able to obtain subsidised training under this scheme. 
 
Farming Connect originally provided access to several capital grants schemes including: (i) the 
FEG; (ii) the FIG; (iii) the Farm Tourism Grant; (iv) the Timber Processing Grant; (v) the 
Process and Marketing Grant; (vi) the Shelterwoods Grant.  “Most of these grants are no longer 
accessible as the programmes are fully committed” (Reference 230).  The FEG, which may 
have encouraged younger farmers to diversify into pony breeding, is now unavailable to new 
applicants.  Similarly, the FIG is currently being reviewed as part of the RDP 2007–13.  The 
future provision of practical and financial encouragement for young farmer-breeders who wish 
to manage, or help manage, registered semi-feral herds requires assessing if Farming Connect 
is to help them “assemble the right kind of package of support” (Reference 292 p. 53).  “As 
part of the new Welsh RDP (2007–13) it is planned that Farming Connect will evolve into a 
Farm Advisory Service focused on meeting the requirements of the 2003 CAP reforms.  
Priority will be given to those farmers who are in receipt of more than 15,000 euro per annum 
under the SPS as well as young farmers and new entrants” (Reference 230).  Young farmer-
breeders of Section A semi-feral ponies might find such an advisory service useful. 
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Section 12 

 
 

12. Common Agricultural Policy reform and agri-
environment schemes 

 
 
CAP reform has heralded commensurate and impending restructuring of agri-environment 
schemes in Wales that is likely to affect a significant proportion of farmer-breeders of 
registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies.  An analysis of any merits of these schemes, 
particularly for Welsh Mountain pony breeders, also highlights their current limitations, 
allowing suggestions for improvement in favour of the registered pony.  However, 
recommendations made within this context that might benefit breeders should not be seen as 
prescriptive.  The analysis serves to draw the attention of farmer-breeders to options that are, or 
might become, available in support of a need to continue to manage Pony Improvement 
Society herds in the traditional manner.  A further intention is to indicate where some 
registered breeders could be disadvantaged by present strategies or proposals.  
 
 
12.1 Entry-level agri-environment scheme: Tir Cynnal 
 
 
12.1.1 Overview of Tir Cynnal 
 
Tir Cynnal, the Welsh entry-level agri-environment scheme, commenced in 2005.  Its aims are 
to: (i) “prevent loss of biodiversity by protecting wildlife habitats; (ii) protect important 
landscape features; (iii) safeguard archaeological and historic sites; (iv) protect and improve 
the quality of water, soil and air” (Reference 332).  Tiered area-based payments (£45 per 
hectare – £2 per hectare) are made to participant farmers, who must (References 331: 1, 332): 
(a) “supply information on their Single Application Forms about semi-natural wildlife habitats 
and traditional farm buildings;” (b) comply with conditions “to protect areas and features of 
environmental importance;” (c) “safeguard wildlife habitats from damage;” (d) “prepare a 
Resource Management Plan” to “identify benefits from improving the environmental aspects.”  
Tir Cynnal is partially funded from ‘additional national voluntary modulation’, that is “money 
deducted from CAP subsidy payments and used to fund rural development” (Reference 47). 
 
To qualify for Tir Cynnal payments, participants do not need to claim the Single Payment.  As 
a condition of participation, an area of land that can be “classed as semi-natural wildlife habitat 
must form at least 5% of the total area under agreement” (Reference 331: 1).  Identified 
habitats include: heathland, unimproved and semi-improved grassland, wetland, broadleaved 
woodland, scrub, coastal habitats and water bodies.  Habitat creation options on improved 
agricultural land allow farmers to reach or exceed the minimum 5% area. 
 
Whole-farm management conditions to be complied with relate to field boundaries, field 
boundary buffer zones, trees, landscape and historic features, rock features and landforms, 
rubbish, soil and water, non-native species, protected species, public access and animal welfare 
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and wildlife protection (References 340, 341 p. 25).  Additionally, farmers must adhere to a 
“generic set of prescriptions” to safeguard existing wildlife habitats on the agreement land, 
including broadleaved woodland, scrub, heathland, grassland, wetland and coastal areas.  Tir 
Cynnal agreement holders can choose one or more of seven habitat creation options: (1) 
streamside corridors; (2) reverting to semi-improved land; (3) uncropped cereal margins; (4) 
grass margins on cereal land; (5) broadleaved tree planting; (6) a wild bird cover crop; (7) a 
crop of unsprayed roots. 
 
 
12.1.2  Entry into Tir Cynnal by semi-feral pony breeders 
 
Applicants must either own the land or have an agricultural / farm business tenancy.  All such 
land must be part of the agreement.  Applicants “must have sufficient control over the farming 
of the land to be able to implement the scheme conditions.”  Eligible land includes: (i) 
minimally three hectares of land that is managed for agricultural use; (ii) land in the OFS; (iii) 
land which is entered into the SPS if farmers meet the requirements of both schemes.  Farmers 
entered into the closed Habitat and Part-Farm Environmentally Sensitive Area (ESA) schemes 
(Reference 341 p. 31) may be eligible to enter the remainder of their land into Tir Cynnal.  
Those who have an agreement under the Woodland Premium or Woodland Grant Schemes 
(Reference 341 p. 31) can also claim Tir Cynnal.  Land managed under Tir Mynydd may be 
eligible, and farmers may receive payment for the Tir Mynydd successor scheme.     
 
Ineligible land includes (Reference 341): (i) land managed under other whole farm agri-
environment schemes – Tir Gofal, ESAs and Tir Cymen – until agreements under these 
schemes expire or reach a break clause; (ii) common land, “unless the applicant is the sole 
grazier.”  These restrictions prevent most farmer-breeders of registered or unregistered semi-
feral ponies from participating on commons.  However, land owned by farmer-breeders outside 
of commons may be eligible if the ponies are being kept for breeding and / or conservation 
grazing purposes.  Because equidae are not regarded as agricultural animals, the breeder must 
simultaneously graze at least one agricultural animal on the holding. 
 
Tir Cynnal is regarded by Government as a less prescriptive ‘stepping stone’ to Tir Gofal, 
which is heavily oversubscribed at 2006.  Farmers who graze livestock intensively can more 
easily access Tir Cynnal, which may support: (a) Section A semi-feral farmer-breeders who 
graze non-equine livestock less extensively; (b) farmer-breeders of more intensively grazed 
Section A ponies.  Farmer-breeders who join Tir Cynnal are eligible to apply to enter Tir Gofal 
though both agreements cannot run simultaneously (Section 12.2).    
  
 
12.2 Tir Gofal agri-environment scheme 
 
 
12.2.1 Tir Gofal – aims 
 
Tir Gofal is a whole-farm agri-environment scheme for farmed land throughout Wales 
(References 39, 99, 209, 210, 331: 2, 3) and is a key element of the RDP for Wales (Reference 
337).  It “operates under the CAP agri-environment measures” (Reference 42) as part of the 
WAG’s RDP and agri-environment programme (Reference 295 pp. 238–302).  It is currently 
delivered by the CCW in partnership with the Forestry Commission, Cadw (Guardian of the 
Built Heritage of Wales), the Snowdonia National Park Authority (SNPA) and the 
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Environment Agency, and is funded using a mixture of EU funding, modulation and WAG 
resources.   
 
From 16th October 2006 operational responsibility for the scheme will transfer back to the 
WAG, albeit most of the project officers will continue to operate from CCW offices “and CCW 
scientific and policy staff will continue to provide advice to WAG on a wide range of issues” 
(Reference 230).  Launched in April 1999, Tir Gofal encourages Welsh farmers “to maintain 
and enhance the agricultural landscape and its wildlife” (Reference 40).  It rewards farmers for 
caring for the wildlife and historical and archaeological features on their land, promotes 
sustainable farming and encourages public enjoyment of the countryside through the provision 
of new public access (References 39, 40 p. 5).   
 
The first four application windows generated 4,371 applications and 2,756 agreements were 
signed, and 354 further applications were being negotiated at October 2005.  The CCW 
confirms (Reference 43): “The environmental gains delivered by Tir Gofal are considerable.  
For example, Tir Gofal has brought 3,209 hectares of Upland Heath into positive 
management.” 
 
Tir Gofal comprises four elements (Reference 42): (1) land management – a mandatory 
requirement to manage existing key habitats and features, and voluntary commitments to 
restore or create environmental features; (2) creation of new permissive public access – 
voluntary options for new linear routes or area-based access or educational access; (3) capital 
works – additional payments for one-off projects to protect and manage environmental features 
and habitats; (4) training for farmers – including practical skills and courses covering the 
management of specific habitats.  
 
 
12.2.2 Premiums paid on habitats 
 
Stocking rates are given for different habitats (Reference 54) and a whole farm maximum 
holding capacity is calculated.  Each agreement must be a minimum of three hectares and must 
provide a minimum level of sustainable environmental benefit, which is evaluated using a 
publicly available scoring system.  The purpose of management prescriptions is to maintain 
and improve the environmental value of the farm.  Scheme participants receive a combination 
of standard annual payments per hectare (area-based payments) and one-off capital payments 
over a 10-year period, but with a break clause after five tears.  Annual payments are available 
for: (a) managing the entire holding, (b) managing existing habitats and environmental 
features, (c) establishing and managing new habitats and features, (d) providing permissive 
access for public use.  Capital payments are available for specific projects such as hedge laying 
and fencing.  To enter the scheme a farmer must have a controlling interest in the designated 
land.  The land must be managed as part of a holding in agricultural production.   
 
Mandatory habitats on the farm, including broadleaved woodland, scrub, traditional orchards 
and parkland, upland and lowland heathland, unimproved grassland, wetlands and coastal 
habitats, must be managed in accordance with the Tir Gofal prescriptions.  Additional options 
are available: (i) to encourage wildlife on arable land; (ii) to restore grassland by converting 
improved grassland to semi-improved grassland, restoring semi-improved grassland and 
managing improved grassland for breeding lapwing and for overwintering wildfowl; (iii) to 
manage landscape features; (iv) to create new habitats; (v) to provide and manage permissive 
access (References 38, 189). 
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12.2.3 Welsh Black cattle premiums 
 
Tir Gofal currently offers premium payments on specific habitats grazed with cattle: a 10% 
premium for all habitats grazed with cattle and a 20% premium for those grazed with pedigree 
Welsh Black cattle.  “Annual habitat management payments can be increased … where the use 
of grazing cattle will be beneficial” to the habitat (References 38 p. 5, 39 p. 12).  Habitats 
eligible for cattle grazing (Reference 23) include upland heath, lowland and coastal heath, 
unimproved grassland, semi-improved grassland, blanket bog, lowland raised bog, reed beds, 
swamps and fens, coastal cliff slope, sand dune, salt marsh, and semi-improved parkland.  
 
January 2007 marks the beginning of a new seven-year RDP for Wales.  “This will cover a 
wide range of measures including agri-environment schemes, forestry, agricultural investment 
projects, marketing initiatives and community development projects” (Reference 230).  The 
implications of the new RDP are uncertain, as existing agri-environment schemes will be 
subject to fundamental review in 2007–8.  Additionally, in June 2004 the WAG began a review 
of payment rates available under agri-environment schemes in Wales, in compliance with 
European Commission (EC) regulations 1782/03 and 795/04 (Reference 336).  The aim of that 
review was to ensure that dual funding that has arisen through introduction of the SPS in 2005 
was removed.  The new rates are subject to EC approval and are unlikely to be implemented 
before the beginning of 2007  
 
One major consequence of the payment review is that the Tir Gofal cattle grazing premiums 
are likely to be amended.  Subject to EC approval, agreement holders who graze cattle will be 
able to claim only an additional 10% premium on their management payments.  The additional 
premium for Welsh Black cattle will disappear “as a direct result of keeping payment rates at 
close to current levels” (Reference 230).  In the wake of this decision, Assembly enthusiasm 
for special funding of other native breeds is likely to wane, although an alternative exists 
(Section 12.3.2).   
 
 
12.2.4 Pony premiums  
 
“The Tir Gofal scoring system awards points according to the number of enterprises on the 
farm.  Thus, ‘mixed farms’ score most highly” (Reference 230).  Currently the only livestock 
that are allocated points are dairy cattle, beef cattle and sheep (Reference 52).  Points are not 
awarded for ponies, nor are any additional premiums paid on habitats grazed with equines.  
Native ponies, including Section A semi-feral ponies, are not considered to be agricultural 
animals, although farmers can still enter Tir Gofal if they have other livestock besides equines.  
Tir Gofal can support any farm in Wales that uses Section A semi-feral ponies or unregistered 
Welsh mountain ponies to graze agricultural land.  Farmers who sign up to Tir Gofal 
(References 39, 99, 209, 210, 331: 3) receive the basic annual payments for managing 
agricultural land with equines, including ponies specifically chosen for conservation grazing.  
All successful applications must demonstrate some agricultural production on the land.   
  
Tir Gofal could assist some pony breeders post CAP reform.  The CCW is keen to support 
grazing of Welsh Mountain (semi-feral) ponies, “particularly in coastal areas and in other 
grazing situations where farmers are unwilling or unable to graze Welsh Black cattle” 
(Reference 172).  Any premium scheme for equines should be structured to encourage 
primarily the use of Section A semi-feral ponies from herds that are within the Pony 
Improvement Scheme administered by the WPCS.  This would allow those breeders to achieve 
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parity with sheep and Welsh Black cattle breeders.  If ponies are sold at auction from these 
herds, they could be targeted for use in grazing schemes on other farms across Wales by 
offering an incentive to farmers who purchase these animals.    
 
The BBNPA ecologist argues (Reference 261): “Tir Gofal might help to provide sufficient 
incentive to introduce or reintroduce mixed grazing, to establish or re-establish Pony 
Improvement Societies on the open hill and to use rare or hardy breeds on enclosed land.”  A 
Tir Gofal scheme, using mixed grazing of sheep and cattle or ponies, is running at Garn Goch 
(Grid Reference SN690243) within the park until 2015. 
 
A second choice for whole farm management schemes under Tir Gofal is to use Section A 
semi-feral ponies from herds outside of the WPCS Pony Improvement Society Scheme that are 
eligible for entry, or re-entry, into the Scheme.  These herds could be encouraged to join an 
Improvement Society as a condition of receiving a specific premium for grazing on farm inbye 
land or on common land.   
 
A third choice is to offer a premium to Section A semi-feral ponies from herds that cannot 
become part of the Pony Improvement Scheme, perhaps due to their geographical isolation.  
These ponies should be regarded by Pony Improvement Societies as part of the original semi-
feral sub-population, are an important part of Wales pedigree genetic stock and have a 
potentially valuable role in conservation grazing.   
 
A fourth choice is to offer a premium to Section A ponies that may not be regarded as semi-
feral, e.g. because they are grazing more intensively on the upland farm’s inbye.  These ponies 
will, nevertheless, exhibit most or all of the hardy characteristics of the semi-feral pony 
because they are grazing under a variety of similar geographical circumstances (climate, height 
above sea level, habitat type and other grazing conditions). 
 
Unregistered semi-feral Welsh mountain ponies, from herds that could become part of an 
official sub-register administered by the WPCS or other official administrator within the near 
future, also deserve consideration within any Tir Gofal premium scheme.   These ponies may 
represent important genetic heritage and there may be a shortage of ponies in the categories 
identified above.   
 
Section A ponies that may not be described as ‘hill-type’ or may not be living in the uplands or 
marshes could also be useful in specific whole-farm agricultural situations, especially if stock 
from sources identified above are unavailable.  Some incentive for providing and using this 
category of pony might be appropriate.   
 
Other Welsh mountain (unregistered) semi-feral ponies should not be used within Tir Gofal or 
other agri-environment scheme in Wales, except as a last resort if registered semi-feral ponies 
are unavailable, and no premium should be offered for using such ponies.  Whilst it is apparent, 
from available evidence of the CCW, NT and RSPB conservation grazing schemes that are 
successfully operating within Wales, that many such ponies are probably excellent 
conservation grazers, a decision not to use these ponies must be based upon a determination to 
protect pony stock that has a traceable ancestry and desirable genetic characteristics.  However, 
whether some of these unregistered ponies might prove, following genetic fingerprinting, to 
derive from the FS of original hill-type ponies is a question that should be resolved sooner 
rather than later.  The value of this genetic stock, in its own right, must also be ascertained 
before potentially important bloodlines are lost (Section 23.23).  Whether, or not, such ponies 
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should be incorporated onto a special sub-register within the WPCS stud-book could then be 
considered.   
 
It is evident from the foregoing that a scale of premiums will allow CCW to help determine the 
genetic stock that is publicised, emphasised and afforded greater protection within a 
nationwide conservation grazing programme.  Any envisaged Tir Gofal premium scale might 
prioritise ponies in the following order: (1) Section A semi-feral – Pony Improvement Scheme; 
(2) Section A semi-feral – potential Pony Improvement Scheme; (3) Section A semi-feral – 
non Pony Improvement Scheme; (4) Section A non semi feral – hardier; (5) Unregistered semi-
feral – potential sub-register; (6) Section A non semi-feral – less hardy.  
 
 
12.2.5 Eligibility of commons for entry into Tir Gofal 
 
Commons are accepted into Tir Gofal, but few are managed within the scheme because 
practical difficulties often arise.  Common land is eligible if a grazier has sufficient control, 
e.g. the grazier has sole grazing rights, over the management of the common land.  If the land 
is not wholly under one grazier’s control.  Commoners’ associations must “show that the majority 
of common rights holders support the application and agree to manage the land according to the 
agreement” (Reference 39 p.  4).  Area-based payments are made to any qualifying commoners’ 
association, which then administers the payment to commoners according to the association’s own 
prescription.  This prescription could take account of each grazier’s grazing rights.   
 
Because the land must be in agricultural production to be eligible for area-based payments, 
minimally one sheep or one bovine must be grazing on the common alongside equines.  
Unfortunately, whilst many Welsh Mountain pony breeders within Pony Improvement 
Societies might qualify for Tir Gofal through a joint application with other graziers, in practice 
consensus amongst graziers within a commoners’ association is often difficult to achieve under 
present commons legislation.  
 
When Improvement Societies were asked (Appendix 9) which agri-environment schemes they 
participated in, several said “none” (Reference 163: 4, 6, 8, 12, 14, 15).  Only one reporting 
Society participated in Tir Gofal (Reference 163: 17).  No other participation in any agri-
environment scheme was reported. 
 
 
12.2.6 Animal welfare requirements of Tir Gofal  
 
If a Tir Gofal premium scheme is offered for Welsh Mountain ponies, the welfare requirements 
of any newly created herds should be taken into account.  Whoever manages ponies within a 
whole farm set-up should satisfy the CCW and PONT that the ponies are managed in 
accordance with best practice.  To facilitate this process, new managers of ponies might be 
required to liase with members of Pony Improvement Societies. 
 
 
12.2.7 Incentive for young farmer-breeders 
 
Farmers under 40 years of age may be awarded 10 “additional points in the Tir Gofal scoring 
system, to help them gain access to the scheme” (Reference 292 p. 53).  This advantage might 



 152

assist young farmer-breeders who otherwise would not qualify for entry into the scheme and 
who might wish to establish or maintain a herd grazing under extensive conditions. 
 
 
12.2.8 Pre-2000 agri-environment schemes in Wales 
 
Tir Gofal replaces the Tir Cymen, ESA and Habitat, Moorland and Countryside Access 
schemes in Wales, which are first generation agri-environment agreements commencing up to 
2000 and lasting for up to 10 years (Reference 40).  Farmers within Tir Gofal remain eligible 
for agricultural subsidies such as Tir Mynydd (Section 11.2).  However, farmers cannot 
generally be paid for management requirements that are being funded under another 
agreement.   
 
Existing ESA and Tir Cymen agreement holders can apply to enter all of their land into a Tir 
Gofal agreement respectively at the five-year break clause and after the end of the 10-year 
agreement.  Agreements under other part-farm agri-environment schemes, such as the Habitat, 
Moorland or Countryside Access Schemes or the Hedgerow Renovation Scheme, may be 
terminated in favour of Tir Gofal at any time.  The Habitat Scheme was a pre-2000 agri-
environment scheme under EC regulation 2078/92, a part farm scheme that covered only 
habitats registered within the scheme.  The scheme was closed to new entrants in 2000, as was 
the ESA scheme.  The Woodland Grant Scheme can also be accommodated within Tir Gofal 
through liaison between the CCW and the Forestry Commission.  Those already in the OFS 
who then enter Tir Gofal receive reduced payments because part of the Tir Gofal prescriptions 
is already delivered under the OFS. 
 
 
12.3 Higher Level Stewardship supplements for ‘native breeds 

at risk’ 
 
 
12.3.1 Higher Level Stewardship supplement in England  
 
The new Environmental Stewardship (ES) schemes in England have been previously analysed 
by the author (Reference 211).  Farmers who wish to deliver higher levels of environmental 
management can apply for the Higher Level Stewardship (HLS) scheme.  A prerequisite for 
entering the HLS scheme is a commitment to joining the Entry Level Stewardship (ELS) 
scheme.  
 
In 2005, Defra submitted to the EC a proposal for a discretionary ‘Native Breeds at Risk 
Grazing Supplement’ within the HLS scheme.  The EU has approved the supplement and the 
Statutory Instrument has been amended, placed before parliament and approved in 2006.  This 
supplement is available within the HLS scheme from May 2006 (Reference 309). 
 
The supplement may be considered with a variety of options (Reference 256): “This 
supplement encourages the use of appropriate breeds of livestock (from the approved list…) 
for grazing to help achieve the aims of relevant Environmental Stewardship options.  Evidence 
suggests that some native livestock breeds have attributes that are particularly well suited to 
harsh climatic conditions, to difficult terrain, to grazing semi-natural vegetation and to 
achieving conservation objectives.”  Its aim is the viability of extensive livestock systems and, 
most importantly, the genetic conservation of ‘breeds at risk’.   
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Breeders are eligible to apply for the supplement only where native breeds are needed to meet 
conservation objectives.  In order to receive the supplement appropriate to the breed, Defra 
recommended that native pony breeders would be required to: 
 

1. Enter land to meet specific agri-environment objectives, published by Defra in 2005. 
2. Maintain or increase the herd size. 
3. Maintain or increase the number of registered breeding females. 
4. Graze only, or mainly, registered pedigree ‘native breeds at risk’ from the approved list. 
5. Be actively involved in conservation grazing. 

 
To be eligible for this HLS supplement, animals must be on a register that is approved by a 
breed society recognised by Government.  The supplement is an area grazing payment.  “There 
will be a minimum threshold percentage of animals classed as ‘native breeds at risk’ grazing 
any piece of eligible land” (Reference 268).  “The approach used by Defra is similar to that 
used in Tir Gofal when paying the Welsh Black (cattle) supplement” (Reference 230). 
 
 
12.3.2 The case for a ‘breeds at risk’ supplement for Wales 
 
The Welsh Black cattle supplement currently used in Tir Gofal could be extended by CCW, to 
become a tailor-made, native ‘breeds at risk grazing supplement’ in Wales, similar to the 
Native Breeds at Risk Grazing Supplement in England, that would be applicable to all ‘at risk’ 
Welsh native breed animals.  For the purpose of the Welsh Mountain pony such a supplement 
would apply only to Section A semi-feral ponies that carry the passport and core register 
identification marker ‘S’ or ‘S – R’ or ‘s’, as these ponies might be considered to best represent 
the original pedigree semi-feral sub-population described in this report (Section 8.2).   
 
All ‘breeds at risk’ ponies would be identifiable on a core register held by the WPCS.  This 
proposal could help: (i) maintain and sustain the number of pedigree herds on Pony 
Improvement Society commons and other designated extensive grazing areas; (ii) increase the 
number of Pony Improvement Societies throughout Wales; (iii) encourage land managers and 
farmer-breeders to maintain herds of pedigree ponies; (iv) increase the saleable value of 
pedigree ponies; (v) encourage Welsh Mountain pony breeders to be actively involved in 
conservation grazing. 
 
The supplement, if available, should apply to Section A semi-feral ponies grazing on commons 
outside of the Pony Improvement Scheme.  
 
 
12.3.3 Pony grazing supplement within Welsh national parks 
 
A new Cattle Grazing Supplement within England’s HLS scheme in 2006 “promotes grazing 
by cattle where this is likely to be beneficial in meeting environmental objectives” (Reference 
256).  A similar proposal for a WAG ‘hardy breed’ semi-feral pony grazing supplement, if 
introduced by Government, would assist the establishment of new registered semi-feral pony 
herds and their maintenance on appropriate sites within and adjoining Welsh national parks, 
and would demonstrate Government support for the pony’s heritage value and environmental 
benefit.  The supplement might also support carefully selected ‘hardy type’ unregistered Welsh 
mountain semi-feral ponies that represent valuable genetic stock grazing on enclosed sites 
under controlled circumstances.    
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12.4 Sites of Special Scientific Interest in Wales 
 
 
The CCW identifies nationally and internationally important wildlife habitats in Wales and 
works with owners of land designated as Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).  An SSSI 
“is an area of land that has been notified under the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as 
amended by the Countryside and Rights of Way (CROW) Act 2000) because it contains 
wildlife, geological or landform features that are considered to be of special importance” 
(Reference 328: 1).  At June 2006, 1,018 SSSIs, including large sites in mountain areas and 
small meadow and grassland sites, cover about 11% of Wales’ land surface.   
 
Landowners and tenants on SSSIs can enter into management agreements with the CCW to 
manage SSSIs according to an agreed plan of action in return for agreed annual payments.  
Agreements may include capital and annual payments, and are now typically of limited 
duration of three to five years.  Grants are also available within the SSSI scheme for a range of 
conservation works, and tax advantages may be available (Reference 37).  The Forestry 
Commission’s Woodland Grant Scheme can also help owners of woodland SSSIs.   
 
SSSIs are needed ”to safeguard, for present and future generations, the diversity and 
geographic range of habitats, species (and) geological and geomorphological features … 
throughout Wales” (Reference 323).  Some SSSIs are internationally important Special 
Protection Areas (SPA) under the Birds Directive, are Ramsar sites under the Ramsar 
Convention of Wetlands of International Importance or are Special Areas of Conservation 
(SAC) under the EC Habitats Directive.  Additional considerations which augment the SSSI 
consent regime apply to SACs and SPAs, and are set out in the ‘Conservation (Natural 
Habitats) Regulations 1994’ (p. 25).  
   
The CCW has a duty to ‘notify’ land that is of special scientific interest, further the 
conservation of SSSIs and restore or enhance the special features on some sites.  CCW 
notification includes a description of why the land is of special interest, a list of operations 
likely to damage that interest and a statement of the way the land needs to be managed.  “CCW 
has already notified significant numbers of SSSIs” (Reference 323 p. 10).  Voluntary 
agreement on the positive management of the SSSI is sought.  The CCW’s intention is that 
every owner or occupier of an SSSI will receive a statement detailing CCW’s management 
expectations for the land that has been notified.  Management statements “are used as the basis 
for further discussion between the relevant parties and explain why the land is of scientific 
interest, as well as setting out CCW’s objectives and preferred approach to management” 
(Reference 230).  
 
Some SSSIs are owned and managed by voluntary conservation organisations (Reference 323 
p. 28):  “CCW has successfully supported positive management action on such sites through 
advice and various funding mechanisms and partnerships.”  However, most SSSIs are in 
private ownership.  Landowners and managers are “responsible for maintaining the 
conservation interest” and are encouraged by CCW to determine whether their SSSIs may be 
entered into the Tir Gofal agri-environment scheme (Section 12.2).  Where activities take place 
without the consent of the owner / occupier / leaser, the CCW may exceptionally “use, where 
appropriate, its powers under Section 28R (of the 1981 Act) to make byelaws restricting 
activities that are causing damage to a SSSI” (Reference 323 p. 19).     
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12.4.1 Sites of Special Scientific Interest grazed by ponies 
 
Most Welsh SSSIs are privately owned.  Consequently, the total number of ponies currently 
employed or grazing by habit on SSSIs, the number of sites grazed by one or more equines and 
the type of equine used – e.g. Welsh Mountain pony and / or Welsh mountain pony – are 
presently unknown to the CCW.  However, such information is needed to: (i) begin to assess 
the potential role and worth of Welsh Mountain ponies in conservation grazing situations; (ii) 
assess the extent to which control and planning of SSSIs by the CCW might be positively or 
negatively affecting traditional grazing practices involving semi-feral ponies; (iii) develop 
appropriate strategies to ensure the future availability of suitable ponies.  
  
Many upland SSSIs are likely to have been overgrazed pre CAP reform, with consequent 
negative impacts on biodiversity.  In some circumstances it is possible that sites grazed with 
ponies may “put a site’s special features at risk” and that grazing with equines – either 
undergrazing or overgrazing or any grazing – may be regarded as an operation that is listed in a 
CCW notification as “likely to damage the site”  (Reference 323 p. 15).  Conversely, grazing 
with semi-feral ponies may be regarded as a requirement for healthy habitats on some sites.  
 
Projects on SSSI land may require an environmental impact assessment before they receive 
development consent “if there are likely to be significant effects on the environment” 
(Reference 323 p. 18).  The proposed grazing of a site with native ponies may render the site 
subject to screening and subsequent assessment.  An assessment might indicate that 
overgrazing or undergrazing with Welsh Mountain or Welsh mountain ponies will have a 
positive environmental effect. 
 
The CCW monitors SSSIs to help ensure that each grazing prescription is optimal.  The 
systematic database recording of all potentially positive and adverse effects and of assessments 
of actual affects on SSSIs is needed in order to estimate the overall impact of pony grazing on 
SSSIs in Wales.  Such a database will also provide needed information on the grazing 
behaviour of the Welsh Mountain pony.  Unfortunately, because the CCW is frequently unable 
to stipulate the type of stock to be used for grazing on privately owned SSSIs which are not 
directly managed by Government, and because landowners must secure an economic return for 
any grazing activity, grazing by ponies that are optimally beneficial to wildlife may not be 
occurring on some sites.  Additionally, limited resources may prevent the comprehensive 
recording of the effects of prescriptions involving equines. 
 
Limitations of this scoping study prevent any systematic determination of the extent of 
negative or positive impacts on SSSIs involving equines.  Relevant recorded CCW statistics 
might be summarised for the public domain and could constitute part of an in-depth assessment 
of future requirements for grazing involving Welsh Mountain ponies.   
  
 
12.4.2 National Nature Reserves 
 
“In Wales the CCW establishes and, in most instances, manages National Nature Reserves 
(NNR),” although other conservation organisations manage some reserves with guidance from 
the CCW (Reference 36).  Some of Wales’ 66 NNRs are on private land and are managed 
through an agreement between the CCW and the landowner.  The CCW is responsible for the 
grazing of land that is within a NNR.  All NNRs are designated SSSIs.  A warden is 
responsible for managing each reserve.   
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It is likely that most SSSIs that are also NNRs and which employ ponies utilise unregistered 
stock rather that Welsh Mountain ponies, as is indicated by a preliminary survey conducted as 
part of this scoping study (Section 16).  Limitations of the study prevent a comprehensive 
analysis of information stored by the CCW that describes the use of ponies as part of 
conservation grazing schemes on NNRs within Wales.  Such an analysis might reveal 
additional useful indications of the grazing characteristics and conservation potential of 
unregistered semi-feral ponies. 
 
 
12.5 Organic Farming Scheme  
 
 
The OFS is part of the ‘Wales RDP 2000–6’ (Reference 295).  It offers payments to farmers 
“to aid them in converting to organic farming and to manage their land in some additional 
environmentally beneficial ways” (Reference 295 p. 304).  Farmers voluntarily register their 
land and agree a five-year conversion plan and a five-year maintenance, or stewardship, plan, 
usually on a whole farm basis.  The type of land determines the level of aid.  Eligible land must 
already be used for agriculture and must be minimally one hectare, maximally 300 hectares on 
arable land and enclosed land, with no maximum limit on unenclosed land.  To enter the 
scheme a farmer must have “responsibility for and control over the farming of that land” 
(Reference 293 p. 4).  The scheme is currently, at June 2006, under review.   
 
Agricultural land, including land which is being used for “livestock breeding and keeping” and 
“which is not already converted to fully organic production,” is eligible for entry into the 
current scheme.  Livestock here refers to any creature kept for the production of food, wool or 
skins or for the breeding of any animal for any such purpose (Reference 293 pp. 4 and 37).  
There is no allowance within the OFS for endangered farm animals or for non-agricultural 
animals, including horses.  However, land is eligible “where it is primarily used for agriculture 
and a few recreational horses are also grazed” (Reference 293 p. 4).  Grazing land should 
usually be grazed by organic livestock.     
 
The OFS may not be combined with the Farm Woodland Premium, Farm Woodland Schemes 
or the Moorland Scheme.  However, it may be combined with Tir Gofal if the land is eligible 
for both schemes, but since both the OFS and Tir Gofal have several overlapping prescriptions, 
either the OFS payment or the Tir Gofal payment is reduced.  Tir Gofal, rather than the OFS, is 
likely to be the preferred chosen route for most farmer-breeders of semi-feral ponies.  
Additionally, application of the OFS to grazing on commons poses similar problems of 
consensus to the grazing of commons under Tir Gofal.     
 
The OFS is compatible with Tir Cynnal (Section 12.1) and could accommodate some farmers 
who breed registered semi-feral ponies and who may experience relatively few difficulties in 
delivering the required environmental benefits.  Their enclosed areas may qualify for 
certification as sustainable organic units.  However, “set-aside land in non-agricultural use or 
being used for the production of non-food crops is not eligible” (Reference 293 p. 9).  Farmer-
breeders who are eligible for the scheme could administer organic parasite prophylactics to 
ponies, which could provide benefits for invertebrate and bird biodiversity on some habitats.    
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12.6 Rural Development Plan  
 
 
12.6.1 Rural Development Plan for Wales 2000–2006 
 
The ‘Rural Development Plan for Wales (2000–2006)’ was released under European Council 
Regulation 1257/1999 and was implemented by EC Regulation 1750/1999 (Reference 295).  
“The plan provides an overview of the current situation in the whole of rural Wales … and a 
proposed strategy required to combat those problems with which it is faced” (Reference 295 p. 
19).  Of the proposed measures, agri-environment schemes and LFAs (p. 228–313) are most 
relevant to this scoping study because of their considerable effect on the semi-feral pony’s 
status. 
 
 
12.6.2 European support of rare breeds in danger of extinction 
 
Within EC Regulation 817/2004, Article 14, Section 1(a) there is provision for the support of 
rare breeds in danger of extinction, i.e. “in danger of being lost to farming” (Reference 284).  
However, the WAG, in common with England and Scotland, did not implement this measure in 
its current RDP, other than as part of existing agri-environment schemes.  Section 1(b) of 
Article 14 is also relevant because it refers to the preservation of “plant genetic resources 
naturally adapted to the local and regional conditions and under threat of genetic erosion.”  The 
“threat of genetic erosion” is equally applicable to several Welsh breeds and populations, 
including Welsh Mountain semi-feral ponies.   
 
 
12.6.3  Rural Development Plan for Wales 2007–13: Wales Strategic 

Approach 
 
European Council Regulation 1698/2005, released in June 2005 (Reference 285), describes the 
successor RDP for 2007–13, ‘Support for rural development by the European Agricultural 
Fund for Rural Development (EAFRD)’.  The UK will submit a single National Strategic Plan 
to the EC, which will include a Wales Strategic Approach (Reference 45).  The draft ‘Rural 
Development Plan for Wales, 2007–13: The Strategic Approach’ was published in December 
2005 (Reference 334).  Consultation for the draft Wales Strategic Approach ended in March 
2006.   
 
The WAG is incorporating suitable genetic resource measures into its RDP.  Under Article 39 
of the new Regulation, ‘Agri-environment payments’, provisions in two sub-sections (2 and 5) 
could benefit Section A semi-feral ponies and some unregistered semi-feral ponies (Reference 
285 p. 20).  These sub-sections will apply to current Welsh agri-environment schemes, 
including Tir Gofal, Tir Cynnal and the OFS.   
 
Sub-section 5: “Support may be provided for the conservation of genetic resources in 
agriculture for operations not covered by the provisions in (sub-sections) 1 to 4.” 
 
Sub-section 5 offers a gateway for the WAG to recognise the value of the genetic resource 
contained within Section A semi-feral ponies.  Economic incentives could be offered 
specifically to land managers who breed registered ponies in line with the traditionally 
accepted methods of the Pony Improvement Societies.  Additionally, funded research of Welsh 
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mountain semi-feral herds under this option would allow the assessment of the genetic worth 
of unregistered bloodlines, helping to identify unregistered bloodlines that are worthy of 
protection and ensuring conservation of the widest genetic diversity for the breed within Wales. 
 
Sub-section 2: “Where duly justified to achieve environmental objectives, agri-environment 
payments may be granted to other land managers,” i.e. land managers other than farmers. 
 
Sub-section 2 offers an opportunity for Government to deliver optimal environmental land 
management on commons across Wales using Section A semi-feral ponies.  However, there 
may also be a need to temporarily protect some unregistered bloodlines through such agri-
environment payments until future genetic fingerprinting of the national herd can be 
accomplished, and providing judges from within Pony Improvement Societies are allowed to 
properly assess unregistered ponies / herds.  In context of the Welsh Mountain pony’s 
involvement in agri-environment schemes, the benefits for wildlife and simultaneous support 
of breeders offered under sub-sections 2 and 5 warrant consideration by Government.    
 
CCW’s present approach under Tir Gofal policy is to allow breeders to apply to graze land 
with ponies where previously no ponies have grazed, depending upon the habitat types 
involved.  Although the administration of Tir Gofal will be transferred from the CCW to the 
WAG from October 2006, it is recommended that this practice continue.  Additionally, support 
under the LFA programme could be amended to also favour Welsh Mountain pony breeders. 
 
From 2007 there will be no further requirement in Wales under the EC regulation for any 
grazier to produce a holding number as a condition of entry into Tir Gofal.  Consequently, non-
farming graziers who are able to deliver an agri-environment scheme, including new pony 
breeders, will be eligible for funding.  
     
 
12.7 Objective 1 funding 
 
 
The EU has designated West Wales and the Valleys under Objective 1 of the Structural Funds 
for the period 2000–2006 “because the region’s Gross Domestic Product per head is less than 
75% of the EU average” (Reference 344).  A Single Programming Document identifies the 
aims and strategy for the economic, social and environmental regeneration of this area using 
the European Regional Development Fund, the European Social Fund, the Financial Instrument 
for Fisheries Guidance and the Guidance Section of the European Agriculture Guidance and 
Guarantee Fund.  The programme aims to increase the Gross Domestic Product per head, 
reduce unemployment and increase economic activity and growth. 
 
One of six priorities within the programme is ‘Rural development and the sustainable use of 
natural resources’ (Reference 344, p. 8).  Aims are increased value of production from 
sustainable resource-based industries, increased value of product from rural businesses and 
protection and enhancement of the region’s environmental assets.   
 
 
12.7.1 Support for Welsh Mountain ponies under Objective 1 
 
No initiative for the grazing of Welsh Mountain ponies is eligible for financial support under 
the Objective 1 Programme.  Nevertheless, several projects that receive Objective 1 funding 
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have involved Welsh Mountain ponies by identifying other funding sources to support pony 
grazing.  Programme measures have relevance for ponies, including ‘Processing and Marketing 
of Agricultural Products’, ‘Services to Help Farming Adapt and Diversify’, ‘Promoting the 
Adaptation and Development of Rural Areas’, ‘Countryside Management’ and ‘Management 
of the Natural Environment’.   
 
Within a “Cross Cutting Issue” defined as ‘Environmental Sustainability’, Objective 1 
Programme objectives that “maintain and enhance the environmental assets of the region” 
might involve pony breeders.  Breeders can (Reference 344 p. 10): (i) “promote efficient use of 
natural resources,” (ii) “support sustainable land use,” (iii) protect and enhance biodiversity,” 
(iv) “promote … partnership schemes” and (v) “improve the quality of the environment to 
support sustainable development and protect vulnerable communities.” 
 
 
12.7.2 Involvement of Welsh Mountain ponies in Objective 1 projects 
 
The Programme operates in the Administrative Areas of Blaenau Gwent, Bridgend, Caerphilly, 
Carmarthenshire, Ceredigion, Conwy, Denbighshire, Gwynedd, Isle of Anglesey, Merthyr 
Tydfil, Neath Port Talbot, Pembrokeshire, Rhondda Cynon Taff, Swansea and Torfaen.  
Consequently, due to their geographic locations, many Section A semi-feral herds within Pony 
Improvement Societies could not participate in any scheme that receives Objective 1 funding 
(Map 1). 
 
The NT is grazing Welsh Mountain ponies on several properties in Pembrokeshire (Section 
16.3.1).  Some, though not all, of these properties are included in an Objective 1 project, 
‘Pembrokeshire’s Environmental Heritage’.  “Some were also included in an INTERREG IIIA 
project – ‘Combined Coastal Biodiversity Management and Awareness Programme’ 2001–
2004” (Reference 312: 2).  Consequently, some of the conservation grazing activities that the 
NT is undertaking with Welsh Mountain ponies are “operating within European Regional 
Development Fund constraints” (Section 18.3.3).          
 
On several Carneddau farms in Snowdonia, the benefits and implications of unregistered 
Welsh mountain ponies grazing within Objective 1 constraints are also apparent (Section 17.3). 
 
 
12.8 Constraints imposed by bureaucracy 
 
 
It is apparent that several farmer-breeders of registered semi-feral ponies believe, post CAP 
reform, that the complexities of Government-led agri-environment schemes (Section 12) and 
agricultural support schemes (Section 11) are onerous.  There is a perception that an 
unacceptably sophisticated level of bureaucracy is required for involvement to be worthwhile.  
This perceived complexity and the commensurate apprehension could dissuade some breeders 
from applying for appropriate incentives, to their disadvantage and the detriment of the herds, 
the environment and the ultimate survival of the Welsh Mountain pony.  A Government 
mechanism that presents a coherent incentives strategy in support of semi-feral herds and 
breeders, and which requires minimal administrative demands, is to be welcomed. 
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Section 13 

 
 

13. Common land and the Welsh Mountain pony 
 
 
Commons are “land owned by one person (or a number of owners), over which others have 
certain rights (e.g. grazing rights)” (Reference 53).  Approximately 8% of the total land area of 
Wales is ‘common land’ amounting to 175,000 hectares and some 1,500 commons  
(References 76, 83).  Approximately 80% of common land is privately owned but is also 
subject to the statutory controls and interests of any commoners.  Commoners are individuals 
who hold right of common, different entitlements to the product of the soil of the common land 
(e.g. pasture, sand, gravel, peat).  Most remaining common rights are for pasture.  Much of 
Wales’ common land is found in the uplands (e.g. the Black Mountains) but substantial areas 
of common are in lowland Wales.  About half of the common land is within the national parks 
(Brecon Beacons, Pembrokeshire Coast and Snowdonia). 
 
 
13.1 Historical perspective 
 
 
13.1.1 The Gower Union Pony Association  
 
Commons have been intimately associated with the history of the Section A semi-feral pony 
for over a century.  A letter in the WPCS stud-book of 1905 details the problems of illegal and 
unregistered Welsh stallions roaming on commons.  A Gower commoners’ association was 
formed, before parliamentary legislation was introduced, to successfully resolve the problem 
(Reference 349 pp. iii–iv):  
 
“ In Gower, which is a peninsula 18 miles long, running from Swansea due west, there are 
several large commons, the grazing of which is governed by various old customs of the 
manors.  Some of these commons lie in more than one manor, and one part of one common 
may therefore be subject to different rules to another part.  The rights of the commoners have 
not in the past been strictly looked after and the customs not enforced.  Leet Courts are, 
however, regularly held in the different manors and ‘Haywards’ are appointed, whose duty it is 
to protect the grazing and other rights on the commons.” 
 
“Some attention has always been paid to the matter of strays so far as sheep are concerned but 
chiefly, no doubt through lack of interest, the ponies have not had the same attention.  Large 
numbers of ponies are seen on the commons; …no care has been taken of the breeding and, in 
consequence, the stock has through inbreeding become very poor.  With the view of generally 
protecting their rights, but especially with the view of helping … to benefit the stock of ponies, 
an Association of Commoners has been formed.  …  The membership was closed on 5th May 
(1905), by which time 70 commoners … had joined.  …  The entrance fee … entitles the 
member to one free service (of his mares) from the Association stallion.  The Association … 
were lucky in being able to purchase a … (pedigree stallion), … a sturdy little pony of the 
cobby type.  There is no doubt that a great benefit will accrue to those who have taken 
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advantage of the benefit the Association offers.  The breed, that hardy serviceable breed, of the 
Welsh Mountain strain had become so concentrated in the little mares, among which no new 
blood has ever been introduced, that the introduction of a fresh pure Welsh strain is bound to 
work wonders.” 
 
“The chief evil that has to be overcome is the allowing of young, weedy stallions to run on the 
commons.  There is urgent necessity for local legislation on this point.  No matter how the 
majority of commoners may work, a small minority may spoil all the good by refusing to take 
off useless little stallions.  The commoners have lately taken active steps by helping the 
‘Haywards’ to clear off stray stallions.  …  The commons here are, I believe, now free from 
undesirables of this sort.” 
 
The Gower Union Pony Association’s relevant rules may be summarised (Reference 349 pp. 
iv–v):  
 

1. Membership was open to those having common rights. 
 

2. The association’s object was “to improve the breed of ponies on the commons and to 
look after the interests of the commoners.” 

 
3. An Inspection Committee would, with a Veterinary surgeon, inspect members’ ponies 

to determine their fitness for breeding purposes. 
 

4. Any pony not passed by the Inspection Committee could not run on the commons. 
 

5. Pony height could not be less than 11 hands at age two. 
 
Despite the successes of the commoners’ association at the Gower and the voluntary Pony 
Improvement Society at Church Stretton, there was an urgent need for an Act to clear the hills 
and commons of ‘undesirable’ ponies.  The 1908 Act was supported by most Welsh 
commoners and was documented in the WPCS stud-book of 1906 (Reference 350, p. xxi): “To 
give a more precise explanation of our wants, what we should like is an Act which will enable 
commoners to have removed from the hills any ponies which are detrimental to the majority of 
the breeders’ interests.”   
 
Unfortunately, nearly 100 years later ‘undesirable’ ponies are still reported on some commons 
where no Pony Improvement Society operates.  Additionally, lack of consensus among 
commoners within and without commoners’ associations may still adversely affect the proper 
breeding of Section A semi-feral ponies on some Welsh hills and commons. 
 
 
13.2 Access to common land 
 
 
Under provisions contained within Part 1 of the CROW Act 2000 (Reference 75) the public 
has, or will shortly have, access to all registered common land, subject to specific restrictions 
to protect the interests of wildlife and land management.  The effect of unrestricted access on 
the semi-feral Welsh Mountain pony is presently unknown.  Semi-feral herds tend to avoid the 
public.  However, planned education programmes, publicity, notices at entrances to commons 
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and occasionally restricted access may be needed to ensure that herds remain undisturbed and 
untamed. 
 
 
13.3 The Commons Act 2006 
 
 
Parliament published the new Commons Bill on 28th June 2005 (Reference 287).  The Bill 
received the Royal Assent on 19th July 2006.  The aim of the ‘Commons Act 2006’ is to “help 
protect common land in England and Wales for current and future generations, and deliver real 
benefits in terms of sustainable farming, public access and biodiversity” (Reference 89 p. 1).  
Common land is generally, though there is no single definition, “land owned by one person 
over which another person is entitled to exercise rights of common … and these rights are 
generally exercisable in common with others” (Reference 80).  Under specific circumstances 
Government may compulsory acquire common lands and may extinguish the rights of common 
pertaining to those lands, for which appropriate compensation is paid (Reference 227).  
 
The UK Government believes that present mechanisms for managing agricultural activity, 
particularly grazing, on common land are ineffective.  The WAG has also expressed a desire 
for “legislation to establish effective commons management associations” (Reference 292 p. 
53).  The consequent damage to soil and vegetation “has been exacerbated in the past as a 
result of production subsidies under the pre-reform Common Agriculture Policy, which 
increase overgrazing pressures” (Reference 299).  Overgrazing, particularly in the uplands, is 
“seriously affecting (the uplands’) nature conservation and landscape value (sometimes 
replacing attractive heather moorlands with dull, poor quality grassland) and also causing 
animal health and welfare problems” (Reference 53).  Much common land “is at risk, mainly as 
the result of overgrazing in the uplands…  In lowland areas undergrazing is often the primary 
problem…  Legislation is essential if the UK Government is to meet its target of bringing 95% 
of these sites into good condition by 2010” (Reference 89 p. 2).   
 
The Parliamentary Under-Secretary of State for Defra stated, on 20th July 2005: “At present 
there is a lack of effective agricultural management on commons and many have suffered 
significant deterioration.  Severe overgrazing has led to damage to the soil, biodiversity and 
landscape, which is reflected in the poor state of 43 per cent of England’s commons that are 
sites of special scientific interest.”  The Bill “will encourage better management of commons 
by enabling commoners, landowners and others to form statutory commons associations to 
manage agriculture.  The primary purpose of commons associations will be to protect and 
promote sustainable agriculture on common land” (Reference 298 p. 3).  While this statement 
referred specifically to England, by implication and because of the grazing imbalance on some 
Welsh commons, it is entirely relevant to Wales. 
 
 
13.4 Observed changes on Welsh commons post CAP reform 
 
 
Following CAP reform, the short-term and long-term environmental consequences of the SPS 
in Wales are presently unpredictable.  A possible decline in hardy native cattle and sheep is 
some upland areas of Wales may lead to undergrazing under agri-environment schemes 
(References 81: 1 and 2, 211 p. 30): “There are likely to be areas where livestock numbers and 
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grazing are reduced to such an extent that there could be adverse effects on habitat and 
biodiversity.”     
 
Several Pony Improvement Society Secretaries have observed changes on commons following 
recent CAP reform: (i) “more bracken and fewer animals” (Reference 163: 2); (ii) “no change 
in vegetation but an increase in the number of sheep and cattle” (Reference 163: 4); (iii) 
“potentially large areas may become abandoned by all” (Reference 163: 11); (iv) “reduced 
numbers of sheep” (Reference 163: 12); (v) “fewer animals grazing during summer” 
(Reference 163: 8); (vi) “sheep numbers have increased” (Reference 163: 14); (vii) “more 
gorse and briers” (Reference 163: 15); (viii) “increased growth of vegetation and a reduced 
sheep population” (Reference 163: 17); (ix) “no vegetation changes” (Reference 163: 20); (x) 
“there are fewer ponies on the hills in recent years” (Reference 163: 21, 24).  At the Brecon 
meeting of Improvement Society Secretaries, several breeders agreed that some wild flowers 
had already diminished and ferns had increased.  The numbers of sheep and cattle have already 
decreased, e.g. on Blorenge Common.  There are also increased vermin due to increased 
ground cover (Reference 162: 2).  
 
The 2005–6 President of the WPCS has observed “fewer sheep” post CAP reform (Reference 
163: 27).  The BBNPA ecologist admits that, generally “vegetation is longer and agricultural 
animals are fewer” but that “it is too early” to observe most effects (Reference 261). 
 
It is true that “traditional management practices have allowed the commons to develop the 
features for which they are valued today” (Reference 87 p. 68).  However, livestock husbandry 
practices have changed markedly during the last 60 years.  A common’s valuable agricultural, 
environmental, public access and educational attributes must be considered.  Additionally, 
recent CAP reform may require pony graziers, along with other commoners, to respond more 
rapidly to altering vegetations and grazing regimes on commons (Section 12).  The control of 
problematic invasive vegetation and an awareness of incentives to encourage grazing are of 
particular concern to many pony graziers. 
 
Breeders reported that Pony Improvement Society herds (Table 2) graze a diverse variety of 
Welsh commons and hills, e.g. including, but this list is only representative: (i) Blorenge 
(Reference 163: 2); (ii) several commons within the Brecon Beacons (Reference 163: 3, 5, 25); 
(iii) Merthyr Common (Reference 163: 6); (iv) Eppynt (Reference 163: 8); (v) Hergest Ridge, 
Hanter Hill (Reference 163: 10); (vi) Llanafan, Trawsnant (Reference 163: 11); (vii) 
Llandefalle (Reference 163: 12); (viii) Glascwm and Black Hill, Painscastle and Rhullen Hill, 
Llandillo Graban Hill (Reference 163: 13); (ix) Mynydd Fforest (Reference 163: 14), (x) 
Llangorse Hill (Reference 163: 15); (xi) Black Mountain (Reference 163: 17); (xii) Manor 
Mawr (Reference 163: 20); (xiii) Gelligaer and Merthyr (Reference 163: 21, 24, 26); (xiv) 
Cilsanws (Reference 163: 25).  All of the responding Pony Improvement Society breeders 
either own commons grazing rights or are approved by the Lords of the Manor to graze on the 
commons. 
 
 
13.5 Agri-environment schemes on commons in Wales 
 
 
Throughout this scoping report the term ‘commoners’ association’ refers to any existing 
voluntary commoners’ association in Wales.  The term ‘commons council’ refers to any 
statutory commons association that might be formed under the ‘Commons Act 2006’.  The Act 
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provides a framework that will allow persons with interests in a common to apply to the WAG 
to establish a commons council with statutory powers (Reference 241).   
 
A statutory commons council will have more power than a voluntary commoners’ association 
to implement the wishes of the majority.  The UK parliament and the WAG envisage that new, 
statutory management schemes at the local level will allow commons councils to self-regulate 
their commons through majority decision-making.   
 
Any existing commoners’ association may, by consensus, enter into an agri-environment 
scheme.  However, it is anticipated that the new Commons Act “will make it much easier to get 
agri-environment funding for common land, as an association will be able to enter into an 
agreement based on a majority vote” even if a minority of commoners objects to entering any 
designated scheme” (Reference 298 p. 3).  Under Government-funded schemes, commons 
councils will be able to sign long-term agreements to manage the land “to protect, enhance or 
restore biodiversity and particular features of landscape, or to protect the environment (e.g. 
through decreased use of agricultural chemicals) in return for annual payments which help to 
offset the additional costs of changing farming practices” (Reference 299 p. 8). 
 
 
13.6 Implications of the Commons Act 2006 for commons in 

Wales 
 
 
In Wales there are, at March 2006, approximately 230 established voluntary commoners’ 
associations.  A commoners’ association may represent one or more commons.  For example, 
the Gower Association represents 25 commons. 
 
 
13.6.1 The Welsh Commons Forum  

– Fforwm Tir Comin Cymru 
 
The Welsh Commons Forum, Fforwm Tîr Comin Cymru, was established in February 2005 
with assistance from, and under the auspices of, the National Sheep Association (NSA) as a 
response to proposals for statutory control of the commons in Wales under the Commons Bill 
presented before parliament in 2006 (Reference 89).  The Forum “is committed to ensuring an 
effective communication system between common graziers and Government and will take all 
reasonable steps to safeguard the present and future viability of these ancient structures” 
(Reference 338).  One of its objectives is  “to develop policy which can be used to help 
Government create effective legislation under the ‘Commons Act 2006’ to ensure the effective 
management of all grazing commons within the jurisdiction of the Act” and it aims to 
“implement … rules to allow … commons to carry out their … duties to best effect” 
(Reference 338).   
  
The Forum, which represents an unknown number of the commoners’ associations within 
Wales, opposes the formation of ‘statutory commons councils’ (originally called ‘statutory 
commons associations’ until the Bill was amended in 2006), preferring instead the continuation 
of non-statutory, i.e. voluntary, commoners’ associations in Wales but under a national 
statutory body.  If every commoners’ association must apply to the Secretary of State for 
acceptance, the Act will be unworkable, the Forum argues.  However, under the 2006 Act the 
formation of a statutory commons council will not be a compulsory requirement.  The new Act 
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will not compel any voluntary commoners’ association to apply for acceptance; the association 
may continue to function voluntarily (Reference 241): “The Bill does not affect voluntary 
commoners’ associations in any way.  They may continue to exist even if a statutory 
association is established although on a single common it is unlikely that both a voluntary and 
statutory association will coexist.”  
 
 
13.6.1.1 The January 2005 workshop 
 
At a workshop of Welsh commoners’ associations and representatives of other interested 
stakeholders in January 2005, it was suggested that there was “no strong Welsh body to 
oversee management of common land” and that a strong national confederation of Welsh 
commoners was desirable (Reference 329).  Each voluntary association would be accountable 
to the umbrella confederation for managing its common, including the management of ponies 
abandoned on that common.  However, it was pointed out: “there is already a body trying to 
fulfil this role, the Welsh Federation of Commoners and Graziers” and “currently there is no 
provision to provide bodies with powers to manage their own areas of land” (Reference 329).  
It was further stated that the WAG “cannot provide funding to assist in the process of setting 
up a federation” (Reference 329).  At the workshop the WAG supported the idea of a strong 
confederation and indicated that it “would wish to see the Industry, commoners’ associations 
and the Assembly working together” to resolve commons issues.  It was suggested that local 
authorities and commoners “needed to cooperate and communicate through regular meetings” 
(Reference 329).  This would ensure that “prompt and appropriate action” is taken where 
ponies are abandoned.     
 
It was also suggested at the workshop that the fencing of common land to prevent animals 
straying “is not a viable solution because the areas concerned are vast” (Reference 329).  
Applications for fencing would require consideration by the Assembly Planning Division under 
Section 194 of the Law of Property Act.  Individual associations were advised to discuss 
specific requirements with landowners and their members.  There was agreement that 
commoners and the Welsh Federation of Commoners should discuss the merit of organising 
commons on a regional basis through regional associations.   
 
 
13.6.1.2 The May 2005 announcement 
 
On 31st May 2005, after considerable discussion, the NSA announced that the Welsh Commons 
Forum (Fforwm Tir Comin Cymru), operating under the auspices of the NSA, would represent 
the interests of a “significant proportion” of Welsh commons graziers (Reference 296).  
Henceforth the Welsh Federation of Commoners and Graziers effectively ceased to exist.  The 
name ‘Welsh Federation of Commoners and Graziers’ was officially changed to ‘Welsh 
Commons Forum’ for administrative purposes.     
 
Some Welsh commoners continue to have no desire for the statutory route recommend by the 
UK parliament.  The Forum has insisted that, for the 2006 Act to be effective, associations 
must retain their rights of absolute control over their own commons (Reference 276).  
“Commoners want to do what they have traditionally done” (Reference 276).  The Forum 
wants each voluntary commoners’ association to be given statutory powers to manage its 
affairs according to the particular local requirements of its commoners.  It should be noted that 
the 2006 Act allows each statutory commons council to formulate a constitution based upon 
local commoners’ needs.  Additionally, any order to establish a commons council must enjoy 
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substantial support from all interested individuals (Reference 241): “The WAG must have 
particular regard to representations from persons with rights in the land, occupiers, commoners 
and those with functions under an enactment relating to maintenance or management of the 
land.”  
 
 
13.6.2 Powers of a statutory commons council 
 
A key Government aim is to ensure that “commoners and landowners work together through 
statutory commons associations (i.e. councils) with powers to regulate grazing and other 
agricultural activities” (Reference 89 p. 3).  A commons council will have appropriate statutory 
powers or ‘functions’ and duties conferred upon it with respect to the management of 
agricultural activities, vegetation and rights of common on the designated common land 
(Reference 287 Clause 31 pp. 17–18).  These may be: 
 

1. “Making rules relating to agricultural activities, the management of vegetation and the 
exercise of rights of common.” 

 
2. “Making rules relating to the leasing or licensing of rights of common.” 

 
3. “Preparing and maintaining a register of grazing.” 

 
4. “Establishing and maintaining boundaries.” 

 
5. “Removing unlawful boundaries and other encroachments.” 

 
6. “Removing animals unlawfully permitted to graze.” 

 
Before the 1908 Commons Act became law, some in Wales “could not see that the right to use 
the commons would still be a right if it were limited by consideration for one’s neighbours” 
(Reference 67 p. 21).  Rules may be formulated to limit or impose “conditions on the exercise 
of rights of common” and may require the “provision of information to the commons 
association (i.e. council)” (Reference 287 p. 17).  A commons council may “dispose of any 
animal it removes” and “recover from the owner … the costs” of removal and disposal.  
However, a commons council must consider (a) guidance given by the WAG and (b) the public 
interest in nature and landscape conservation and in the protection of “public rights of access,” 
“archaeological remains” and “features of historic interest.” 
  
  
13.6.3 Implications of a statutory commons council 
 
Graziers represented by the Forum are concerned that the granting of statutory powers as 
defined by the 2006 Act will prove financially costly to implement and will involve increased 
and excessive bureaucracy (Reference 87 p. 67).  Commoners will bear some costs.  
Additionally, if statutory commons councils are formed there is concern amongst some Welsh 
graziers that some traditional powers of commoners may be irrevocably eroded through 
unnecessary control by Government agencies and official conservation organisations 
(Reference 110): “I am in favour of voluntary commoners’ associations.”  However, members 
of a commons council will be the decision makers and will be legally “elected or appointed to 
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the association (i.e. council) to represent the relevant interests of the common” (Reference 
241).    
 
 
13.6.4 Determining grazing regimes on commons 
 
It has been suggested (Reference 276): “Environment and conservation lobbies have recently 
been active in reducing the stock that is kept on upland commons, the consequence of which is 
that there is now a high level of undergrazing on some commons.  The further consequence … 
is that we are seeing a massive increase in bracken, gorse, bramble and hawthorn and 
associated ticks and tick-borne fevers which commoners are concerned could have serious 
effects on livestock and livestock breeding and could also potentially damage the health of the 
public gaining access to commons.”  It should be noted, however, that agricultural policy 
changes and reduced livestock market prices also may have contributed to undergrazing and 
that, pre CAP reform, there was overgrazing on some Welsh commons.  “Causes of bracken 
increase are complex” (Reference 241).  Traditionally cut bracken had several uses that are 
now obsolete and a warmer climate may be affecting its growth zone.  Members of commons 
councils will be able to determine more precisely the preferred grazing regimes on any 
common. 
  
 
13.6.5 Statutory national advisory body within Wales 
 
The Forum argues that existing voluntary commoners’ associations “should be allowed to 
manage their commons with minimal central Government control and within a minimal 
statutory framework” (Reference 276).  A central coordinating body is believed to be the most 
desirable outcome by many Welsh farmers (Reference 87 p. 69).  All voluntary commoners’ 
associations would, ideally, become affiliated to the Forum.  The Forum cannot be a statutory 
body, however; it is argued by the WAG that the creation of a statutory national advisory body 
is not legally possible within Wales.     
  
When the Commons Act is implemented, voluntary commoners’ associations will have no 
change of status.  Voluntary associations may be affiliated to a regional consortium of 
associations, if the associations desire this.  All associations would have similar rights to apply 
for similar protection.  Statutory commons councils will be responsible to the WAG, which has 
indicated that it is predisposed to tailor the Act to Welsh needs, and that it will recognise the 
peculiar circumstances of Welsh commoners.   
 
 
13.7 Effect of the Commons Act 2006 on Welsh Mountain semi-

feral ponies 
 
 
Unfortunately, it is impossible, within the constraints of this scoping study, to ascertain the 
possible direct consequences for the semi-feral Welsh Mountain pony of the ‘Commons Act 
2006’.  The Forum believes that, if statutory commons councils become lawful, unacceptable 
Government constraints may be placed upon commons farmers.  However, an established 
statutory council “will make its own rules through majority voting” without Government-
imposed management constraints (Reference 241). 
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If the Forum’s argument is persuasive, it envisages there may be little change in the way in 
which graziers exercise their grazing rights.  Semi-feral pony breeders will continue to manage 
herds within those rights on commons.  The latest Commons Act may ensure “better control of 
unregistered ponies and of registered rights” (Reference 261).  Questions to be asked and 
answered by pony graziers, before commons reform is enacted, are: 
 

1. What might be the consequences of binding rules made through majority voting of 
commons councils?  How might members of a statutory commons council restrict the 
grazing regime on any common through majority voting, e.g. by restricting the 
number of ponies allowed to graze and the annual grazing period?     

 
2. What majority of the grazing rights will constitute an agreement to enter an agri-

environment scheme or to change the way in which a common is run? 
 

3. Will Section A semi-feral pony breeders be able to enter more easily into suitable 
agri-environment agreements post commons reform if their fellow commoners 
establish statutory commons?  Will breeders be forced into agri-environment 
agreements that are not in the best interest of the semi-feral herds?  A common must 
be managed satisfactorily from the pony breeder’s perspective. 

 
4. Statutory commons councils may, by consensus, restrict the period of time that 

stallions are allowed to run on any common in any calendar year.  How might the 
future of semi-feral herds be affected by more onerous restrictions? 

 
5. In which other ways will commons councils have a right to restrict grazing by semi-

feral ponies?  
 

6. What might be the advantages or disadvantages to semi-feral breeders of affiliation to 
the Forum?  

 
7. Which distinctions will be made on commons between breeders of Section A semi-

feral ponies and breeders of unregistered semi-feral ponies? 
 

8. Whilst the control of overgrazing and the removal of unlawfully grazing animals from 
commons is to be welcomed, the possible effects of legally present, unregistered semi-
feral mares and stallions on commons where registered stock grazes must be finally 
and satisfactorily addressed on all Welsh commons. 

 
 
13.8 Risks of statutory commons reform for Welsh Mountain 

semi-feral ponies 
 
 
Potential negative effects of statutory reform on registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies 
include (Ref. 87): 
 

1. Pony breeders may be forced to participate in an agri-environment scheme by majority 
vote, i.e. the pony breeder might be outvoted. 
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2. Without proactive involvement of a pony breeder on an association’s executive 
committee, the interests of semi-feral ponies may be under-represented, or not 
represented at all. 

 
3. Commons councils may apply powers to reduce stocking on a pro rata basis according 

to rights held, affecting more acutely any breeder who uses a higher percentage of her 
/ his available grazing rights. 

 
4. Presently inactive pony graziers may be prevented from voting on issues that affect 

semi-feral ponies. 
 
 
13.9 Advantages of commons reform for Welsh Mountain semi-

feral ponies 
 
 
Potential positive effects of statutory reform on registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies 
include (Ref. 87): 
 

1. The semi-feral pony breeder’s interest, which may be a minority interest, may be 
protected and represented better. 

 
2. Statutory commons councils will prevent ‘rogue’ ponies from grazing where their 

owners possess no grazing rights. 
 

3. Greater Wales-wide consideration of animal welfare may assist registered breeders by 
reducing negative publicity generated by a minority of breeders / owners of 
unregistered semi-feral or half-bred ponies on commons. 

 
4. The benefits to commons of conservation grazing by registered semi-feral ponies may 

be more easily discernible by associations and councils, enhancing the profile and 
reputation of the breed.  

 
5. Statutory councils might encourage the establishment or re-establishment of Pony 

Improvement Societies on their commons. 
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Section 14 

 
 

14. Horse passport regulations 
 
 
14.1 Implementation of the Horse Passport Regulation, 

February 2005 
 
 
EC Decision 2000/68/EC requires all EU horses, including ponies, donkeys and other equidae, 
to have a passport (Reference 50).  This legislation prevents equidae from entering the human 
food chain if they have received medicines not intended for use on food-producing animals.  In 
Wales all horse owners, including breeders of Section A semi-feral ponies, were required to 
obtain passports by 28th February 2005 (Reference 286).   
 
In Wales, “passports may be issued only by approved Passport Issuing Organisations (PIO) in 
accordance with the Horse Passports (Wales) Regulations 2005” (Reference 313).  A foal must 
have a passport by 31st December in the year of its birth, or within six months after its birth, 
which ever is later.  The WPCS has confirmed, for registered ponies (Reference 385): “Foals at 
foot can accompany their dams to the stallion without a passport and for showing purposes” 
(Reference 385).  All Section A foals must be registered by the WPCS before 31st December in 
the year of birth or within six months of birth, whichever is sooner, and must therefore, by 
agreement with Defra, have a passport within this period.  However, regardless of age, any foal 
must have a passport if it is sold or moved to the premises of a new keeper or presented for 
slaughter for human consumption (Reference 85).   
 
 
14.2 Passport exemptions for New Forest and Dartmoor semi-

feral ponies 
 
 
On  27th March, 2003, the Defra Rural Affairs Minister announced that ponies running free on 
Dartmoor, Exmoor and in the New Forest would not require horse passports until they left 
those areas.  He stated (Reference 78): “I am pleased that after discussions we have been able 
to meet some of the concerns expressed by owners of horses and ponies on Dartmoor, Exmoor 
and the New Forest.”  In making this exemption, the British Government recognised that it was 
uneconomical for pony keepers to obtain passports for individual animals in a herd and gave 
some semi-feral breeds a special derogation (Reference 95).  Wales has no similar derogation. 
 
Owners of ponies individually identified in lists of exempted ponies kept by the New Forest 
Verderers and the Dartmoor Commoners Council are not required by Defra to apply for a 
passport, provided the pony “is not moved (other than temporarily for welfare reasons) from 
the area regulated by one of those bodies” (Reference 85 p. 5).  “Foals that are born out of 
lawfully depastured mares on the Crown Lands of the New Forest and which are to be sold 
through the Beaulieu Road Sales in the year of birth, may be sold without a passport…. 
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provided that the owner provides to the auctioneer at the time of sale a completed application 
form for a passport and the passport fee” (Reference 85 pp. 5–6).  The lists must include all the 
details that are required to issue a passport.  At the Beaulieu Road Horse Sales, the owners of 
New Forest foals “must provide the auctioneer with a completed passport application including 
a silhouette and the passport fee charged by the New Forest Breed Society” (Reference 189). 
 
Only unregistered semi-feral ponies have an exemption on Dartmoor.  The Dartmoor Pony 
Society passports pedigree Dartmoor ponies in the usual way.  However, the unregistered semi-
feral ponies have been allowed to carry the title ‘Dartmoor hill pony’ on their passports, which 
are issued by an independent PIO.  The policy is apparently working well, although hill pony 
breeders are gradually obtaining passports for some of their semi-feral animals (Reference 
269).  Nevertheless, at auction buyers might be forgiven for not recognising the distinction 
between a Dartmoor pedigree pony and a Dartmoor hill pony.  This distinction is important for 
both genetic and conservation grazing reasons because only the former is pure bred, and only 
the latter is the semi-feral pony grazing on Dartmoor Common.  A similar, though not parallel, 
source of confusion is likely to arise in Wales because buyers of Welsh ponies may not easily 
appreciate the difference between the unregistered semi-feral pony and the carefully bred 
pedigree Section A semi-feral pony unless passport descriptions are strictly accurate and unless 
buyers are educated to correctly interpret passports. 
 
 
14.3 Impact of passport regulations on Section A semi-feral 

ponies 
 
 
The Society for the Welfare of Horses and Ponies (SWHP) states (Reference 297): “The 
passport situation … does not encourage the breeding of the true type of Welsh pony out on the 
mountains…  We are finding that the breeding is taking place in the vales … as the owners of 
ponies out on the mountains are finding it easier and more cost effective to send their ponies 
off to slaughter.  We need to promote this valuable pony for the breed’s sake.” 
 
In 2003, it was predicted by the BBNPA that the requirement for passports might be a major 
threat to survival faced by the registered semi-feral pony breeder (Reference 17): “The cost of 
passports is likely to be prohibitive to a significant number of breeders.  The worst case 
scenario as a consequence of this is that ponies are abandoned or slaughtered.”  In 2006, the 
consequence of passports “ remains to be seen.” 
 
When asked, in the February 2006 questionnaire, “What effect has the February 2005 passport 
regulation had on the hill pony?” breeders responded: (i) “too much expense” (Reference 163: 
3); (ii) “a vast reduction in the number of ponies kept” (Reference 163: 2, 4, 26); (iii) “a shock 
– passports made foals unviable and will discourage breeding in the long term as the passport 
costs more than the value of the stock” (Reference 163: 5, 10); (iv) “several registered Welsh 
Mountain ponies were sold prior to the compulsory deadline date for passports.  Some herds 
were sold in their entirety” (Reference 163: 6); (v) “reduced the breeding mare by 50%” 
(Reference 163: 8); (vi) “some herds have disappeared, sold in their entirety, others may 
follow, due to the bureaucratic nonsense of regulations” (Reference 163: 11); (vii) "it’s very 
difficult and expensive to passport all foals in order to sell them” (Reference 163: 12); (viii) 
“the additional cost” (Reference 163: 13, 14); (ix) “a reduction in the number of ponies” 
(Reference 163: 15); (x) “increased costs for the sale of colt foals, which are not profitable” 
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(Reference 163: 17); (ix) “devastating as passports are not economical” (Reference 163: 21, 
24); (xi) “only the better colt foals are passported” (Reference 163: 25).         
 
When asked what effect passports have had on unregistered ponies, breeders said: (i) “ponies 
were sold off prior to passporting” (Reference 163: 2); (ii) “the dumping of unwanted ponies 
on Cefn Bryn and elsewhere” (References 162 No. 2; 163: 4); (iii) “could lead to more 
dumping of these ponies” (Reference 163: 10); (iv) “some herds have disappeared, others may 
follow, due to the bureaucratic nonsense of regulations” (Reference 163: 11); (v) “difficult to 
sell colt foals for more than the passport fee” (Reference 163: 13); (vi) “a reduction in the 
number of mares kept due to the cost of disposing of colt foals that are not up to stallion 
standard” (Reference 163: 17); (vii) “devastating as passports are not economical” (Reference 
163: 21); (viii) “illegal removal of ponies from the common at Llangynidr because they didn’t 
have passports” (Reference 162: 2); (ix) “some semi feral ponies are being dumped on some 
hills.  Mares are being sold with foals to avoid passports” (Reference 163: 27).   
 
When breeders were asked, “What future trend in passport regulations would you like to see?” 
they said: (i) “abolition of passports” (Reference 163: 2); (ii) “a reduction in costs of passports 
for colt foals prior to inspection” (Reference 163: 4, 17); (iii) “as happens with the Dartmoor 
Society, we could take them to market in the autumn as youngstock with a certificate, not a 
passport” (Reference 163: 5, 10, 14); (iv) “exemption on all equines up to 12 months old” 
(Reference 163: 6); (v) “foals should be allowed to be without passports until 1st January” 
(Reference 163: 8); (vi) “derogation to allow the sale of foals off the hill without full passports, 
due not only to the cost but also to the administrative nightmare” (Reference 163: 11, 13); (vii) 
“passports for ponies that are intended to be transported in the UK and overseas” (Reference 
163: 12); (viii) “foals of low value tend to go for meat; these foals don’t need passports” 
(Reference 163: 21); (ix) “subsidised passports” (Reference 163: 24); (x) “a cheaper or free 
passport for hill pony foals” (Reference 163: 25, 26); (xi) “a passport application should be 
acceptable for foals going to market before they are 10 months old, i.e. in the year of birth” 
(Reference 163: 27). 
 
 
14.4 Effects of passport regulations in Wales 
 
 
There were growing concerns in Wales between 2003 and 2005 over Regulations requiring all 
horse owners to obtain passports from 28th February 2005 (References 324).  It was anticipated 
that this requirement might have an adverse impact on the welfare of semi-feral ponies on the 
hills and commons of Wales (Reference 328: 2).  Some unwanted unregistered ponies without 
passports were abandoned onto hills, and some registered and unregistered breeders reduced 
herd sizes and contemplated disbanding herds.  Animal rights organisations were active in 
bringing to the public’s attention the plight of abandoned unregistered Welsh ponies.  The 
Pony Improvement Societies Secretary stated: (Reference 165): “Some breeders will not pay 
for a passport to sell ponies at a loss.”   
 
Several farmers within the BBNP and SNP and elsewhere in Wales decided that, as most foals 
were currently valued at only a few ponds, it had become economically unviable to maintain 
ponies on the open hill.  For example, in late 2004 it was estimated that 300–400 unregistered 
semi-feral Welsh mountain ponies living in the Carneddau mountains of North Wales, 
including two major and several minor herds, were without passports (Reference 8).  The 
Snowdonia Society recognised the heritage value of these herds, which have remained isolated 
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from other ponies.  “We want to save the ponies because they have an original bloodline 
stretching back about 400 years,” said the Snowdonia Society’s Policy Director (Reference 8).  
“They are an important part of Welsh history and North Wales culture.”  An Assembly-elected 
SNPA member confirms (Reference 194): “They were used in the coal mines and for pulling 
small carts in the 1940s, and were used as a grazing animal by the (former) Nature 
Conservancy Council from the end of the 1980s.” 
 
On 20th November 2004, an estimated 154 Carneddau ponies from the Aber area, parts of herds 
belonging to approximately seven farmers, were sold at auction (Reference 180).  One large 
herd is owned by a family of three farmer-breeders and has been managed by that family for 
approximately 200 years (Reference 179: 1): “These ponies have never come off the hills.”  An 
estimated 39 ponies, culled from this herd, were disposed of as follows (Reference 180): (i) 
slaughter (15 ponies); (ii) a private buyer in Anglesey (9 ponies); (iii) the RSPB is Oswestry (5 
ponies); (iv) a farmer in Betws-y-Coed (4 ponies); (v) a private buyer in Chester (3 ponies); 
(vi) a private buyer in Denbighshire (2 ponies); a private buyer in Caernarfon (1 pony).  The 
RSPB purchased some of these ponies to help maintain habitat for birds at its Lake Vrnwy 
nature reserve (Reference 9; Section 16.4).  It should be noted that 38% of the ponies 
purchased from this herd were slaughtered.  Some unregistered Welsh mountain ponies from 
other Carneddau herds and from elsewhere in Wales were similarly sold for slaughter, i.e. for 
human consumption.       
 
Farmer-breeders of the largest Carneddau herd have been forced to reduce the herd’s size from 
about 150 mares to about 80 mares during the last two years because of anticipated passport 
costs, “about £20 each.”  Average prices for ponies at the relevant 2004 pony auction were 
(Reference 180): (i) mares with foals = 300 guineas (gns); (ii) stallions = 80–100 gns; (iii) filly 
foals = 40–60 gns; (iv) mares = 40–50 gns; (v) colt foals = 10–50 gns.  Many Carneddau 
animals were sold for relatively low prices (Reference 179: 1): “We were having about £3 for 
the colts (at auction) and a little bit more for the fillies.  The old mares were doing about £20–
35, so we were losing money.  We kept them for the simple reason they had been in the family 
for at least 200 years.”       
 
Pony Improvement Societies, the Snowdonia Society and several commoners’ associations 
lobbied the WAG during 2005 for flexibility in passport regulations for registered and 
unregistered semi-feral ponies.  However, the WAG has been unable, so far, to adopt a flexible 
view (Section 14.5).  
 
In 2005, Brightwells Auctioneers donated £2,500 to the Pony Improvement Societies to help 
offset the initial costs of passports for registered semi-feral ponies (References 273, 305).  In 
agreement between the Societies and the WPCS, this subsidy is to be dispersed to breeders on a 
pro rata basis according to the number of mares that were first registered on old registration 
forms prior to 1998, when the WPCS first introduced its own passport system.  Nevertheless, 
some breeders “are finding it (the cost of passports) very difficult even with the subsidy,” 
especially those owning some of the larger herds (Reference 273).  No subsidy is being 
provided for ponies registered from 1998, all of which carried WPCS passports.   
 
The low value of registered semi-feral foals at market “has been a worry for the WPCS for 
many years.  We have tried various ways of dealing with it: subsidies, reduced registration fees 
and premiums” (Reference 273).  “Microchipping is going to be compulsory.  That will be 
another added cost.”  Microchipping, if introduced, will not be retrospective, but will apply 
only to newly registered animals from a prescribed future date (Sections 14.15, 21.4). 
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14.5 Passport proposals to support the Welsh Mountain pony in 
Wales 

 
 
In January 2005, at a Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony workshop arranged by several 
concerned commoners’ associations, the WAG’s response to suggested solutions by 
commoners was outlined (References 329, 330).  Several proposals at the workshop are 
relevant to the difficulties being experienced by Pony Improvement Societies.      
 

Proposal 1: The Assembly should fund the payment of passports.   
 
Response 1: This proposal was rejected because “horses are not farmed livestock and so 
are unable to benefit from a Government contribution under the EU State Aid rules” 
(Reference 329). 
 
Proposal 2: Commoners could authorise their own silhouettes, thereby not incurring a 
veterinary fee.   
 
Response 2: If the appropriate PIO authorises named persons as competent, such persons 
would be allowed to sign silhouettes.  The WPCS will accept silhouette forms completed 
by all members of the WPCS, including breeders within Pony Improvement Societies, for 
animals owned by them (Reference 393). 
 
Proposal 3: A licensing system, similar to that of the New Forest ponies, should be 
introduced.   
 
Response 3: The exemption made on Dartmoor and within the New Forest in England was 
considered by the WAG to be unworkable in Wales when the Welsh Regulations were 
implemented.  A justification for this decision was that the Welsh ponies were widely 
spread rather than in a single area, i.e. the hill and common land of Wales “on which the 
semi-feral ponies graze did not have clearly defined boundaries and could not facilitate the 
necessary monitoring and record keeping” (Reference 189).  Additionally the Assembly 
was obliged to implement Commission Decision 93/623/EEC as amended by Commission 
Decision 2000/68/EC in full “concerning the establishment of an identification system for 
equidae” … “and as such there was no scope for deviating from the European 
requirements” (Reference 189).  It should be noted however, in partial rebuttal of this 
argument, that all Welsh common land is clearly defined and mapped and much is 
properly fenced.   
 
A second objection to a licensing system by the WAG is that Welsh Mountain ponies are 
not managed by a single organisation, rendering any scheme relatively difficult and costly 
to implement.  Nevertheless, derogation is being considered by the EC to allow 
organisations to apply to the Assembly for the management of specific areas of common 
land.  Foals that are sold and move within such an area would be exempt from passports.  
The Assembly is awaiting the Commission’s decision at October 2006.      
 
Proposal 4: Foals under 12 months of age could travel from the hill or common of birth 
directly to slaughter without a passport.  
  
Response 4: At October 2006 the Assembly is awaiting the Commission’s decision. 



 175

 
Proposal 5: Because of the likely reduction of sheep under the SFP Scheme, now the SPS, 
foals could be used for conservation grazing.   
 
Response 5: Commoners who wish their foals to be involved in conservation grazing were 
advised to contact the CCW or the national parks.  These organisations might be able to 
recommend the use of ponies within NNRs and other SSSIs.  However, the networking 
infrastructure that might allow breeders to place foals in conservation grazing schemes is 
only now beginning to be established by PONT (Section 19.2).   
 
Proposal 6: Foals could be taken to market with some form of identification but without a 
full passport.   
 
Response 6: The WPCS has considered this option but the Assembly has stated that all 
animals being sold require a full passport in order to comply with European legislation. 
 
Proposal 7: Selective breeding programmes on commons could be introduced to limit the 
number of foals bred and simultaneously improve the quality of those remaining 
(Reference 84 p. 27).     
 
Response 7: Selective breeding is already practised by Pony Improvement Societies but 
could also be implemented by all unregistered semi-feral owners.  Commoners’ 
associations outside of Pony Improvement Societies might consider this proposal and 
whether the value and saleability of remaining foals would be increased. 
 
Proposal 8: Stallions could be approved and licensed for a limited period.  Only pure-bred 
stallions would be used and they would be on the common for only a limited period every 
year, to “help maintain the quality of foals born and ensure that breeding mares foal at the 
most appropriate time of the year” (Reference 329).     
 
Response 8: This proposal is standard practice within the Pony Improvement Societies 
and, if adopted by other commoners’ associations within Wales, might ultimately lead to 
the formation of additional Pony Improvement Societies. 
 
Proposal 9: If compulsory microchipping of all equines - a possible future EC proposal - 
is introduced the procedure should be carried out by local bodies set up for this purpose, 
thus avoiding a veterinary fee.   
 
Response 9: Although microchipping of horses must be carried out legally by a 
Veterinary surgeon, the Royal College of Veterinary Surgeons is considering which 
procedures ‘lay persons’ may perform. 

 
The Pony Improvement Societies Secretary notes that, before enforcement of the passport 
regulations, it was agreed between the WPCS and the Secretary of each Improvement Society 
that breeders would obtain passports for breeding mares.  Reasons for this decision were: (i) 
Improvement Societies realised that implementation of the regulations was imminent; (ii) due 
to ongoing welfare problems with unregistered stock on some commons, it was considered in 
the interest of the breeders to have a precise, unambiguous method of identifying pedigree 
animals; (iii) for veterinary treatment to occur a mare had to be passported.   
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14.6 Advantages of passports to breeders of Section A semi-feral 
ponies 

 
 
Main advantages of passports to registered Welsh Mountain pony semi-feral breeders are: 
 

1. Indiscriminate breeding on commons of ‘poor-quality’ unregistered ponies might be 
discouraged. 

 
2. The proposed National Equine Database (NED) will record each pony’s passport 

information: 
 

• Name 
• Breed – if a registered member of a breed society 
• Gender 
• Birth date 
• Unique Equine Life Number (UELN) 
• Owner details – will help ensure effective monitoring and control strategies in the 

event of outbreak of any notifiable or exotic equine disease (Reference 85). 
 

3. Passports may encourage purchasers to recognise the worth of registered ponies if the 
breed sub-population within Pony Improvement Societies is clearly described as 
‘semi-feral’, indicated by the letter ‘S’, thereby increasing the population’s market 
value (Section 5.3.3). 

 
4. The PIO for the registered semi-feral pony is the WPCS (UELN = 826046).  The EC 

will publish two separate lists of PIOs on its web site.  One list will detail 
organisations that maintain a stud-book and will contain all registered Welsh 
Mountain semi-feral ponies (Reference 314): “True pedigree Welsh Mountain ponies 
… will have passports showing five generations of (verified) breeding details and will 
appear on the National Equine Database with sire and dam details.”  The other list will 
detail organisations that do not maintain a stud-book, and will contain all Wales’ 
unregistered Welsh mountain semi-feral ponies (Reference 90).  Anyone who contacts 
the WPCS will be able to verify the status of any pony grazing within the Pony 
Improvement Scheme. 

 
5. A voluntary decision by Pony Improvement Society breeders to accept passporting of 

all newly born foals kept on commons is in line with the breeders of most pedigree 
native pony breeds in Britain.  

 
Breeders of registered semi-feral ponies who are presently outside of the Pony Improvement 
Scheme would acquire similar, although less impressive advantages if their passports carried 
the letter ‘s’ or other appropriate designation (Section 5.5).  
 
Formal application for a Section A passport from the WPCS, rather than from another PIO, is a 
voluntary decision by the breeder.  Therefore, some breeders may not notify pure-bred ponies 
to the WPCS, preventing the recording of valuable pedigree information in the stud-book 
(Reference 84).  Semi-feral breeders within the Pony Improvement Scheme are assured that, 
because of the issuing of passports by the WPCS, stock they own will be properly recorded 
within the stud-book.   
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Whether, or not, the NED will “facilitate planned breeding and registration of ponies” is 
uncertain.  However, the eradication of actual or potential welfare problems caused by the low 
saleable value of some unregistered colt and filly foals must be a major thrust of the NED 
strategy  (Section 14.1).  
 
 
14.7 Disadvantages of passports to breeders of Section A semi-

feral ponies 
 
 
Main disadvantages of passports are: 
 

1. The passport regulation for foals is regarded by many Improvement Society breeders 
as the cause of the single most debilitating annual cost.  The cost of a WPCS passport 
is currently, in 2006, £20, reduced to £10 if a pony already holds an old type 
registration certificate that could be replaced with a new passport.  The cost of a 
passport is similar for an unregistered pony, e.g. the BHS currently charges £27, 
reduced to £22 if the pony belongs to a BHS member. 

 
2. The passport fee commonly exceeds the foal’s purchase price at market.  Each 

October perhaps 200–300 unwanted Welsh Mountain pure-bred foals go to auction.  
Additionally, hundreds of part-bred foals are sold.  In October 2005, many colt foals 
and some relatively ‘low-quality’ filly foals, those of less striking conformation or 
size, fetched perhaps £35–55 each at market.  The exact price will depend upon 
whether or not the foal is sold for human consumption, which will generally attract a 
lower price, perhaps a low as £7–20 in some recent sales.  A ‘very good quality’ foal, 
capable of showing, could fetch over £1000, however.  Last October one filly sold for 
£1,800 and one colt foal sold, most unusually, for £1,100 (References 18, 20; Table 
28). 

 
 

14.8 Selling prices of Section A ponies in 2005 
 
 
The average selling prices of mares, colt foals and filly foals at Brightwells’ autumn auction 
(Table 28) may not be truly representative of all Section A ponies sold in autumn 2005 because 
some ponies would have been sold elsewhere.  Additionally, an unknown number of Section A 
animals may not have been semi-feral, which is likely to have elevated the recorded average 
price for colt foals.  Nevertheless, a general indication of value in 2005 is given here.   
 
Colt foals fetched considerably lower average prices than filly foals, the lowest price for a colt 
being £12.  The average price of colt foals is artificially elevated within these statistics because 
a few foals were sold for much higher prices than the others, evidenced by a standard deviation 
in selling price that is considerably higher than the mean.   
 
The average selling prices of mares, colt foals and filly foals at McCartneys’ autumn auction, 
which was for predominantly Section A ponies born in Wales, contained an unknown number 
of non semi-feral foals (Table 29).  The mean selling price for all animals was only 39% that of 
Brightwells’ sale.  The mean price of colt foals (£57.58) was substantially less than that of filly 
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foals (£118.66), the lowest price for a colt being £10.50.  One mare was sold for just £21 at this 
sale.  This difference might be anticipated because a larger proportion of the ponies at 
McCartneys’ sale would have been sold immediately after being removed from the hill or 
inbye, rather than after having been prepared on improved lowland grazing ready for showing 
or selling. 
 
 
Table 28:  Selling prices of Section A ponies, Brightwells Auctioneers, October 2005 
 

Table 28 notes: These figures are based upon the Hay Sale results, 1st October 2005, and 
include all ponies that could be confirmed as Section A through Brightwells’ Marked 
Catalogue (References 18, 20) and Sale Catalogue (Reference 19).  Means and standard 
deviations for stallions and geldings are based upon too small a sample to be meaningful. 
 
Note: All prices are 

in £ 
Mares Filly 

foals 
Stallions Geldings Colt 

foals 
All 

animals
Number sold 23 79 4 5 100 211 
Total value of sales 14,960 21,630 1,730 4,430 15,127 57,877
Maximum price 2,000 1,800 750 2,400 1,100 2,400
Minimum price 200 50 130 280 12 12
Mean selling price 650 274 433 886 151 274
Standard deviation 490 276 261 878 196 345

 
 
Table 29:  Selling prices of Section A ponies, McCartneys Auctioneers, November 2005  
 

Table 29 notes: These figures are based upon the Brecon Fair Day Sale results, 5th 
November 2005, and include all ponies that could be confirmed as Section A through 
McCartneys’ Audit Trail (Reference 196) and Sale Catalogue (Reference 195).  Means and 
standard deviations for stallions are based upon too small a sample to be meaningful. 

 
Note: All prices are 

in £ 
Mares Filly 

foals 
Stallions Geldings Colt 

foals 
All 

animals 
Number sold 26 74 3 1 70 174 
Total value of sales 4,394.25 8,781.10 1,123.80 131.25 4,030.55 18,460.95 
Maximum price 630.00 892.50 525.00 - 367.50 892.50 
Minimum price 21.00 26.25 178.50 - 10.50 10.50 
Mean selling price 169.01 118.66 374.50 - 57.58 106.10 
Standard deviation 139.88 119.68 177.67 - 65.41 117.52 

 
 
The selling price of a foal (References 18, 20, 196) must be offset against: (i) transport costs; 
(ii) market entry fee; (iii) labour costs of transport and handling incurred by the breeder.  In a 
not uncommon, scenario, a breeder might take one colt foal to market, incurring approximate 
costs that consist of the passport fee of £20, fuel of perhaps £20 and the market entry fee, 
which was £6 per foal at the auction run by Brightwells Auctioneers of Leominster in 
Herefordshire, on October 1st 2005.  There was, additionally, an owner transfer fee of £8, and 
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an auctioneer’s fee equivalent to 5% (plus VAT) of the foal’s selling price (References 18, 20).  
If the colt foal was sold for £50 in October or November 2005 – many were sold for less – the 
breeder’s cost of selling the foal would have been approximately £57, incurring a loss of £7.  
The breeder’s additional cost of time and labour has not been accounted for. 
 
Maximum selling prices for all Section A animals sold at Brightwells Fayre Oaks Sales each 
September between 1954 and 2004 are presented (Figure 6; Reference 70 p. 221).  Fayre Oaks 
is the premier national sale of Section A stock, attended by breeders throughout the UK.  
Generally, these ponies are ‘high quality show’ ponies and statistics are therefore likely to be 
more representative of Section A ponies from predominantly lowland studs.  The maximum 
selling price in 2004 was considerably higher than that for Brightwells’ 2005 Hay sale, which 
was predominantly for local ponies.  An unknown but probably high proportion of those local 
ponies was semi-feral.  
 
 
Figure 6: Maximum prices of Section A ponies, Brightwells Fayre Oaks Sales 1954–2004 
 

Figure 6 note: Prices are in guineas.  2002–4 figures were 
converted from pounds to guineas. 
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The price of passports for foals, when considered in the context of several foals from a single 
herd, may, in future force several Improvement Society breeders to give up breeding.  Such a 
scenario will exacerbate an ongoing and now serious decline in the number of Section A semi-
feral breeding mares on hills and commons. 
 
 
14.9 Strategies proposed by registered semi-feral breeders 
 
 
Breeders within Pony Improvement Societies continue, in 2006, to request passport derogation, 
but only for newly born foals being taken to market.  They have proposed alternative strategies, 
acceptable to the breeders to a varying degree.  These are, in order of preference: 
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1. Breeders should be allowed to take a foal to market with its passport application form, 
rather than with a passport.  The breeder will present at auction a “first movement 
certificate” (Reference 201), to be issued by the WPCS and completed and signed by 
the breeder.  This certificate would carry a declaration of ownership, stating that the 
foal has been born on a registered common or hill that is within the Pony 
Improvement Scheme and that no medicines have been administered to, or prescribed 
for, the foal.  The pony’s details, including a breed description, would be provided on 
the certificate.   

 
Unfortunately, this suggestion is untenable, for the reason indicated in Proposal 6 above. 
 

2. If a foal is sold for human consumption, no passport should be required at any stage.  
The certificate would be returned to the WPCS within 30 days of death.  Otherwise, a 
passport would be required within 30 days of sale.  The new owner would apply for a 
passport from the WPCS (Reference 286).   

 
This suggestion is also untenable because animals destined for slaughterhouses via sale require 
a full passport for the reason given in Proposal 6.  The Commission might still rule that foals 
under 12 months of age could travel directly to slaughter without a passport, but Improvement 
Society breeders would then need to decide whether or not to deliver animals directly from the 
hill for slaughter. 

 
3. Breeders should be allowed to sign their own silhouettes on horse passports.  

Passports should carry a declaration of ownership and confirm that no medicines have 
been prescribed.   

 
This proposal is in practice, as indicated in Proposal 2 above.  There is no cost saving.  The 
WPCS authorises a Pony Improvement Society member as ‘competent’ if the Stud Prefix has 
been registered.  Members cannot complete silhouette forms for other members.  Courses could 
be organised by the WPCS to train all members to a required standard.   

 
4. The WPCS should issue an interim, basic, laminated passport certificate, produced by 

the WPCS at a significantly reduced cost, for newly born foals that are to be 
auctioned.  The passport would be upgraded to a final passport upon sale of the foal, 
unless the foal is sold for human consumption, in which case no final passport would 
be issued.  Costs for upgrading of the passport would take into consideration initial 
costs of the interim passport.   

 
Unfortunately, the WPCS considers this proposal untenable because European legislation 
prohibits any form of passport other than the full, standard form recognised by all PIOs.  It is 
true that the Exmoor Pony Society has issued a simplified passport to its moorland breeders.  
However, the passport exemption offered to Exmoor ponies was not taken up by the Exmoor 
Pony Society, which preferred to comply with the full legislation (Reference 197).  That 
Society’s traditional practice of branding pure-bred moorland ponies facilitates the issuing of 
passports because brand markings, which are easy to identify, are included on the silhouettes, 
obviating any necessity for a Veterinary officer to draw silhouettes, thereby reducing costs.  A 
few Exmoor pony breeders microchip, rather than brand, their ponies, and some do both.   
 
The Exmoor Pony Society minimises costs to £15 per pony by branding foals and 
simultaneously inspecting them for HBLB foal premium awards in the autumn.  The cost of 
branding is £5.  The passport costs £10.  Simplified passports contain the name, breeding and 
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brand mark.  Premiums are offered for all mares that have a foal.  Consequently, all moorland 
breeders receive a premium of £40 for every brood mare that is described as ‘free living’.  This 
premium is used partly to offset passport costs, a procedure that appears to satisfy everyone.  A 
stallion receives a premium of £60 (Reference 197).          
 
 
14.10 Proposals to lessen passport effects on registered semi-feral 

breeders 
 
 
If the EC allows an exemption from passports of foals that are sold and move within specific 
areas of common land, breeders could consider applying to the Assembly for exemption for the 
management of commons that are within the Pony Improvement Scheme.  This would allow 
newly born foals to be exempt from passports if they are retained within the breeding herd and 
move within the boundaries of a designated common.  However, Pony Improvement Societies 
have already agreed voluntarily that breeders must obtain passports for all foals that remain on 
a common beyond 6 months or beyond 31st December in the year of birth, whichever is the 
earlier. 
  
Breeders of unregistered semi-feral ponies might also consider applying for any allowable 
exemption where the foal moves within a designated common within Wales.  All commons 
with clearly defined boundaries and methods of containment, usually by fences, might be so 
designated.  However, because a foal requires a passport to leave a common for any purpose 
except slaughter, this proposition may be unattractive to these breeders also.  
  
Pony Improvement Society breeders might consider providing surplus foals for eventual 
conservation programmes outside of the common of birth.  A networking infrastructure, 
immediately instigated by PONT, would allow breeders to place youngstock (aged two-four 
years) in official grazing schemes.  Additionally, possible sources of grant funding to support 
the provision of registered semi-feral ponies for the CCW and other organisations running 
conservation grazing schemes is presently unconsidered and uncertain, but must be soon 
established.   
 
The introduction of ever more selective breeding programmes on commons might be 
considered by commoners’ associations in some instances.  The aim would be to limit the 
number of foals bred annually and to improve, even further, their quality, value and saleability.  
However, reducing the number of mares covered will not necessarily increase the quality of 
foals born, since heredity cannot be absolutely predicted.  Additionally, further genetic erosion 
of a bloodline must be guarded against. 
 
 
14.11 Effects of passports on breeders of unregistered semi-feral 

ponies 
 
 
If breeders of registered semi-feral ponies receive no derogation, no derogation should or could 
be easily allowed for unregistered Welsh semi-feral ponies.   
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Breeders of unregistered semi-feral ponies might also consider applying for exemption where 
the foal moves within a designated common within Wales.  All commons with clearly defined 
boundaries might be so designated. 
 
The provision of a passport that contains breed characteristics may be advantageous to breeders 
of Section A semi-feral foals but disadvantageous to breeders of unregistered semi-feral foals 
since:  
 

1. At auction, land managers who are seeking grazing stock will be able to clearly 
ascertain from any passport which stock is preferred for conservation grazing, 
especially if the manager is seeking the hardiest stock that can eventually be used for 
breeding. 

 
2. Unregistered ponies would carry either (a) no breed description or (b) only the general 

description ‘Welsh mountain pony’, with no clear indication on the certificate of the 
pony’s suitability to graze on commons, hillsides or within any other extensive grazing 
regime.  Registered stock could be easily identified throughout the animals’ lives and 
preferentially selected for grazing schemes. 

 
On 21st March 2006 at a WAG Plenary the First Minister stated (Reference 58): “The Royal 
Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals says that because of those (passport) 
regulations there have been fewer animal welfare problems … on the Brecon Beacons and 
elsewhere in Wales this winter, despite it being so harsh.”  Nevertheless, some breeders of 
unregistered semi-feral ponies might more easily abandon ponies in future if non-derogation 
for passports continues, since the cost of passports might become, or continue to be, too 
onerous.  When Section A semi feral ponies become recognised, through their passports and on 
the NED, as pure-bred, the preferential selection of these ponies at auction might also lead to 
increased culling or abandonment of unregistered stock.  
 
 
14.12 Inaccurate descriptions on passports 
 
 
Unfortunately, the descriptions on passports of an unknown number of unregistered Welsh 
mountain semi-feral ponies are inaccurate.  Such passports have been issued through Animal 
ID Horse PIOs, i.e. independent, non-breed society, organisations (Reference 91).  Some 
unregistered semi-feral Welsh mountain ponies have been described erroneously as ‘Welsh 
Mountain Section A’.  This description is misleading because: 
 

1. These ponies are not registered with the WPCS. 
2. The pedigree of a majority of such ponies, though not all, will be untraceable.  
3. The description does not define the pony’s greatest asset, its semi-feral characteristics. 

 
Descriptive errors have already occurred in England (Reference 266) and Wales (Reference 
179: 1), particularly, but not necessarily exclusively, with reference to ponies being used 
within conservation grazing schemes (Table 30).  Some Veterinary surgeons may have 
unwittingly contributed to this confusion by erroneously describing some unregistered ponies 
that may look exactly like, or similar to, Section A ponies as ‘Section A’.  Less serious, but 
still potentially misleading, some unregistered ponies have been described as ‘WELSH’ or 
‘Welsh Mountain Pony’ (Table 31; Reference 257). 
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Such inaccuracies could lead to confusion at auctions and might compromise the clarity of 
interpretation, although not the integrity, of the proposed NED, placing some unregistered 
pony owners at an unacceptable advantage. 
 
 
Table 30:  Unregistered semi-feral herds that are likely to have been incorrectly described 

as ‘Welsh Mountain – Section A’ on passports  
 

Herd Location No. of ponies
Norfolk Wildlife Trust Norfolk, England 9 
Carneddau (Aber & Llanfairfechan Commons) Carneddau, North Wales 163 

 
 
Table 31:  Unregistered semi-feral herds that are likely to have been incorrectly described 

as ‘WELSH’ or ‘Welsh Mountain Pony’ on passports 
 
 Herd Location No. of ponies 
Several CCW herds Anglesey and other sites, North Wales circa 200 

 
 
14.13 Breeds registered by the WPCS 
 
 
Organisations issuing passports are listed on Defra’s web site (Reference 91).  Each 
organisation names the breeds for which it will issue passports.  The WPCS lists the breeds for 
which it will issue passports as ‘Welsh Pony & Cob’, but this description is insufficient 
because the Society’s four registered breeds are not named.  The description does not indicate 
that the WPCS will also register part Welsh breeds, i.e. ponies whose genetic make-up contains 
at least 12.5% of the breeding from any pure-bred Section A, B, C or D animal.  This anomaly 
may represent a possible source of confusion.  All WPCS breeds should be clearly named on 
the web site.   
 
 
14.14 Effect of the National Equine Database on registered semi-

feral ponies 
 
 
The Government announced in February 2002 that a NED would be established based on 
information contained in horse passports.  The NED will hold core data from the horse 
passports scheme (Section 14.6), including voluntary information about the animal’s breeding 
and performance history.  “It will provide a reliable figure for the number of horses in this 
country, arguably for the first time since the Domesday Book,” argues Defra’s Rural Affairs 
minister (Reference 79).  “The database can become a valuable tool to promote British horse 
breeding…  It will also provide a guide to the location of horse, will help in the control of 
disease outbreaks and will improve veterinary surveillance.”    
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Defra anticipates that the delayed database will be online to the public before the end of 2006.  
However, many organisations are reluctant or unable, at this stage, to provide voluntary data 
(Reference 166).   
  
There is a statutory requirement placed on the PIOs to provide mandatory data from every 
passport that they issue to (the) NED.  Details of both pure-bred and non-pedigree semi-feral 
ponies will appear on the NED.  To ensure that registered ponies can be differentiated from 
unregistered ponies, the NED relies upon information provided by PIOs falling into two 
categories (Reference 316): 
 

Category 1: That from “equine stud-book societies that have been recognised under 
Commission Decision 92/353/EEC,” which includes the WPCS.  “Only breed information 
on those equines for which validated breed information has been provided by equine stud-
book societies will appear on NED, i.e. the breed information will need to be verified.”   
 
Category 2: That from “organisations that do not manage a stud-book but are authorised 
to issue horse passports under domestic horse passport regulations.”   

 
This procedure will separate pedigree ponies recorded by the WPCS from those unregistered 
semi-feral ponies that have been described erroneously as ‘Welsh Mountain’ or ‘Section A’ by 
independent PIOs. 
 
If the descriptor ‘F’ (‘S’ if the sub-population description is changed to semi-feral) is deleted 
from the WPCS register after a Section A semi-feral pony is removed from its native common, 
e.g. to be sold for use in another part of Wales, the pony would not be easily differentiated 
from non semi-feral Section A stock on the NED.  No precise indication of the semi-feral sub-
population or geographical distribution would be obtainable from the NED.  Accordingly, it is 
proposed that the descriptor ‘F’ (preferably ‘S’) not be deleted with an ‘X’ from any passport 
or from the WPCS core register or from the NED.  Rather, the descriptor ‘R’ could be added to 
the passport, to the WPCS register and to the NED to indicate that the pony has been removed 
from a Pony Improvement Society common but is from the original semi-feral population 
(Section 5.3.4).  
 
 
14.15 Microchipping of unregistered semi-feral ponies 
 
 
A preliminary survey in June 2007 suggested that all ponies in all herds of Welsh mountain 
semi-feral ponies owned by the CCW have been microchipped, amounting to approximately 
237 ponies Wales-wide.  Additionally several, though not all, unregistered semi-feral herds of 
Carneddau ponies have been microchipped, amounting to about 163 ponies, comprising 160 
mares and three stallions (Table 32; Section 17.3.1).  Only seven ponies belonging to the NT, 
located in Anglesey, have microchips.  None of the unregistered ponies belonging to the RSPB 
apparently have microchips.  Altogether, circa 407 unregistered semi-feral ponies carry 
microchips throughout Wales. 
  
The CCW Dyfi Reserve Manager notes (Reference 60): “The reason for the ponies (in West 
Wales) having microchips as well as passports is because at one time it was thought that just 
having microchips would be sufficient.” 
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These data represent an approximate estimate of the true number of living, unregistered ponies 
that carry microchips, as only a preliminary survey was attempted and only of major 
organisations in Wales that are involved in conservation grazing and who own Welsh mountain 
ponies.  The NT and RSPB own and ‘borrow’ ponies for conservation grazing.  No officers of 
the NT or RSPB have reported that any unregistered ponies that they use but which are 
borrowed are microchipped.  The CCW owns all ponies that it uses and manages in 
conservation grazing schemes. 
 
 
Table 32:  Unregistered Welsh mountain ponies that carry microchips at June 2006 
 

Table 32 notes: Ponies are owned by the named organisation / group.  
Figures are based upon telephone surveys and emailed responses 
(References 59, 60, 102, 103, 312) or personal interview (Reference 179: 1).  
* = All ponies are in the process of being microchipped; approximately 105 
+ of these ponies were microchipped by March 2006 and the remainder will 
be microchipped in 2006. 

 
Organisation /  

group 
No. of 
ponies 

No. of ponies 
carrying a microchip 

Total ponies 
microchipped 

CCW circa 200 
37 

North Wales = 200 
West Wales = 37 

 
237 

NT 52 
7 

Pembrokeshire = 0 
Anglesey / Llŷn = 7 

 
7 

 
RSPB 

25 
9 
2 

Lake Vrnwy = 0 
Ramsey Island = 0 

Ynys Hir = 0 

 
 
0 

Private breeders circa 163 Carneddau, Snowdonia circa 163* 
Totals circa 495 - circa 407 

 
  
At June 2006, it is believed that no WPCS-registered semi-feral ponies, i.e. ponies mostly 
within Pony Improvement Societies, have been microchipped.  Additionally, it is believed from 
available evidence, but cannot be corroborated absolutely, that all other Section A semi-feral 
ponies and Section A non semi-feral ponies borrowed by any organisation for conservation 
grazing are not presently microchipped.  If compulsory microchipping is adopted by 
Government for all equines in Wales, the cost to registered semi-feral breeders might be 
unacceptable, dependent upon possible subsidy from the WPCS and / or the WAG.  
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Section 15 

 
 

15. Potential of the Section A semi-feral pony as a 
conservation grazer 

 
 
15.1 Implications of CAP reform for conservation grazing 
 
 
The importance of livestock grazing for wildlife conservation is recognised.  Livestock grazing 
“plays a key role in maintaining species-rich habitats by controlling more aggressive species … 
and by preventing scrub encroachment” (Reference 109 p. 4).  Overgrazing has historically 
caused most damage to wildlife habitats, especially in the British uplands.  However, recent 
CAP changes, severing the link between production and subsidy, mean that farmers no longer 
must maintain unprofitable businesses in exchange for subsidy. 
 
The long-term environmental implications of CAP reform are unpredictable.  Many extensive, 
ecologically important, upland and lowland sites are part of Wales’ farming systems.  Some 
farms may be abandoned and some livestock systems, e.g. those supporting extensive cattle 
grazing, may decline or disappear, leading to undergrazing of some traditionally farmed areas, 
including commons.  Undergrazing “will have dire consequences for those habitats which 
require livestock grazing to sustain the delicate balance of plant, insect, bird and other animal 
species” (Reference 109 p. 4).  The BBNPA ecologist notes, for example, that on one common 
there is now no Improvement Society (References 261, 262): “Mynydd Illtyd, surrounding the 
Mountain Centre, is now suffering gorse and bracken encroachment because, according to 
graziers, the ponies were all removed some time ago, with the final Section A ponies removed 
in 2005.  There aren’t enough other animals … to tackle it.  It is undergrazed.”   
 
Other environmental problems are reported outside of commons.  For example, within the 
Unitary Authority of Rhondda Cynon Taff (RCT) the Parks and Countryside ecologist notes 
that there has been “no consideration of land management / grazing to remove the late spring 
stands of dead and dry bracken and grass” (Reference 410).  “Valleysides of RCT are complex 
mosaics of habitat (ffridd) of wet grasslands, heath, woodland, scrub and bracken which burn 
every spring.  It turns people against these wonderful habitats and is a major problem for the 
Fire Service.  There seems no … linking into real opportunities for landscape scale biodiversity 
work.”       
 
Different types of livestock and individual breeds within any type graze in fundamentally 
different ways and are suitable for grazing different habitats under different circumstances.  
The NT recommends the grazing of SSSIs, including heather uplands, with native stock, traditional 
breeds of sheep, cattle and ponies in order to manage biodiversity properly.  Native ponies are likely 
to become increasingly in demand to support a variety of sites that have greater or lesser 
conservation value.  To counteract insufficient cattle grazing within agri-environment schemes 
like Tir Gofal, and to help safeguard landscapes and biodiversity, land managers are 
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increasingly using Welsh Mountain ponies or, more often, Welsh mountain ponies within 
appropriate conservation grazing programmes.  
 
In order to appreciate and understand the potential of the Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-
feral pony to function optimally within conservation grazing regimes in Wales, land managers 
– farmers, ecologists, wardens, conservation officers and scientists – must study and 
understand the breed’s grazing behaviour in a wide diversity of environmental situations.  The 
breed’s performance across a spectrum of habitat types, geographical elevations, climatic 
conditions and extensive grazing circumstances is only partially appreciated.  Additionally, the 
breed’s suitability for any agri-environment situation will depend upon its physical 
characteristics, temperament and husbandry requirements.  Particularly, clear evidence of the 
pony’s capability in a variety of semi-wild grazing situations is needed to ensure that optimum 
management prescriptions are adopted in support of ecosystems and environmentally 
sustainable agriculture. 
 
 
15.2 Use of native ponies in conservation grazing schemes 
 
 
Adverse and beneficial effects of equine grazing on habitats and wildlife are complex and 
incompletely understood (References 6, 25, 114, 131, 132, 186, 188, 211, 219).  However, the 
potential and actual use of native ponies as effective conservation grazers is becoming 
increasingly recognised.  Native pony breeds can exert a positive impact on vegetation 
structure (References 109, 143, 220, 267).  They are selective grazers, leaving some areas 
untouched, creating taller vegetation patches that can benefit invertebrates and small mammals 
if managed correctly.     
 
The optimal choice of native pony breed in any sustainable, integrated grazing situation is an 
essential prerequisite for maximising desirable outcomes for wild plants and animals and for 
the grazing stock (Reference 6).  There is now an additional, increasingly important, demand, 
in view of recent CAP reform, to select the most appropriate grazers on marginal sites that 
might otherwise be considered uneconomical for farmers to maintain.  It has been noted that, 
within the BBNP, for example (Reference 262): “Mixed grazing, whether it is with cattle and 
sheep or ponies and sheep, is what is needed.  Farmers know that the one benefits the other.  
The blend isn’t uniform across the national park … (and depends) … on the kind of soil … and 
the growing season.”  The hill pony “is an essential component of the upland pastoral 
landscape and tradition and, in combination with hardy sheep and cattle, is the right animal for 
the job (of conservation grazing)” (Reference 261). 
 
Some environmental consequences, advantages and disadvantages, of selective grazing by 
equines have been discussed elsewhere by the author (Reference 211).  Inappropriate horse and 
pony grazing can harm nature conservation interests (References 131, 132).  Ponies kept on an 
area of marshy grassland have been observed to be “very selective in the parts of the field they 
used for grazing,” consuming predominantly grasses and secondarily rushes, but also several 
dicotyledonous species (Reference 175).  In some species-rich grasslands several benefits of 
sufficiently light, rather than continuous and heavy, equine grazing have been noted 
(References 11, 130, 131, 219).  Grazing by ponies is preferable to no grazing or undergrazing 
by sheep or cattle, and cattle may be replaced with horses in the prudent management of 
lowland grassland. 
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Known positive impacts of optimal horse grazing intensity on some heathland sites include 
(References 6, 25):  
 

• Suppression of the growth of scrub and competitive grasses.  
• Control of coarse grasses. 
• Maintenance of dwarf shrub cover.  
• Improved vegetation diversity and structure.  
• Encouragement of heather seed germination and optimal heather management. 
• Creation of plant and invertebrate niches. 
• Bracken suppression. 

 
Ponies are frequently utilised on UK lowland heathland sites.  Some effects of ponies grazing 
these sites, which cannot be generalised to all native pony breeds in all circumstances, have 
been summarised by the author elsewhere (Reference 211).  Relevant to this scoping report, 
some ponies:  
 

• Do not preferentially graze flower heads.  
• May have a greater impact on mire communities than cattle.  
• Are more likely than cattle, as non-ruminants, to eat poor-quality forage.  
• Are likely to exercise a limited role in managing heathland scrub.  
• Can help open scrub up by ‘pushing’ through it.  
• Eat little or no heather.  
• May eat deciduous woodland species.  
• May trample through bracken.  
• May not optimally manage some aspects of lowland heathland vegetation if 

inappropriate grazing regimes are adopted. 
 
 
15.3 Feeding habits of semi-feral native ponies 
 
 
Traditional semi-feral pony breeds have usefully grazed commons and other sites, either alone 
or with mixed stock.  Native ponies, not half-breeds or thoroughbreds, are possibly the best 
equines for conservation management, because they (References 219, 232): 
 

• Are hardier. 
• Graze and browse more efficiently. 
• Prefer poorer-quality grasses. 
• Browse more scrub. 
• Feed for longer periods in each 24-hour cycle. 
• Require less routine management. 
• May often be regarded and treated as semi-wild, i.e. semi-domesticated, animals. 

 
Unlike sheep and cattle, native ponies are monogastric, i.e. possess a single stomach, a 
secondary digestive system that is relatively inefficient for digesting feeds.  However 
(Reference 159): “They have evolved to digest large quantities of cellulose and hemi-cellulose 
in the hind part of their intestines (large caecum and colon).”  Friendly bacteria in the pony’s 
hind gut are extremely efficient at breaking down fibrous feeds.   
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Native ponies are extremely thrifty animals, able to consume larger quantities of low-quality 
bulk than other equines in a given time period.  A constant supply of roughage will provide “no 
more calories than is required to maintain the pony’s bodily functions and that of exercise.”  
Semi-feral native ponies will “undergo winters of deprivation and then compensate for their 
condition in the summer.”  Consequently, they thrive on continuous sparse grazing rather than 
“periods of lush grazing” (Reference 159).   
 
 
15.4 Grazing effects of Section A semi-feral ponies on habitat 

biodiversity 
 
 
The Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi feral pony is probably the most suitable pony breed 
sub-population to graze a wide diversity of upland and lowland areas in Wales.  This hardy 
native, adapted to the Welsh uplands over at least two millennia, is unique because it can graze 
at sea level and perhaps higher above sea level than other Section A ponies and other Welsh 
pony breeds.  It is potentially useful in a wide variety of extensive and less extensive grazing 
situations (Reference 17): “The ponies … are a part of the once traditional Welsh upland 
farming system and remain an important grazing animal … particularly for priority 
biodiversity habitats such as dwarf shrub heath, blanket bog, rhos pasture, limestone grassland 
and species-rich neutral grassland.”   
 
Initial anecdotal evidence of the Welsh Mountain (Section A) feral pony’s hardiness and 
physical characteristics is reported in the early stud-book volumes of the WPCS, particularly in 
Volumes 1–5 a century ago (References 346, 347, 348, 349, 350).  One of the earliest accounts 
described the breed as having sound constitution, surefootedness, hardiness, great strength and 
endurance, intelligence and docility, a pony that could live on any grazing (Section 5.3.1).  A 
more comprehensive analysis of documented information contained within the stud-book may, 
in future, reveal further important observations concerning the pony’s grazing characteristics.     
 
Whilst some effects of pony grazing on a lowland coastal NNR have been reported (Reference 
136), no formal study has examined the grazing characteristics or preferred diets of Section A 
semi-feral ponies in their traditional upland habitats (Reference 261): “There is a lack of 
understanding of what the animals eat on the hill."  No empirical investigation of this sub-
population has taken place.  Additionally, there is only limited reported use of the Section A 
semi-feral pony in official and unofficial biodiversity grazing schemes. 
 
Limited empirical and anecdotal evidence from sites and vegetations grazed (References 7, 
111, 136,143, 219, 267) offers some insight into the merits and difficulties of using Welsh 
Mountain ponies and Welsh mountain ponies for biodiversity conservation.  Welsh Mountain 
ponies have been found to be highly effective grazing animals on lowland wet heath 
(Reference 111).  Ongoing findings and conclusions of the UK GAP are subject to future 
revision and refinement (Reference 143, 148), but indicate that registered and / or unregistered 
semi-feral ponies have been observed to varying degree, depending upon the grazing 
circumstances, to: 
 

• Graze poor-quality forage.  
• Favour fine grasses, but also take coarse grasses. 
• Prefer short swards rather than longer grasses.  
• Eat some sedges and rushes. 
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• Browse, to varying degree, gorse. 
• Take little heather or browse it to varying degree. 
• Browse deciduous regrowth. 
• Dig out roots of some species. 

 
Whether Section A semi-feral ponies will achieve the most desirable results for biodiversity in 
any grazing situation will depend upon several interacting factors, including preferred and 
disliked plants and habitats (Reference 267).  For example, it has been reported that 
unregistered Welsh mountain ponies grazed by England’s Norfolk Broads National Park 
Authority (NBNPA) will consume 0% woody vegetation (Reference 148).  However, the 
comments of several Welsh breeders of Section A semi-feral upland ponies are inconsistent 
with this finding (Reference 162: 1).   
 
Other disadvantageous characteristics of unregistered ponies observed within the NBNP have 
been documented (Reference 148 p. 52):  
 

1. To avoid laminitis, ponies must have “restricted access to good upland grazing during 
the summer.”  The ponies are, therefore, “less suitable for grazing larger habitat 
complexes which might incorporate grassland, fen, wood, heath etc. – so we would be 
less likely to use them for ‘large area grazing’.” 

 
2. Most ponies require regular hoof trimming. 

 
3. “If not controlled with anthelminthics, their parasitic burdens steadily increase.”   

 
These observations may not be typical or appropriate for Section A semi-feral ponies because 
at least some Welsh mountain ponies within the NBNP herd may have originated from an 
unregistered herd owned by the CCW.  Some CCW ponies that exhibited “elongated hooves” 
and were considered to be of inferior quality (Reference 258) were sent from Wales to the 
NBNP before any observations were published (Sections 15.5.2, 15.7.1, 16.2.2).  
   
Whether herds living in different habitats and geographical locations have different food 
preferences and grazing habits, and whether observed differences amongst Welsh Mountain 
ponies and amongst Welsh mountain ponies, and between registered and unregistered ponies, 
might be due to environmental factors such as learned behaviour, rather than to genetic 
differences, is unclear.  However, greater understanding of the dietary preferences of registered 
and unregistered semi-feral ponies, using anecdotal evidence supported by empirical study 
from a variety of grazing situations, will eventually allow site managers to better predict 
outcomes and consequences of grazing any habitat and vegetation type (References 185, 186). 
 
How might the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony be of benefit to upland habitats within Wales?  
Presently little documented evidence exists describing the grazing preferences and dislikes of 
endemic semi-feral upland herds living above 198 metres (650 feet).  An analysis of the 
grazing capabilities of the pedigree pony living on a variety of extensive lowland sites is also 
needed.  Could this pony successfully graze extensive scrub, woodland, wetland and mire?  
Will it help maintain heather?      
 
The farmer-breeders of both registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies should be given an 
opportunity to help document the wild species that their ponies eat and dislike.  A grazing 
survey of existing upland and coastal herds within Wales is urgently needed.  The urgency of 
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this survey is more apparent because the upland Welsh Mountain pony is threatened with extinction 
in its traditional environment.  The BBNPA ecologist maintains (Reference 262): “I would like to 
see the ponies being used for nature conservation because, in the right circumstances, their 
presence has benefited wildlife so far.” 
 
Understanding clearly the potential usefulness of ponies that live on upland and lowland 
commons and other semi-improved and unimproved pasture, i.e. appreciating their ability to 
graze a variety of habitats optimally, will be essential as the environmental effects of 
decoupling within Wales become observable.  Additionally, voluntary commoners’ 
associations and statutory commons councils will wish to make informed decisions about 
grazing regimes to be adopted.  It is of concern to some ecologists that, at present, Welsh 
Mountain ponies “are not realising their full potential” in the Welsh landscape (Reference 262). 
 
The extent of this untapped resource extends well beyond commons.  The Rhondda Cynon Taff 
ecologist describes, for example, an opportunity to restore a variety of upland habitats within 
Forestry Commission forestry estates in the County Borough (Reference 410): “The Forestry 
Commission’s … revised stocking plans … are increasingly showing upland and Valleyside 
open spaces, which can be very large.  We have always raised the issue of managing open 
spaces and the need for the plans to design effective and usable upland grazing areas.  The 
Forestry Commission is beginning to wonder how to maintain open spaces – heath or bog or 
acid grassland – and … is becoming interested, at a local level, in upland grazing using either 
cattle or ponies, but needs help to achieve this.  Welsh Mountain ponies would be ideal.”     
 

 
15.5 The Welsh Mountain pony breed profile 

 
 
Most anecdotal evidence of the conservation grazing attributes of the Welsh mountain pony 
and Welsh Mountain pony was documented in 2001 in The Breed Profiles Handbook produced 
by the UK GAP (Reference 143).  In the absence of empirical study, anecdotal observation 
may be an acceptable and meaningful basis for action.  This first modern era profile provides 
needed summary information for land managers and conservationists, detailing some hardiness 
characteristics, physical attributes, husbandry requirements and grazing characteristics of these 
semi-feral populations.  Several grazed grasses, rushes and sedges, two browsed woody species 
and disliked plant species are listed.  Some behavioural tendencies of observed ponies, 
especially their interaction with the public, are also discussed.  In addition, 14 sites where 
registered and / or unregistered semi-feral ponies are in use are described.  Site managers have 
provided details of habitats and species grazed, benefits and limitations of the ponies, 
necessary animal management procedures and the consequences of ponies interacting with 
people and dogs.   
 
 
15.5.1 Grazing Animals Project breed profile summary 
 
The published breed profile, which has been described in The Breed Profiles Handbook, 
possibly erroneously, as the Welsh Mountain pony breed profile (Reference 143) is 
summarised here: 
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Summary: The breed has “good potential for use in a range of conservation grazing 
situations.”  Small and lightweight, it is therefore “ideal for grazing sensitive wetland sites” 
and other boggy areas. 
 
Hardiness: It is a hardy breed, able to withstand extreme weather if natural shelter is available.  
It is thrifty, “suited to year-round conservation grazing,” and is adapted to “maintain condition 
year-round on poor-quality forage.”  However, it is “quick to lose condition with inadequate 
feed.”  Supplementary feed may be required in severe weather by some younger mares and by 
breeding mares (Reference 201).   
 
Ponies range widely around any available area, even hazardous terrain, but are careful 
explorers.  They comfortably negotiate rocky sites, salt marsh and ditches.  Salt marsh herds 
remain immobile during high tides to avoid injury and seem tolerant to salty plants 
 
Physical attributes and husbandry: Weighing 200–250 kg, with a range of colours, the breed 
has “evolved in the Welsh hills and mountains and may have been ‘improved’ with Arab blood 
in the 19th century, which may have reduced hardiness.”   
 
The breed requires only routine husbandry.  Small, hard hooves are likely to require care only 
“on softer ground or better keep.”  Laminitis is “very rare on poor quality keep.”  Ponies are 
“fairly tolerant of biting insects” but sweet itch can occur.      
 
Unhandled ponies are “fairly biddable” and “fairly easily” gathered and penned.  Standard 
fencing and ditches are usually adequate, but ponies are able jumpers.   
 
Grazing characteristics: Ponies are good maintenance grazers but are “unlikely to control 
development of scrub.”  The breed prefers grasses “but will also take coarser species,” … 
prefers smaller rushes “but will eat larger sedges.”  They may pull up the roots of black bog-
rush in winter, so must be seasonally removed from sites that may be affected.  They may take 
willow regrowth and gorse new growth, but generally have minimal impact as browsers.  
Ponies dislike several plants, including heather.  
 
Interaction with the public:  Unhandled ponies are “suitable for use on public access sites, 
provided sufficient area is available to allow avoidance of dogs” and will “generally ignore and 
avoid people.”  Their reaction to dogs is “variable and may relate to the degree of handling.”  
Some dog-related incidents have occurred on cliffs.  Although the public generally view the 
breed positively, ponies “can attract negative attention during late winter with condition loss.” 
 
  
15.5.2 Limitation of the Grazing Animals Project breed profile 
 
The GAP breed profile is an important first reference document that allows any conservation 
officer considering using Welsh Mountain ponies within any grazing regime to make 
considered judgments about the usefulness of the breed.  However, as a profile that is 
representative of the breed or of the breed semi-feral sub-population, it should be treated 
cautiously for several reasons: 
 

1. Data represent minimally 14 semi-feral herds grazing at 14 different sites in only six 
districts of England and Wales (Table 33).  
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2. Three herds graze at three sites within two counties of England.  These sites are 
probably not representative of Welsh sites, habitats or grazing conditions.  Semi-feral 
herds have developed and evolved separately in different geographical locations 
within Wales and will exhibit some similar and some different grazing characteristics 
to each other.  

 
3. Most data are reported by land managers / conservation officers / biodiversity officers.  

Apparently, few or no statistics are reported by farmer-breeders, many of who have 
observed their ponies for many years.  Accordingly, the breeder’s view is generally 
under-represented within the sample. 

 
4. All except two of the locations and habitats are at or near the coast, at or near sea level 

(Table 34).  Only one site could be described as ‘upland’ and ponies at that site graze 
below 1000 feet in England.  Upland semi-feral herds are likely to graze many 
fundamentally different vegetation species – grasses, herbs, shrubs, etc. – to lowland 
herds.  The uplands of Wales are not represented in the sample. 

 
5. Only two of the opportunity-sampled herds, both at Llanrhidian Marsh, belong to 

members of Pony Improvement Societies and these sites are atypical because they are 
at sea level.  Marsh breedlines are unrepresentative of upland semi-feral breedlines.  
The breed profile is unrepresentative of that proportion of the Welsh Mountain semi-
feral sub-population grazing on Welsh commons within the uplands, i.e. most of the 
sub-population. 

 
6. Sampled herds and ponies are, with the identified exception of Llanrhidian Marsh 

ponies and approximately one-third of Pennard Cliff ponies and approximately one-
third of St. David’s Head / Marloes Deer Park ponies (Reference 183), unregistered 
semi-feral ponies.  The breeder of the Pennard Cliff ponies describes his herd as 
“wild” (Reference 65).  From a total sample estimated to be approximately 575 
ponies, approximately 215 of these, 37%, are Section A semi-feral ponies (Table 33).  
The profile is unrepresentative of the Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony 
population. 

 
7. The profile is unrepresentative of the range of geographical conditions – habitats and 

vegetation types, elevations, climatic influences and other influencing factors – that 
prevail within extensive grazing situations throughout Wales. 

 
8. All the registered, i.e. Section A, ponies in the profile sample are semi-feral.  Whilst it 

is likely that the sample of ponies represented by this breed profile, including 
unregistered ponies, could be classed as semi-feral, this fact cannot be confirmed.  
Some of these ponies may have been born and bred in a less extensive environment, 
away from the relatively harsh terrain, vegetation and climate of commons or hills.  
The grazing behaviour of such ponies may be fundamentally different, in one or 
several respects, to that of ponies that have been born and bred in an extensive 
situation.  Furthermore, whilst there are likely to be very many genetically- and 
environmentally-induced similarities between registered and unregistered Welsh 
Mountain semi-feral ponies, an exact similarity cannot be assumed without sufficient 
anecdotal and empirical evidence. 

 
9. Many of the representative unregistered ponies may have derived from a single 

bloodline that originated in North Wales approximately 20 years ago (Reference 258).  



 194

Ponies from a single herd belonging to the CCW were sent for use in conservation 
grazing to: (i) The NBNPA; (ii) Anglesey; (iii) CCW’s former South and West Areas 
of Wales. 

 
10. The grazing and other characteristics of non semi-feral Section A ponies may be 

fundamentally different to those of semi-feral Section A ponies.  Therefore, the profile 
is not necessarily representative of the whole Section A breed, which is defined in the 
profile as “Welsh Mountain,” although it may be representative of the Section A semi-
feral sub-population. 

 
In conclusion, the current GAP breed profile is not representative of the Welsh Mountain 
(Section A) semi-feral sub-population since it appears to include little evidence from ponies or 
herds that graze within the Welsh uplands and is based largely upon observations of 
unregistered Welsh mountain ponies.  The profile might be considered to be generally 
representative of the lowland Welsh Mountain and Welsh mountain semi-feral populations, 
although there is no differentiation within the profile based upon the criterion of registration, 
i.e. no distinction is made between the grazing characteristics of the pedigree pony and the 
non-pedigree pony.  The GAP profile cannot accurately be described as a breed profile or as a 
breed sub-population profile.  
  
 
Table 33:  Description of semi-feral herds cited in the Welsh Mountain pony GAP breed 

profile in 2001  
 

Table 33 notes: Data refer to 2001 (Reference 143).  The number of ponies and their status 
were obtained by personal communication of the author with conservation officers in 2006.  
All Section A ponies were within the Pony Improvement Society Scheme.  
 
 

Authority /  
 Organisation  

 
Location 

 
Site name 

 
No. of 
ponies 

 
Section 

A? 
 

Norfolk Broads NPA  Norfolk, England Broad Fen 10 No 
Norfolk Wildlife Trust Norfolk, England Hickling NNR 9 No 
NT & Gloucestershire 
County Council 

Gloucestershire, 
England 

Crickley Hill circa 10 No 

CCW  (SSSI / NNR) 
 

Anglesey, Wales 
Anglesey, Wales 
Anglesey, Wales 
Anglesey, Wales 

Cors Erddreiniog 
Cors Bodeilio 
Cors Gyfelog 
Cors Geirch 

30 
10 
9 

37 

No 
No 
No 
No 

NT Wales Craig Caerllan 6 No 
NT 
NT 

Pembrokeshire, Wales 
 

Marloes Deer Park 
St. David’s Head 

55 
22 

No 
Yes 

NT & CCW Pembrokeshire, Wales Stackpole Warren circa 15 No 
NT & CCW Gower, Wales 

Gower, Wales 
Gower, Wales 

Pennard Cliff 
Whiteford Burrows 
Llanrhidian Marsh 

circa 250 
50–65 
50–60 

Yes (80) 
Yes 
Yes 
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In order to assess comprehensively the potential of the Welsh Mountain pony as a suitable 
conservation grazer, genetic resource and farm animal, Government, scientific organisations, 
conservation groups and would-be breeders require additional grazing and profile information.  In 
this circumstance the author proposed to the CCW in 2005: 
 

1. A preliminary investigation into the grazing characteristics of the Welsh Mountain 
(Section A) semi-feral pony. 

 
2. The creation of a detailed and environment-specific breed profile for the Welsh 

Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony. 
 

3. The documenting of grazing characteristics and a general breed profile based upon all 
available evidence – anecdotal and empirical – from land managers, conservation 
officers and breeders.  These proposals are reiterated here.   

 
Any analysis of hardiness, physical attributes, husbandry requirements, grazing characteristics 
and human-pony interactions should attempt to determine whether, with respect to profile 
parameters defined here, any differences exist among the three separate sub-populations 
defined within this report: (a) The Welsh Mountain Section A semi-feral pony; (b) the Welsh 
mountain semi-feral pony; (c) the Welsh Mountain Section A non semi-feral pony. 
 
 
Table 34:  Habitat descriptions and elevations of sites grazed by semi-feral herds that are 

cited in the Welsh Mountain pony GAP breed profile in 2001   
 

Table 34 notes: Data refer to 2001 (Reference 143) but were obtained by 
personal communication of the author with conservation officers in 2006.   

 
 

Site name 
 

Habitat 
 

Upland (> 650 
ft.) or 

Lowland? 
Broad Fen Wet fen and scrub. Lowland 
Hickling NNR Fen and scrub. Lowland 
Crickley Hill Limestone grassland. Upland 
Cors Erddreiniog 
Cors Bodeilio 
Cors Gyfelog 
Cors Geirch 

Fen, fen meadow, hazel woodland, alder carr 
and heath; mature dunes with Corsican Pine 
woodland. 

Lowland 
Lowland 
Lowland 
Lowland 

Craig Caerllan Coastal heathland. Lowland 
Marloes Deer Park 
St. David’s Head 

Maritime grassland, heath and scrub. 
Coastal heath and maritime grassland. 

Lowland 
Lowland 

Stackpole Warren Maritime heath, calcareous grassland, scrub 
and bracken. 

Lowland 

Pennard Cliff 
Whiteford Burrows 
Llanrhidian Marsh 

Moorland and heathland. 
Salt marsh and sand dune (References 7, 136) 
Salt marsh and sand dune. 

Lowland 
Lowland 
Lowland 
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15.5.3 WPCS involvement in creating the Welsh Mountain pony breed 
profile 

 
The GAP Coordinator wrote to the WPCS on 27th April 2001, enclosing a description of the 
GAP’s remit and the draft of the Welsh Mountain pony breed profile (References 139,140, 
141): “We would appreciate the input / comment of your Society, particularly if you know of 
any instances where Welsh Mountain ponies are being used on unimproved pasture, heathland 
or other non-commercial situations.  It would also be helpful if you could confirm whether you 
are happy to be named as a contact for the breed.  We are very keen that the profile should 
receive wide circulation before publication to ensure that the information presented is balanced 
and accurate.” 
 
It is believed that the WPCS Council did not submit suggestions for improvement of the draft 
profile (Reference 141).  A quick response would have been inappropriate, since considerable 
liaison with Pony Improvement Society breeders and further original research would have been 
required in order to confirm the profile’s validity.  Registered hill breeders did not formally 
participate in any revision of the draft profile, although such an involvement would have been 
beneficial to the WPCS and to the registered semi-feral pony.  However, the WPCS is 
acknowledged as a contact within the published profile (Reference 143).   
 
An assessment of the published breed profile is needed.  The input of the WPCS Council, and 
that of Pony Improvement Society members whose ponies graze a variety of diverse habitats, is 
desirable from the outset in any future redrafting of the profile. 
 
 
15.6 Views on the potential use of the Section A semi-feral pony 
 
 
Pony Improvement Societies, when asked to comment on the potential use of the hill pony as a 
future conservation grazer (Appendix 9, Q. 38), offered a variety of responses: 
 

1. “The pony is a ‘first class’ conservation grazer” (Reference 163: 15).  “The hill pony 
is the ideal pony for use in conservation” (Reference 163: 17).  “It is well known that 
the pony benefits conservation grazing” (Reference 163: 12).  “They are excellent 
grazing animals for nature conservation” (Reference 163: 6).  Ponies are “essential” 
for conservation grazing (Reference 163: 2).  

 
2. “The ecological balance of harsh areas of commons in Wales would completely 

change if ponies were not playing an integral part in mixed grazing patterns” 
(Reference 163: 6).  “They are good grazers as they forage differently to sheep and 
cattle” (Reference 163: 20).  “By grazing ponies and sheep the balance of nature is 
sustained” (Reference 163: 3).  “They provide natural control of fauna and flora” 
(Reference 163: 26).   

 
3. “Ponies help to keep coarse grass, bracken and gorse down” (Reference 163: 8).  

“They help to keep down gorse, bracken and long grasses, to keep pastures healthy” 
(Reference 163: 12).  “They have a great potential for keeping vegetation on the hills 
controlled” (Reference 163: 5).  “The ponies will eat the young gorse, helping to keep 
it under control.  They also graze the sour ‘feggy’ grass … in the winter months” 
(Reference 163: 10). 
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4. “The hill pony has proved itself a highly adaptable, versatile and hardy grazer.  This 

can easily be seen by the large variety of environments it currently grazes.  From the 
harsh Brecon Beacons to the salt marsh of Llanrhidian, the ponies thrive, and because 
of this should be considered a wonderful conservation grazer for the future” 
(Reference 163: 4). 

 
The Veterinary scientist’s perspective is also that hill ponies are “selective grazers and 
therefore better conservation grazers than sheep or cattle” (Reference 201).  The BBNPA 
ecologist confirms (Reference 17): “Being larger than sheep allows them to cope with taller 
and rougher grazing.  Being smaller and lighter than cattle, they don’t make such an impact on 
the ground.  They can cope with the steepest slopes and harshest weather, grazing differently to 
sheep by taking a much higher proportion of rough and unpalatable grasses, thereby creating a 
more varied vegetation than is possible with sheep alone.”  Selective grazing creates vegetation 
mosaics of interspersed shorter and taller vegetation.  This pattern could help invertebrates, 
birds of prey, small mammals and delicate flowering plants.   
 
 
15.7 Non Section A semi-feral ponies in conservation grazing 

programmes 
 
 
15.7.1 Use of non-native equines in grazing programmes 
 
Land managers are beginning to assess the arguments for and against the use of native rather 
than non-native ponies for the management of conservation sites within the British Isles 
(References 148).  A comprehensive discussion of this issue is beyond the remit of this scoping 
report.  Brief observations are relevant.  In principle the use of native ponies is generally the 
preferred option because: (a) Britain’s 10 native pony breeds have adapted over several 
millennia to a wide range of habitats and geographical conditions prevailing within the UK; (b) 
there is an urgent need to conserve British equine genetic biodiversity; (c) native, rather than 
non-native, ponies represent important historical and cultural heritage and provide a ‘sense of 
place’ (Reference 211).   
 
Central to the debate has been a comparison of the Welsh Mountain pony with the Konik horse 
for conservation grazing in England (References 148, 282).  The author of this scoping report 
is opposed to the use of the Konik breed in any British grazing situation, since it has not been 
conclusively demonstrated that one or other British native breeds could not perform the 
required grazing tasks at least as efficiently as Koniks.  The BBNPA ecologist notes 
(Reference 262): “We have Konik ponies … being imported into Britain to do a job that the 
Welsh Mountain pony is perfectly suited to doing.”  The BHS maintains (Reference 282): 
“Claims have been made that Koniks do not need worming, do not require hoof care, and are 
not susceptible to laminitis.  All these claims … have been found to be untrue…  The Konik 
horse shows no attribute that cannot be found and equalled in British native ponies.  They have 
the disadvantage that they are intractable and difficult to handle.”  The BHS also warns that the 
Polish Konik should not be confused with the Tarpan of the Russian Steppe (Reference 282).  
 
Disadvantages of using the Welsh Mountain pony, rather than the Konik, within the NBNP, 
and which have been enumerated within this scoping report, may not be applicable, in part or 
whole, to pure-bred Welsh Mountain semi-feral ponies or to Welsh mountain ponies that 
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exhibit other genetic traits.  Until comprehensive anecdotal and empirical evidence has been 
gathered on the various breedlines of semi-feral Welsh Mountain pony, conclusions that infer 
grazing limitations of the registered pony should be viewed cautiously. 
 
 
15.7.2 Use of non-Welsh native breeds in grazing programmes 
 
In 2006, the PONT Executive discussed the merits and demerits of using other British native 
breed ponies, rather than Welsh native breeds, for grazing for biodiversity in Wales.  The view 
that PONT should proactively support only Welsh breeds was considered (Reference 263).  
“There was some support for this stance but overall it was felt that the closeness of the grazier 
and beasts, and breed grazing characteristics most suitable to facilitate the desired outcome on 
the site, were the most important and overwhelming considerations to look at when trying to 
facilitate grazing for wildlife on a site or suite of sites.  If native breeds could be sourced all the 
better, but this should not lead to the exclusion of other ‘rare’, native and suitable breeds within 
the UK that might be more available or suitable for the individual site or suite of sites.” 
 
Whilst this approach may represent a suitable short-term panacea, it may not prove to be the 
most desirable or optimal long-term solution for survival of the registered semi-feral pony or 
for the biodiversity of Wales.  The author is presently opposed to the use of non-Welsh pony 
breeds in Wales because: 
 

1. Such a policy fails to support arguably the most important equine breed sub-
population in Wales, and potentially one of the most important pony sub-populations 
worldwide, the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony.  The Section A semi-feral pony 
represents heritage, both genetic and historical, of inestimable value that must be 
protected by proactive support of the semi-feral bloodlines. 

 
2. There is a paucity of information detailing the grazing characteristics of Section A 

semi-feral bloodlines, including herds living in the Welsh uplands and lowlands 
(Section 15.5).  Consequently, it cannot be stated unequivocally that one or several 
semi-feral Section A bloodlines would not be optimally suited to each prevailing 
grazing circumstance. 

 
3. Section A semi-feral ponies and unregistered Welsh mountain ponies may exhibit 

fundamentally different grazing characteristics under some grazing circumstances.  
Studies will determine any differences and predict how those differences might best 
be harnessed for Welsh biodiversity. 

 
4. In the absence of needed research, potentially inconclusive or misleading information 

regarding the Welsh Mountain pony’s lack of suitability to graze specific sites should 
not be allowed to prejudice the choice of breed.  Observations should be questioned 
and conclusions drawn only after hypotheses have been carefully tested.  There is little 
irrefutable evidence that one or other bloodline of the Welsh Mountain pony cannot 
match the performance of other British native breed ponies across a wide variety of 
Welsh grazing prescriptions.  Future empirical research will determine the breed sub-
population’s limitations.   

 
5. The Welsh Mountain pony originally grazed successfully over vaster areas of Wales 

than it does today.  Its geographical niche is presently compromised and it is likely to 
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quickly become increasingly threatened in the Welsh uplands if other British native 
breeds are employed preferentially for conservation grazing. 

 
6. If breeders perceive that there is insufficient outlet for pure-bred semi-feral Welsh 

Mountain ponies, there will be little incentive for providing sufficient stock for 
present and future conservation tasks.  Rather, a policy must be developed that allows 
a ‘flying’ reserve of Section A semi-feral ponies to be bred for future grazing 
schemes. 

 
7. Within limits to be determined, the geographical proximity of the grazier or ponies 

should rarely be an overriding consideration when selecting ponies for particular 
projects because: (i) the grazing regime for which animals are needed may not match 
the regime vacated; (ii) the breed chosen may be less suitable than, or only as suitable 
as, the Welsh Mountain pony; (iii) Welsh Mountain ponies may be easily transported 
considerable distances if transfer logistics and costs are incorporated into any 
nationwide grazing strategy; (iv) the need to properly compensate Section A breeders 
for providing the most appropriate animals must be recognised by Government, 
conservation organisations and land managers. 

 
8. Some land managers have traditionally tended to use the available, i.e. opportune, 

grazing animal in any extensive or less extensive situation, with relatively little 
consideration of the consequences for genetic diversity.  In view of the recently 
published ‘UK National Action Plan on Farm Animal Genetic Resources’ (Reference 
290), the criteria for selection of animals in conservation grazing will need revising. 

 
9. Predominantly unregistered Welsh mountain ponies are currently used in land 

management schemes in Wales.  As these do not represent a recognised breed, a clear 
policy and guidelines are needed governing the circumstances in which such ponies 
will be selected for conservation grazing.  Implications of this issue for the 
survivability of the registered semi-feral sub-population are discussed elsewhere 
within this scoping report (Sections 23.14, 23.21). 

 
 
15.7.3 Use of Section A non semi-feral ponies in grazing programmes 
 
Due to the current difficulty of obtaining sufficient Section A semi-feral ponies for use in 
conservation grazing programmes on privately owned land, non semi-feral Section A ponies 
that graze on upland sites away from commons have been used.  The Pony Improvement 
Societies Secretary comments (Reference 304): “It is sometimes difficult to get Welsh 
Mountain ponies off the hills because of gathering difficulties.  The terrain is horrendous.  It is 
a momentous job in the autumn of every year … and would be very difficult to get some of 
these ponies at other times.  Conservation grazing is not much wanted in the winter.  So I try to 
get section A ponies from upland inbye land.” 
 
The Secretary continues (Reference 304): “I have found excellent ponies from inbye land to 
graze some conservation sites for the RSPB and the NT.”  Approximately 10–15 ponies were 
obtained for the Machynlleth area of Wales, about 25–30 ponies were obtained for NT use 
within the BBNP and ponies were used in Talybont. 
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Ponies on inbye land are not generally regarded as semi-feral because they are grazing less 
extensively and are handled regularly (Reference 304): “They are grazing inbye areas of 
perhaps 20–30 acres and can be gathered in and can be given shelter.  They are apt to have 
more worm problems because they are grazing with sheep. Their feet need trimming more 
often on softer land.  Some get sheep ticks.  Some get sweet itch, which is very rarely known 
on the commons.  Generally, they need a lot more care.  I would have thought that they could 
live on common land, but not for 52 weeks of the year.”   
 
Utilising non semi-feral ‘inbye’ ponies for conservation grazing programmes is a feasible and 
acceptable second choice, short-term solution.  However, a long-term aim must be to ensure 
that sufficient ponies are provided from Section A semi-feral herds either during the autumn 
round-up or from youngstock separated from the main herd.  The Pony Improvement Societies 
Secretary notes (Reference 304): “I am looking at the possibility of getting from Improvement 
Societies some younger ponies, yearlings and two-year-old fillies that have had a ‘start’, but 
not foals, for conservation grazing.  I think that this is the way forward.  Because some of these 
youngstock are kept down, away from the stallion and for supplementary feeding because they 
are immature, we could probably put them onto conservation grazing any time from spring to 
autumn from ages one to three.”  The gelding and subsequent rearing of semi-feral colt foals by 
breeders, in anticipation of their future conservation roles, is another option.  Consequently, 
forward planning by the RSPB, NT, CCW, WWTs and other agencies in collaboration with 
PONT, the Improvement Societies and the breeders is an essential requisite of any strategy to 
employ semi-feral ponies.  
 
 
15.7.4 Use of unregistered semi-feral ponies in grazing programmes 
 
This scoping report has attempted to emphasise an urgent need to ensure the survival of Welsh 
registered semi-feral bloodlines.  This is likely to be best achieved by recognising the value of 
Section A semi-feral ponies for use in conservation grazing.   
  
The future utilisation of unregistered Welsh mountain ponies by the RSPB, NT, CCW, WWTs 
and other agencies and private land managers might seriously reduce the probability of the 
registered semi-feral sub-population surviving within a sustainable agri-environment system.  
On this basis alone the unregistered pony, whose genetic and functional credibility is unproven, 
should not be the preferred choice, long-term, for Welsh biodiversity management programmes 
(Reference 304): “It will be a sad day if we have to go to non Welsh Mountain ponies.”  
Nevertheless, it must be recognised that, in Wales in 2006, most official equine grazing for 
biodiversity outside of Improvement Scheme commons is achieved with unregistered Welsh 
mountain ponies.   
 
The past Veterinary surgeon of the WPCS comments that the major conservation organisations 
“should have set an example” in using only registered ponies (Reference 12).  The Veterinary 
adds: “In terms of a commercial use for the Mountain pony breeder conservation grazing is 
another outlet for them.”  The Veterinary agrees that we should be trying to persuade people to 
use registered ponies, “but if they don’t want to, don’t make it compulsory.  For the purpose of 
various grants, if they look like Mountain ponies, that should be enough.  And it would do the 
Welsh breeds in general some good” (Reference 12).  At least short-term, unregistered Welsh 
mountain ponies “are equally important to the Welsh landscape and to biodiversity 
conservation” (Reference 17).  
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In summary, a precise grazing strategy for equines in Wales, which is agreeable to all land 
managers and which prioritises the sustainable use of the Section A semi-feral pony whilst 
recognising the present usefulness of some, to be precisely identified, unregistered Welsh 
mountain ponies, is desirable. 
 
 
15.8 Future of the Section A semi-feral pony 
 
 
An object of the WPCS as defined in its Memorandum of Association, is (Reference 358): “To 
provide or assist in the provision for the public benefit, of facilities for recreation or other 
leisure time occupation through the use of … ponies.”  Seventy-five years ago the WPCS 
Council “were impelled to the conclusion … that the future of the Welsh breeds lies, very 
largely, in their inherent ability to produce small riding ponies and to provide the foundation 
stock for the evolution of larger riding ponies and horses” (Reference 357).   
 
Today the future of the Welsh pony breeds, especially that of the Section A semi-feral pony, 
also lies in their ability to graze for the benefit of wildlife in a wide range of environmental 
situations.  This additional emphasis may influence, long-term, the genotype and phenotype of 
the semi-feral pony and cannot be neglected or ignored by the WPCS Council as a major 
contributory factor towards improvement of the breed.  Breeding ‘to type’ to preserve the full 
range of genetic characteristics of that sub-population, to preserve its environmental influences 
and to ensure the survival of a sub-population that will perform optimally in extensive grazing 
situations throughout Wales, is likely to become a priority of the WPCS. 
 
Section 74(1) of the CROW Act imposes a duty on the WAG “to have regard … to the purpose 
of conserving biological diversity in accordance with the Convention” on Biological Diversity 
(Reference 75).  Section 74(2) requires the WAG to publish a list of priority species and 
habitats covered by this duty, and Section 74(3) requires the WAG to take measures to further 
the conservation of priority-listed species and habitats.  Loss of the Section A semi-feral pony, 
especially but not exclusively the semi-feral pony within the Pony Improvement Scheme, from 
Welsh national parks and other extensive grazing sites in Wales, “would seriously reduce the 
options available for achieving effective conservation of priority biodiversity habitats” 
(Reference 17).  Appropriate action from the WAG, as proposed within this report, will help 
ensure the registered semi-feral sub-population’s survival. 
   
Consequences of ignoring the Section A semi-feral pony’s future role in land management 
schemes could precipitate other potentially undesirable consequences: 
 

1. Further proliferation of unregistered semi-feral ponies that are defined as Welsh 
mountain ponies in conservation grazing schemes throughout Wales and the UK. 

 
2. The use of other British native pony breeds and the introduction of exotic pony breeds 

within wildlife management schemes in Wales.  
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Section 16 
 
 

16. Welsh mountain ponies within conservation 
grazing schemes 

 
 
16.1 The population of unregistered ponies in grazing schemes 
 
 
The number of registered Welsh Mountain ponies and unregistered Welsh mountain ponies 
currently being used in conservation grazing schemes within Wales is uncertain.  However, 
approximate numbers may be estimated, based upon: (i) recent information, imparted by 
telephone, from land managers who participated in the creation of the GAP UK 2001 Welsh 
Mountain pony breed profile; (ii) recent information, imparted by telephone, by tape-recorded 
interview and / or by questionnaire, from representative land managers of major organisations, 
particularly the CCW, NT, RSPB, PCNPA and SNPA. 
 
In Wales semi-feral ponies are currently owned and / or employed for use in conservation 
grazing schemes by several key organisations, including, but this list may not be exhaustive: 
 

• CCW 
• NT 
• RSPB 
• WWTs 

 
In addition, a group of Carneddau breeders owns and manages several unregistered semi-feral 
herds that are part of a formal grazing programme coordinated by the SNPA / the CCW 
(Section 17). 
 
Based upon questionnaire responses provided by these organisations, and taking into 
consideration the analysis of data available from 2000 (Section 15.5), it is apparent that, at June 
2006: 
 

• A significant number of unregistered semi-feral ponies, in excess of 500, are currently 
employed in official conservation grazing programmes in Wales (Table 35).   

 
• Relatively few registered semi-feral or registered non semi-feral ponies appear to be 

involved in official conservation grazing schemes in Wales (Table 36; References 57, 
182: 2, 215), except that an unknown number graze on several NT properties on the 
Gower Peninsula. 

 
• Unregistered semi-feral ponies are being used within conservation programmes at 

other UK sites (Table 33). 
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Table 35:  Estimated numbers of unregistered semi-feral ponies used in grazing schemes 
in Wales 

 
Table 35 notes: * = Four of these mares are owned by the CCW and five are owned 
by two Powys graziers.  ** = Two of these mares are independently owned.   
# = Geldings come from registered stock.  The North Wales WT owns its ponies.     

 
Description CCW NT RSPB North  

Wales WT
Carneddau 

breeders 
Totals 

Stallions 50 1 2 - 3 56 
Geldings - 52# 11 - - 63 
Mares circa 159 circa 13* 23** - circa 160 355 
Youngstock - 2 - - - 2 
Unconfirmed sex 28 - - 2 - 30  

Totals circa 237 68 36 2 circa 163 circa 506 
 
 
Table 36:  Estimated numbers of Section A ponies used in grazing schemes in Wales 

outside of the Pony Improvement Scheme 
 

Description CCW NT RSPB WWTs
Stallions - 3 - - 
Geldings - - - - 
Mares - circa 11 - - 
Youngstock - - - - 

Totals - circa 14 - - 
 
 
A relatively small though unestimated proportion of registered semi-feral ponies living on 
commons and hills within the Pony Improvement Scheme is believed to be presently (2006) 
operating within any official or unofficial conservation grazing scheme(s).  In arriving at this 
conclusion, several assumptions are evident: 

 
1. This conclusion does not imply that registered semi-feral ponies are not performing an 

important conservation function on commons throughout Mid and South Wales.  
Additionally, the grazing effects of some privately owned, registered herds / ponies 
may be officially or unofficially monitored.  For example, the NT’s local grazing 
scheme (LGS) operates on Gower commons, which are grazed throughout the year.  
An unknown number of independently owned, registered (and unregistered) semi-feral 
ponies, including Pony Improvement Society ponies, grazes NT land (Reference 217; 
Section 16.3.3).  These registered (and unregistered) ponies have not been taken into 
consideration when calculating the number of registered (and unregistered) ponies 
involved in official grazing schemes.   

 
2. The registered semi-feral herds within the Pony Improvement Scheme must remain on 

their native heaths whilst they are participating in the WPCS Premium Scheme.  
Accordingly, opportunities to utilise these ponies temporarily, in support of specific 
grazing schemes outside of their commons of birth, is extremely limited. 
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3. Limitations of this scoping report prevent a thorough analysis of the extent to which 

individual WPCS-registered herds are involved in official programmes in support of 
biodiversity. 

 
4. A grazing agreement between several Carneddau Pony Society (Cymdeithas Merlod y 

Carneddau) graziers and the CCW / SNPA is a conservation grazing scheme using 
only unregistered ponies.  Some Carneddau herds are supported by the CCW / SNPA 
because of their actual and potential importance for the enhancement of biodiversity 
(Section 17).   

 
5. A network of private nature reserves is “a growing feature of conservation in Wales.  

Private landowners often want to manage their land primarily for wildlife …” 
(Reference 144) and may require semi-feral ponies.  An assessment of the extent to 
which such landowners are employing registered rather unregistered semi-feral ponies 
has not been made. 

 
6. Some privately owned, registered Welsh Mountain ponies outside of the Pony 

Improvement Scheme and some unregistered Welsh mountain ponies graze on 
commons and other extensive and semi-extensive areas of the uplands and lowlands of 
Wales.  The cumulative value to wildlife of these ponies and the extent to which they 
are participating in agri-environment schemes has not been properly assessed.     

 
Within the limitations of these assumptions, a preliminary summary of the use of largely 
unregistered ponies by the CCW, the NT, the RSPB and the WWTs is presented here.  This 
assessment has limited statistical usefulness but provides further bases upon which to assess 
the current status and future potential of the Section A semi-feral pony, and to consider 
whether the registered semi-feral pony should be more deliberately and preferentially 
employed by major land managers in Wales and elsewhere in the UK. 
 
 
16.2 Ponies employed by the Countryside Council for Wales 
 
 
Based upon an incomplete survey (Appendix 13; References 216, 237), the number of 
unregistered ponies that are either employed or supported by the CCW is estimated to be 
approximately 400.  This includes circa 237 ponies owned for use in habitat management 
programmes (Table 37) and circa 163 Carneddau ponies within the SNP that are supported 
partly by the CCW because of their heritage and grazing / habitat values (Section 17). 
 
The CCW Regional Reserves Manager (RRM), North Region, confirms that pony grazing was 
begun about 20 years ago (Reference 257).  Originally some ponies had pedigrees, most did 
not.  The herd has been built up from unregistered ponies.  New stallions have been purchased 
without documentation (Reference 257): “We are unsure as to the full provenance of the herd 
but we suspect that no major inbreeding has taken place.”  The special defining characteristics 
of the herd, if any, have not been determined. 
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Table 37:  Number of ponies owned or employed by the CCW in 2006 
 

Table 37 note: All ponies are owned by the CCW and are unregistered. 
* = Exact numbers of mares and stallions for each area / site were not reported 
(Reference 257).  Total number of mares in North Wales (including Anglesey) 
= circa 150.  Total stallions = circa 50. 

 
NNR description Total no. of ponies Sex of ponies 

Cors Erddreiniog, Anglesey 30 * 
Cors Bodeilio, Anglesey 10 * 
Cors Gyfelog, Dwyfor, North Wales 7 * 
Cors Geirch, Dwyfor, North Wales 35 * 
Newborough Warren, Anglesey circa 100 Breeding mares 
Other NNRs in North Wales circa 18 * 
Cors Caron, West Wales 5 * 
Dyfi, West Wales 23 * 
Crymlyn Bog, Gower, West Wales 9 Breeding mares 

Total CCW ponies circa 237 - 
   
 
16.2.1 Sites grazed 
 
The North Wales herd (including Anglesey) comprises circa 150 breeding mares and circa 50 
stallions, sufficient for the sites that the CCW manages.  All ponies graze lowland (below 650 
feet) sites, including “humid heath, carr woodland, wet grassland” (Reference 31) and “sand 
dune, coastal grassland, fen communities, ffridd habitat and neutral grassland” (Reference 
257): “The herd is moved around NNRs depending on the amount of grazing required.  Circa 
100 are grazed at Newborough Warren, Anglesey all year round at a stocking density of about 
one pony unit to five hectares.  The remainder are grazed throughout NNRs in North Wales at 
varying stocking densities and times of year.” The Senior Reserves Warden in Anglesey notes 
that the “maximum winter stocking is often at less than 1.5 ponies per hectare” (Reference 31).  
About 10 NNRs in North Wales presently use ponies.  Herd sizes vary from four to 100 ponies, 
depending upon site size and vegetation.  Currently 30 ponies graze fen at Cors Erddreiniog 
and 10 graze fen at Cors Bodeilio in Anglesey.  Thirty-five ponies graze fen at Cors Geirch and 
seven graze wetland at Cors Gyfelog in Dwyfor (Reference 31).  Ponies are also used at 
Hickling Broad and Broad Fen.   
 
All CCW ponies are unregistered and microchipped Welsh mountain ponies (Section 14.15).  
Microchipped identification characters are described on passports.  “For passport reasons 
ponies are classed as ‘Welsh Mountain Pony’” (Reference 257).  Passport descriptions of 
unregistered ponies are discussed elsewhere (Section 14.12). 
 
 
16.2.2 Description and status of the CCW herd 
 
There is no confirmation by the CCW that it employs grazing ponies in South Wales.  Ponies 
on the Anglesey sites derive from a single original CCW herd in North Wales.  CCW reserves 
in West Wales have also received their ponies from this original North Wales herd (Reference 
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258).  In West Wales 37 ponies are presently used on three sites: Cors Caron, Dyfi and 
Crymlyn Bog (Table 37).  Over the last decade, the CCW has “provided ponies to other 
conservation bodies within Wales and England” (Reference 257).  Approximately 10 ponies 
from the original North Wales bloodline were sent to Norfolk to form a herd within the NBNP.  
Therefore, there will be a direct, immediate genetic relationship between the North Wales and 
Norfolk herds.  Some of the ponies sent to Norfolk had “elongated hooves” (Reference 258; 
Section 15.4).  No other herds are exposed to the CCW herd.  However, the Senior Reserves 
Manager notes (Reference 31): “We have used stallions from other herds and bought mares 
from other herds.”  No genetic analysis or DNA profile of the CCW bloodline has ever been 
attempted. 
 
No questionnaire data are available for the West Wales herds.  However, it has been separately 
reported that nine mares at Crymlyn Bog NNR, one of the largest fens in Wales, came from 
CCW’s Ynys Môn herd, which grazed at Newborough Warren, Anglesey, in approximately 
early winter 2004–5 (Reference 10).  They were introduced onto the fen / reed bed habitat by 
CCW “to halt the encroachment of reed, but struggled originally because they were hefted” 
(Reference 10).  They were subsequently removed from the reserve onto dune grassland at 
Oxwich NNR to recover during the winter of 2005–6.  After a veterinary inspection, they were 
reintroduced onto Crymlyn Bog in May 2006, where their performance and condition are being 
monitored. 
 
The North Wales RRM believes that the greatest cost of managing the ponies is accounted for 
in providing passports, followed by veterinary fees, then feed and transport costs.  The 2005 
passport regulation has had “cost implications.”  Ponies are rarely sold or transported great 
distances.  The RRM therefore questions (Reference 257): “Is there a need for passports for 
ponies that remain on one site all their lives?”  The Senior Reserves Manager (SRM) notes that 
“all ponies have microchips and passports” (Reference 31), but believes that feed has been 
more expensive than passports in Anglesey.     
 
The herd is checked by a Veterinary annually (Reference 257): “‘Dosing’ is only carried out if 
required, (amounting to) less than 5% of the herd per annum, and hooves are trimmed as and 
when required.”  There is scope for organic veterinary intervention, “particularly for dosing,” 
but there are no welfare problems. 
 
The ponies are categorised by the RRM as ‘semi-feral’ (Reference 257): “They have been 
managed as a herd on NNRs all their lives.  They are used to getting fed once a week and are 
occasionally moved in stock trailers.”  However, the Anglesey ponies are described as 
‘domesticated’ by the SRM because they can be handled (Reference 31).   
 
No grant or incentive is received by the CCW for the ponies, although farmers / breeders who 
work with the CCW may receive an incentive as part of a management agreement (Reference 
31).  Apart from their use on SSSIs, ponies are not involved in any official agri-environment or 
other conservation grazing scheme.   
 
The ponies are described as “small, light” and “used to grazing wetlands as the farmer who 
owned them used them to graze wetland” (Reference 31).  The CCW ponies have been “very 
successful” as conservation grazers “on wetland sites and sand dune” (Reference 257).  
Additional ponies are needed (Reference 31).     
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16.3 Ponies employed by the National Trust 
 
 
Based upon an incomplete questionnaire survey (Appendix 14; References 57, 104,177, 182: 2, 
215, 217), the number of ponies that are employed and managed by the NT is estimated to be 
82.  This includes 59 ponies that are owned by the NT for use in habitat management 
programmes (Table 38) and 23 ponies that are ‘borrowed’ from various sources.  Altogether, 
68 of the 82 ponies are believed to be unregistered (Table 38).   
 
Fifty-two of the unregistered ponies, i.e. the majority of ponies used by the NT in grazing 
schemes, are also owned by the NT and graze in Pembrokeshire.  All owned ponies are 
geldings that originate from Section A stock bred either at St. David’s, Pembrokeshire (Rocky 
View herd) or from Section A stock bred at Builth Wells, Powys (Llanafanfawr herd), i.e. 
pedigrees can be determined.  Therefore, only seven ponies of unknown breeding are owned by 
the NT.  
 
These statistics do not take into account six Gower herds that are owned by independent 
graziers and that graze on NT-owned common land but are not within any official grazing 
scheme.  The number of registered and unregistered ponies within these Gower herds is 
unknown and has not been determined (Reference 217).   
 
The NT employs ponies at several locations in Wales, including, but this list may not be 
exhaustive: (i) Pembrokeshire; (ii) Anglesey and the Llŷn Peninsula; (iii) Gower; (iv) Powys.  
Questionnaire responses from NT representatives are reported here for each location. 
 
 
Table 38:  Number of ponies owned or employed by the NT in 2006 
 

Table 38 notes: * = Ponies used by the NT that are independently owned by other 
organisations.  All other ponies are owned by the NT.  U = Unregistered.  R = 
Registered.   

 
Description of 

location 
Stallions Geldings Breeding mares 2-year-

old fillies 
Total 

Anglesey 1 U - 4 U, 4U* - 9 
Llŷn Peninsula - - - 2 U 2 
Pembrokeshire 2 R * 52 U circa 5 U*, circa 9 R* - 68 
Powys 1 R* - 2 R* - 3 

Total 4 52 24 2 82 
 
 
16.3.1 Pembrokeshire ponies used by the NT 
 
 
16.3.1.1 Herds and grazing locations   
 
Within Pembrokeshire, the NT owns one herd of 52 geldings, representing three-quarters of 68 
ponies that are currently used (June 2005–March 2006) on Trust sites.  Two additional, smaller 
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herds are used belonging to two Brecon graziers: (i) at Newbridge-on-Wye, Llandrindod Wells, 
Powys, (ii) at Llanafaffawr, Builth Wells, Powys.  These herds comprise respectively 6–8 and 
9–10 ponies, each including one stallion, and have respectively 4–6 and 6–7 following foals 
that are not included within the 68.  The Llanafaffawr herd is registered with the WPCS.  
Privately-owned ponies are kept on the sites “more or less all year round” and breeders “come 
and collect the foals in the autumn” (Reference 181).  The NT and the NT Veterinary look after 
both herds: “We have worked with these two breeders for 20 years.”   
 
All ponies are described as “lowland” by the NT.  They graze between sea level and 200 
metres (656 feet).  The Head Warden notes (Reference 181): “We don’t have a breeding herd 
because we found geldings easier to deal with.  When we first started we found it was safer 
running stallions on the coast.”  
 
 
Table 39:  Sites grazed by herds used by the NT for conservation grazing, June 2005–

March 2006   
 

Table 39 notes: Table is based upon data supplied in three tables by the NT Area Warden for 
North Pembrokeshire (Reference 182: 1).  # = Ponies owned by Newbridge-on-Wye private 
breeder.  * = Ponies owned by Llanafaffawr private breeder.  - = Grid reference is unavailable. 

 

Site 
 

Location  
Grid Ref. 

 
Site 

 

Location  
Grid Ref. 

 
Site 

 

Location  
Grid Ref. 

 
Broadhaven SM 862 146 Kete SM 797 045 Treginnis  SM 72   23 
Ciliau SM 938 399 Llandruidion SM 785 263 Treseissyllt SM 882 355
Clegyr Boia SM 737 253 Morfa SM 785 244 Tretio SM 784 283
Deer Park SM 757 090 Penberi SM 765 293 Trevine coast SM 833 329
Dowrog # SM 775 274 Porthliski  SM 738 237 Waun Fawr * SM 764 263
Fachelich SM 780 260 St. Brides SM 804 113 Waun Isaf SM 746 247
Garnwnda SM 933 392 Stackpole - Whitesands - 
Goodhope SM 913 406 Trefin Fields SM 835 325

 
 
Twenty-three NT sites were grazed by NT owned or privately owned ponies at various times 
between June 2005 and March 2006 (Table 39; Reference 182: 1).  The number of animals 
grazing each site varied from 2 to 11 geldings for NT-owned stock and from 5 to 8 mares (plus 
one stallion and from 4 to 7 following foals) for herds owned by private breeders.  The group 
size for NT ponies depends upon the site conditions (Reference 182: 2): “Most groups are 
moved twice a year (between winter and summer sites) but some are moved more frequently if 
they are grazing small or busy sites.”  The NT groups graze altogether 11 commons.  One other 
common is grazed by privately owned stock from St. David’s. 
 
There are not always sufficient ponies for conservation grazing, “particularly in the summer 
months when grass growth is good and there is no incentive for graziers to put stock onto the 
rougher land” (Reference 182: 2).  “NT stock end up doing a large percentage of the summer 
grazing of the less productive sites.  On the wetter sites, cattle grazing is increasing which will 
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relieve the pressure on the NT herd…  More ponies are needed in the summer … and 
increasingly the Pembrokeshire grazing ring helps to fill any gaps in grazing.” 
 
Several NT breeders and ponies participate in official agri-environment or other conservation 
grazing schemes (Table 40). 
 
 
16.3.1.2 Grazing schemes 
 
Some aims of ESA / Tir Gofal schemes are (Reference 182: 2, Question 17; Table 40): (i) 
“reversion of semi-improved / improved fields by grazing and hay cutting;” (ii) “reduction of 
scrub vegetation;” (iii) “increase in heathland / maritime grassland.”  Aims of Section 15 
schemes include (Table 40): (i) “maintenance and improvement of heathland / maritime 
grassland;” (ii) “reduction of scrub vegetation.”   
 
Ponies “very successfully” graze the following habitat types: maritime heath, maritime 
grassland, scrub, wet heath, Molinia meadow and rhos pasture (Reference 182: 2): “They are 
adaptable, easy to work with and are suitable to places with visitors and dogs.  They actively 
graze a range of vegetation and will push into rank areas and open them up.” 
 
 
Table 40:  Agri-environment schemes that NT ponies / breeders participate in at March 

2006 
 
  Table 40 notes: The data for this table were supplied by the NT Area Warden for North 

Pembrokeshire (Reference 182: 2).   
 

Scheme Location / Vegetation No. / Sex 
of ponies 

ESA Goodhope semi-improved meadows, 
maritime coast 

8 mares, 1 stallion 
(Llanafaffawr herd) 

ESA Longhouse semi-improved meadows,  
maritime coast 

7 geldings 
(NT herd) 

Tir Gofal Treseissyllt semi-improved meadows, 
maritime coast, heathland 

5 geldings 
(NT herd) 

Section 15 (CCW 
management agreement) 

St. David’s Head 60 mares and foals 
(St. David’s herd) 

ESA Castell semi-improved meadows, 
heathland, scrub 

5 geldings 
(NT herd) 

 
 
16.3.1.3 Reclaiming commons 
 
The NT has managed ponies for conservation grazing in West Wales for approximately 20 
years.  The Trust acquired a large amount of common land, which originally belonged to the 
Church, from the University of Wales.  It recommenced controlled burning in the 1980s and 
brought in animals to open up the vegetation (Reference 181): “We were very determined to 
use local breeds, breeds that were going to survive on the commons in quite extreme climates.  
It was not a conscious decision to have registered ponies.  As we opened up one common, the 
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commoners could come back in and we then withdrew from that common and started (working 
on) another.  For most of our commons, … a combination of ponies and cattle grazing is the 
ideal grazing.  We run them together if we can.  Not many commons have sheep grazing rights.  
For most of the habitat that we deal with we would not encourage sheep grazing.”  The NT has 
described the groups of people who manage the commons – anyone who is interested – as 
“management groups” but is now trying to help form the first official voluntary commoners’ 
association in the area.  Most commoners are apparently not in favour of statutory councils. 
 
“Before the Pembrokeshire Grazing Network was established (by the PCNPA) the situation 
was dire” (Reference 181; Section 18.1).  “Farmers wouldn’t put cattle onto cliffs.  Farmers 
didn’t have enough access to ponies to do this grazing, so only one breeder and us (the NT) 
could provide some ponies.”  The NT “started filling the gap” until the Grazing Network was 
set up.  Today there are also other sources of ponies.  “Generally (our ponies) graze non Trust 
land in the winter and come back into conservation grazing for us in the summer.  In the 
winter, we are grazing for other people who cannot (provide) stock.  It’s ongoing management 
of commons or SSSIs.  Most of the time they (the ponies) are grazing ‘in-hand’ land.  We have 
either not got enough interested commoners to do it for us or it’s land that nobody has any 
grazing rights on.  Our aim is to reduce our inputs with stock onto National Trust land because 
we want locals to graze for us.  The Network would be a resource for the whole county.”  A 
commons rarely manages to enter an agri-environment scheme because all the commoners 
must agree.  Sometimes one person disagrees.  “This has been a major hindrance for us” 
(Reference 181). 
     
 
16.3.1.4 Economics  
 
The two Powys breeders who provide stock receive free grazing, which means that their land 
gets some respite, and the ponies are managed by the NT’s full-time stockman.  The breeders 
“take the foals off and sell them and in some cases we (the NT) will buy the foals off them.  
We only buy colt foals … and we have … had them castrated.  That’s probably the only 
advantage those two (registered) breeders get” (Reference 181).   
 
The NT does not receive any incentive or other allowance for maintaining its stock, including 
the cost of husbandry, Veterinary visits and worming.  However, the NT “will get payments 
through Tir Gofal and ESA schemes where we use our ponies for grazing” (Reference 181).  
Some NT tenants can receive payments where they use NT ponies: “If the tenants are entering 
into a Tir Gofal scheme, particularly if it’s the coast,  many tenants don’t want to graze cattle.  
The tenant will approach us, we will put a small herd of ponies out there and then the tenant 
will get the payment.  The point of getting ponies … was to re-stimulate interest in grazing the 
commons and the coast.  What is tending to happen though is that … most of our inland 
commons are now being re-grazed with cattle.” 
 
Five years ago the NT was doubtful that every common it owns would be grazed by 
commoners because of a lack of interest in grazing, so set up grazing licenses for anybody who 
was interested in grazing on the commons as a non-commoner.  The NT has never paid anyone 
to graze on the commons but has allowed cattle graziers to include the NT areas of commons in 
their acreage (Integrated Administration and Control System – IACS) claims, so non-
commoners received Government payments as a financial incentive to encourage them to graze 
the commons.  However, with the beginning of the SFP (later called the SPS) some of the 
graziers who had been grazing commons for the NT for four–five years included the commons 
grazing in their SFP claims. 
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Five years ago, the NT mare population was 13 mares, but numbers declined as more local 
breeders were found.  Some local commoners also began to take up their grazing rights with 
their own stock, mainly cattle, so fewer NT-owned ponies were needed.  Much of the NT herd 
was given to the NT as foals (Reference 182: 2):  “More recent acquisitions have cost  … £80–
90 for a six-months-old gelding.  Breeders have talked of colts going to market for as cheap as 
£1 seven–eight years ago.”  No DNA profile of the non-breeding herd exists.   
 
Greatest costs to the NT of managing the herds are, in decreasing magnitude: (1) staff time; (2) 
transport; (3) equipment (e.g. electric fencing); (4) veterinary; (5) passports; (6) feed. The 
passport regulation has had little effect: “Breeders originally felt that this would be the final 
reason to stop breeding but so far we have seen no changes and they continue to supply herds 
to us for conservation grazing.”   
 
The Area Warden believes “lack of breeders or incentives to continue breeding / grazing with 
Welsh Mountain ponies” are affecting adversely the Wales-wide population of NT ponies 
(Reference 182: 2).  “I wonder how the breeders we work with survive.  What is the incentive 
continually to breed?  The breeders need to be able to make a profit when selling the stock on, 
that is the costs of breeding need to be less than the price made at market.”   
 
One grazier at St. David’s provides ponies for the PGN, “but he receives payments from a 
Section 15 agreement with CCW for SSSI management.  Most of our main commons are 
SSSIs.  The payment is not directly to breed ponies, but he has to provide 60 ponies to graze a 
large SSSI area” (Reference 181).  While the situation remains unchanged for Section 15 
agreements that have been already established, “if you were to apply for a Section 15 payment 
now it would be very unlikely that you would get it.”  Section 15 agreements are SSSI 
management agreements between the CCW and the land manager / owner under Section 15 of 
the 1998 Countryside Act, which allows the CCW to focus on positive works for conservation 
purposes.  All existing agreements are subject to periodic review.  Highest ‘priority’ sites are 
more likely to be awarded a payment. 
 
It is too early to tell what effect changing Section 15 policy will have on pony grazing in 
Pembrokeshire.  “Nothing has happened differently.”  Although the financial incentive for 
graziers is now more limited “the same number of graziers is still coming on board.  Nobody 
has withdrawn grazing” (Reference 181).  To encourage breeding that will provide ponies for 
future grazing schemes, an “outside funding” source is needed as NT internal funding is 
unlikely.  “There weren’t enough Welsh Mountain ponies or breeders available to do the 
grazing.  That’s why we ended up getting our own ponies.  (In addition) we chose to buy 
because we wanted more control.  We don’t plan to increase our own herd.”  
 
Both of the registered Powys breeders who provide ponies for the NT “were really concerned 
when the passport situation was raised” (Reference 181).  Both indicated that they might 
discontinue breeding, forcing the NT to “acquire more stock, either by loan or purchase.  They 
were also our only two breeding herds.”  Fortunately, the NT has so far not received any 
indication that the breeders’ initial fears would be realised.   
 
 
16.3.1.5 Husbandry and welfare 
 
During the last five years, veterinary treatment has been required for laminitis, cut legs from 
being kicked, foaling problems and young foals experiencing difficulties.  Common ailments 
include leg sprains and strains (most common), cuts and foaling problems.  There are no 
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perceived welfare problems.  All ponies are described as “semi-feral” (Reference 181): “They 
graze extensively in ‘natural’ herds and cannot be harnessed or tethered.  When moved they 
must be herded into a pen.”   
 
The ponies are only occasionally wormed “because we tend to move them from one site to 
another, so that they have summer grazing sites and winter grazing sites” (Reference 181).  
“We have to round them up … into a pen … because we can’t halter them…  In extreme 
winters we would feed them bales of hay (from our own hay mills)… left in the area they are 
grazing.”  The NT’s full-time stockman, who also husbands cattle, sometimes checks ponies 
that are loaned to farmers.  Generally, however, the person who owns the land agrees to 
regularly check the stock and to report to the NT.  About once each month the stockman will 
also check that each scheme is working properly.      
 
 
16.3.2 Anglesey ponies used by the NT 
 
 
16.3.2.1 Herds and grazing locations 
 
On Anglesey, the NT owns one herd of seven ponies and employs a second herd of four ponies 
that is borrowed from the CCW (Table 38; Reference 177).  No ponies are registered with the 
WPCS.  Both herds graze lowland at or near sea level, always below 152 metres (500 feet).  
One herd grazes a coastal area at Clegir Mawr, Ynys Môn (Grid Reference SH295897) and the 
other grazes coastal heath at Fedw Fawr, Ynys Môn (Grid Reference SH603818) throughout 
the year.  The lowland heath vegetation is described as heather, gorse, acidic grassland and 
calcareous grassland.  Neither herd is in any official agri-environment scheme.  CCW “one-
off” grant aid was provided to set up the project. 
 
 
16.3.2.2 Grazing schemes 
 
The ponies were originally part of the semi-feral Carneddau herds and were purchased at a 
recent sale.  They have been successfully grazing both sites for approximately a year at June 
2006: “We hope to continue the project for the foreseeable future.”  They are described by the 
NT Property Manager as “semi-feral, descended from feral stock subjected to minimal human 
intervention, sturdy, self-contained, able to withstand harsh weather” and requiring “little 
human interference” (Reference 177).  No genetic analysis of the herds has been attempted. 
 
 
16.3.2.3 Economics 
 
The NT Property Manager would welcome “some form of payment to cover the costs of feed, 
passports and veterinary fees” (Reference 177).  Costs, greatest to smallest, are described as: 
(1) feed; (2) veterinary; (3) transport; (4) passports.  The 2005 passport regulation has had “no 
effect except the cost and some minor paperwork.”   
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16.3.2.4 Husbandry and welfare 
 
Veterinary treatments carried out include clipping, castration and the dispensing of antibiotics.  
The only ailment to date has been “influenza / pneumonia.”  There are no welfare issues but the 
Property Manager would welcome “training for staff in animal welfare and handling” 
(Reference 177).  “If welfare and public perception issues can be resolved … (there is) vast 
potential (for the hill pony as a future conservation grazer) given adequate funding support.”  
 
 
16.3.3 Gower Peninsula ponies grazing on NT land 
 
 
16.3.3.1 Herds and grazing locations 
 
The NT owns or manages no ponies on the Gower Peninsula.  However, an unknown number 
of registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies belonging to independent commoners graze 
NT land.  All ponies graze between sea level and 193 metres (633 feet) and are described as 
“lowland” by the NT.  Each common is grazed by a separate herd throughout the year: (i) 
Rhossili Down, (ii) Llanrhidian Marsh, (iii) Whiteford Burrows (on the edge of Llanrhidian 
Marsh), (iv) Pennard Cliffs, (v) Ryers Down and Llanmadoc Hill, (vi) Cefn Bryn.   
 
Of approximately 300 ponies grazing on Llanrhidian Marsh, approximately 230 are registered.  
Most registered ponies belong to commoners that are members of the Llanrhidian Marsh Pony 
Improvement Society, although some independent commoners also graze registered and / or 
unregistered ponies.   
 
Relatively few ponies now graze Pennard Cliffs.  A breeder who grazed 80 ponies there was 
recently forced to move his ponies to another location, Fairwood, because he has no grazing 
rights (Section 5.5).  The NT “is trying to get the commoners to lease these ponies so they can 
legally graze at Pennard” (Reference 217).  Meantime, insufficient ponies grazing on Pennard 
Cliffs may lead to undergrazing of the common.  The ponies grazing at Whiteford, Llanrhidian 
Marsh and Fairwood are mainly registered (Table 33; Section 15.5.2): “Pony owners are very 
proud of the stock and often ‘bring in’ stallions from registered herds.” The introduction of 
new stallions from other herds is designed to prevent inbreeding.  The extent of the geographic 
isolation of the registered herds is uncertain.  However, “urban commons around Swansea are 
not grazed” (Reference 217). 
 
 
16.3.3.2 Grazing schemes 
 
With the exception of ponies on Cefn Bryn Common, ponies on the commons do not presently 
participate in any official agri-environment scheme, although registered breeders might be 
involved in separate schemes, not involving ponies, on their individual farms.  Commoners on 
Cefn Bryn were participating in Tir Cymen and are now entering into a Tir Gofal agreement 
run by the local Commoners Area Management Committee.  The NT receives no financial 
incentive for coordinating any grazing scheme on NT sites.  The NT has been using ponies for 
wildlife management on its Gower Peninsula sites “since acquisition, (which was) mainly in 
the 1960s” (Reference 217).  Ponies graze wet heath, lowland heath, limestone grassland, 
saltmarsh and sand dune.  The ponies have been “very successful in improving, with mixed 
grazing, a mosaic of habitats” (Reference 217). 
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16.3.3.3 Economics 
 
The NT Head Warden believes that the passport regulation is affecting the population of ponies 
available to the NT.     
 
 
16.3.3.4 Husbandry and welfare 
 
The Head Warden regards these ponies as semi-feral: “They can be rounded up and handled 
occasionally.  Some will come to cars to be fed.”  The Head Warden notes: (Reference 217): 
“Commoners are not grazing for a variety of reasons including road traffic accidents.  We are 
campaigning for a 40 mph speed limit on the Gower due to stock death levels.”   
 
The welfare of ponies on the saltmarsh also concerns the NT (Reference 217 p. 6): “Ponies 
stand up to their chests in water when the tide comes in.  There has been negative press about 
this and the RSPCA has been involved, but this is an issue for the commoners rather than the 
Trust as landowners.”  The Secretary of the Llanrhidian Marsh Pony Improvement Society 
comments (Reference 113): “The native ponies have grazed the marshes at high and low tide 
throughout the year for at least 500 years.  The ponies have an inherent ability to adjust their 
grazing behaviour according to the height of the tide.  They have adapted to the tidal 
fluctuations and stand in the water at safe locations, motionless at high tide.  Only very 
occasionally will an animal get into any difficulty.  They rarely suffer with feet or other health 
problems and require very little hoof or other husbandry.”  The breeders do not believe that 
semi-feral ponies grazing the marshes should be regarded as a welfare issue.   
 
 
16.3.4 Powys ponies used by the NT 
 
In Mid and South Wales the NT have a number of sites that occasionally require grazing 
management.  One NT woodland site, Cwm sere in the BBNP (Grid Reference SO 035 238), 
comprises three undergrazed semi-natural fields: (i) neutral grassland; (ii) marsh; (iii) bracken 
dominated.  Three registered ponies, one stallion and two mares, have been temporarily used 
each winter (October–March) from 2004.  Ponies are registered Section A ponies from a 
lowland stud at Talybont.  The NT site manger notes that, during the winters of 2004–5 and 
2005–6 the ponies “have had an observable positive effect, grazing off the feg” (References 57, 
215).   
  
 
16.4 Ponies employed by the Royal Society for the Protection of 

Birds (Wales) 
 
 
The RSPB (Wales) currently employs 36 unregistered ponies for conservation grazing 
purposes in five small herds at three Welsh locations, owning all herds except one herd of two 
ponies at Ynys Hir (Table 41).  Two breeding herds of nine mares plus one stallion and 11 
mares plus one stallion, and one non-breeding herd of two geldings plus one mare, are resident 
at Lake Vrnwy.  An undetermined number of ponies at Lake Vrnwy originated from 
Carneddau Pony Society herds (Reference 9; Section 17).  Others were obtained from a local 
farmer.  The origins of the Ynys Hir and Ramsey Island ponies have not been determined.  
Ponies are used in accordance with acreage and vegetation requirements.         
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Table 41:  Number of ponies owned or employed by the RSPB in 2006 
 

Table 41 notes: * = Ponies used by the RSPB that are owned by an 
independent breeder.  All other ponies are owned by the RSPB.  All ponies 
are unregistered.  # = Two breeding herds and one non-breeding herd. 

 
Location description Stallions Geldings Breeding mares Totals 
Lake Vrnwy 2 2 21 (9, 11, 1)# 25 
Ynys Hir - - 2* 2 
Ramsey Island - 9 - 9 
 Totals  2 11 23 36 

 
 
All site managers describe the ponies as “semi-feral.”  They are “not handled, not catchable” 
(Reference 206).  Questionnaire responses from RSPB site managers are reported separately 
here for each of these areas, and represent the responses of the Lake Vrnwy and Ramsey Island 
reserves RSPB site managers and the RSPB Area Manager for South Wales and Mid Wales 
reserves.   
 
 
16.4.1 Lake Vrnwy ponies used by the RSPB 
 
Ponies have been employed by the RSPB at this location for six years.  Untamed herds graze at 
a height of 305–610 metres (1000–2000 feet) above sea level and may therefore be described 
as upland herds.  Five years ago, just seven mares and one stallion grazed here.  Today one 
herd of 12 ponies occupies a 4000-acre site (Grid Reference SH 980 250).  A second herd of 10 
ponies occupies 500 acres (Grid Reference SH 999 240) and three ponies occupy a 150-acre 
block (Grid Reference SH 940 170).  Herds graze the sites throughout the year.  The two 
breeding herds graze within a Section 15 agreement area, but are managed and funded by the 
RSPB and are not part of that agreement.  The RSPB farm staff members are all professional 
farmers who are paid by the RSPB to assist with pony maintenance and welfare. 
 
The aim of the pony grazing is to create a habitat mosaic from heather moorland.  Within the 
4,000 acres, 500 acres is grassland, scattered heather, with some blanket bog at the highest 
points and some bracken on dry slopes.  This area is being managed for curlew restoration.  
Additionally, 150 acres of scattered trees within a forest block are being managed for black 
grouse.   
 
The ponies have changed the vegetation.  The habitat of the 500-acre block has improved, with 
no detrimental effects (Reference 206): “The three ponies in the forestry block went there in 
October, where we targeted Juncus (rush) species.  They have nibbled Juncus right down, but 
have left the heather alone (Reference 206): “The ponies are very versatile and can be used in 
many situations.  We started using them as a compromise as cattle are too labour intensive.”  
 
Any financial assistance would be welcome for the breeders here, but the ponies do not cost 
much to maintain.  The saleable value of ponies has increased during the last five years to an 
estimated £40–50 per head.  Costs incurred in managing the ponies are, in decreasing 
magnitude: (1) veterinary; (2) passports; (3) winter feed; (4) transport.  
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The only incurred veterinary cost was for gelding colts.  A Veterinary has not been otherwise 
required and no ailments have been reported except worms in the last five years.  Farm staff 
members carry out worming, incurring a labour cost.  There is scope for organic veterinary 
intervention.  With the exception of ponies in the forestry section, which is not within any 
organic holding, other ponies are part of an organic farm, where only allowable organic 
prophylactics are used.  The effect of the 2005 passport regulation has been to create more 
‘paperwork’.  The site manager would like passports to be “abolished” (Reference 206).  Only 
the three forest ponies are fed winter hay. 
   
There are insufficient ponies at Lake Vrnwy for all proposed, necessary conservation tasks 
(Reference 206): “We are keeping the stallions to breed more foals to keep.”  Any proposal to 
use unregistered stallions for breeding purposes should be carefully considered for reasons that 
are enumerated within this scoping report.  Additionally, the requirement to select appropriate 
mares and the consequences of possible inbreeding should be addressed. 
 
 
16.4.2 Ynys Hir ponies used by the RSPB 
 
Two lowland ponies graze below 183 metres (600 feet) above sea level (Grid Reference 
SN675965).  There were no ponies here five years ago.  However, 8–10 Section D Welsh Cobs 
previously grazed this site for 50 years, but outside of the RSPB’s control.  The vegetation 
consists of marsh grassland, rush pasture and peat bog.   
 
The aim of pony grazing over the last five years has been to manage vegetation for botanical 
interest, to protect vegetation sites that are mire communities and to prevent the encroachment 
of purple moor-grass and scrub.  The ponies are apparently “doing a good job” and are “useful 
in soft conditions where cattle cannot be used.  Ponies will go where cattle will not walk” 
(Reference 206).  It is “too early” to assess any change in vegetation structure following CAP 
reform but there is “possibly some undergrazing.”   
 
Generally, the ponies receive no winter feed supplement, but unimproved hay meadow hay is 
fed in “hard weather.”  There are no other RSPB costs associated with managing the ponies.  A 
Veterinary has not been required in five years.  Ynys Hir managers would take Veterinary 
advice on whether there is scope for organic veterinary intervention at the site 
   
 
16.4.3 Ramsey Island ponies used by the RSPB 
 
Nine ponies have grazed coastal heath at or near to sea level on the southern half of the island 
(Grid Reference SM 706 237) throughout the year since summer 2004.  The grazing scheme is 
part of a Lapwing recovery project funded by the RSPB.  This species has declined by at least 
75%, from 20–25 pairs on the island in 1993 to just six pairs in 2006.  Ponies are being 
employed “very successfully” to open up purple moor-grass that was previously too thick 
(Reference 206).  “The effect on vegetation is as was anticipated.”  The number of ponies 
being used is presently optimal, but additional ponies could be provided locally if required.  
Whether future pony supplies would be of unregistered stock has not been established, but this 
scenario seems likely. 
 
The ponies require supplementary hay in winter due to the sparse vegetation.  A RSPB 
contractor who was previously a mainland farmer assists with animal husbandry.  The cost of 
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purchasing ponies in 2004 was about £90 per pony.  Costs of managing the ponies in 
decreasing magnitude are: (1) winter feed; (2) veterinary fees; (3) passports.  A Veterinary has 
been required three times since 2004, twice for worming and once for a general check-up of the 
herd.  The ponies have been deloused once.  One animal died from an outbreak of worms and 
another died from bracken poisoning “when pressured for grazing in late summer” (Reference 
206).  There are no current welfare issues at the site.  The local Veterinary’s opinion on organic 
veterinary intervention is that “in his experience it doesn’t work” (Reference 206).   
 
 
16.4.4 Value of Welsh mountain ponies on RSPB reserves 
 
The above comments from RSPB site managers indicate that the RSPB unregistered herds are 
likely to be hardy animals requiring only routine animal husbandry.  However, the need to 
prevent lice and worm infestation and the need for sufficient winter feed are highlighted.  
Ponies are successfully carrying out important conservation grazing tasks and, although 
observations are for unregistered ponies only, these provide some limited insight into the 
potential value of the Welsh Mountain pony in wildlife management and further encourage 
debate into differences between Section A ponies and unregistered animals.  
 
 
16.5 Ponies employed by the Welsh Wildlife Trusts 
 
 
There are six WWTs in Wales: Brecknock, Gwent, Montgomeryshire, North Wales, 
Radnorshire and South and West Wales.  Their relevance to the status of the Welsh Mountain 
pony may be assessed by considering: (i) the total number of nature reserves in Wales that 
currently require ponies in a conservation grazing capacity; (ii) the proportion of these ponies 
that are unregistered Welsh mountain semi-feral ponies; (iii) whether employed ponies are 
living in a semi-feral condition within the reserves; (iv) whether WWTs may be encouraged to 
use more Section A semi-feral ponies in future conservation grazing regimes; (v) what 
potential benefits may be offered to breeders who provide ponies for use within WWT 
schemes. 
 
 
16.5.1 Brecknock Wildlife Trust 
 
The Brecknock Wildlife Trust (BWT) was formed over 40 years ago to protect wildlife habitats 
and species of the old county of Brecknock, covering 690 square miles “now largely within the 
southern third of the county of Powys” (Reference 14).  The area forms the major part of the 
BBNP.  The BWT is responsible for 20 nature reserves, covering 250 hectares that are set aside 
for the benefit of wildlife, including oak woodlands, wild flower meadows, limestone cliffs and 
wetland sites (References 13, 14).  The Trust also helps to protect wildlife outside of these 
reserves by advising farmers, planning authorities, local businesses and the public.  Volunteers 
help manage the reserves.   
 
Cattle and ponies may be used “to graze the wild flower meadows at appropriate times of the 
year.”  Four Exmoor ponies lightly graze one reserve, Vicarage Meadows, “which gives the 
reserve’s many wild flowers the chance to flourish” (Reference 14).  Two Exmoor ponies also 
graze another reserve, Wern Plemys, which consists of two wild flower meadows.  Trewalkin 
Meadow might be grazed by cattle or ponies in early spring.  Cae Bryntywarch, a wild flower 
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meadow referred to as rhos pasture, “has always been managed traditionally with grazing by 
Exmoor ponies or, preferably, cattle from spring to autumn.”  A relatively new reserve, Cae 
Eglwys, used to employ grazing Exmoor ponies before the BWT began managing it but only 
cattle will graze it in future.   
 
Where ponies are needed to help manage any BWT reserve, or to manage any other Trust’s 
reserve(s) in Wales, Welsh Mountain ponies should be the preferred choice.  However, no 
Welsh Mountain ponies are currently used for conservation grazing on any BWT reserve.  
Exmoor ponies were and are readily available.  The owner transports ponies to and from the 
site and is thankful for the grazing.  The Trust suggests that breeders should recognise that 
“they are getting grazing for nothing, which is allowing their grazing to recover” (Reference 
205).  However, whether such an advantage would provide sufficient motivation to Pony 
Improvement Society breeders whose ponies habitually graze commons throughout the year 
must be examined.   
 
The BWT notes: “There needs to be a reliable source of Welsh Mountain ponies, then we 
would be more likely to use that breed” (Reference 277).  The Trust also points out (Reference 
277): (i) breeders have to be amenable to lending ponies; (ii) ponies must be from a local 
source; (iii) breeders must be responsible for the welfare of the ponies; (iv) there needs to be a 
link person.  “To whom do I go?  There needs to be a central information point.  This could be 
one function of PONT.”  
 
 
16.5.2 Other Welsh Wildlife Trusts 
 
The remaining five WWTs manage altogether approximately 200 nature reserves.  Welsh 
mountain ponies graze at one or more reserves of three Trusts.  Gwent WT manages 
approximately 30 nature reserves, none of which presently employs ponies.  
“Montgomeryshire WT does not graze any of its 18 nature reserves with ponies” (Reference 
259).  Only one of Radnorshire’s 19 nature reserves, Beacon Hill, an extensive common of 
5,000 acres, has ponies.  Seventy-five graziers, some of whom graze ponies, share the common 
but the numbers of ponies grazed is unknown.  “At times … grazing is detrimental to the dwarf 
shrub heath habitats” (Reference 178).  Two, formerly three, unregistered but passported 
Welsh mountain ponies, owned by the North Wales WT, are employed on one of its 33 
reserves (Reference 411).  Only one of 90–100 reserves managed by South and West Wales 
WT uses Welsh mountain ponies for conservation grazing.  This reserve operates within the 
Pembrokeshire Grazing Network (PGN) LGS (Reference 214; Section 18.1).    
 
 
16.5.3 Future use of Section A semi-feral ponies in Trust reserves 
 
Several WWTs have indicated that they will consider using ponies on suitable sites in future.  
If insufficient Section A semi-feral ponies are available to supply reserves, are reserves officers 
likely to utilise non semi-feral ponies, or might they employ other native breed ponies?  Under 
which favourable circumstances may Pony Improvement Society breeders be encouraged to 
produce stock for WWTs?  How can breeders ensure a sufficient supply of suitable ponies for 
conservation projects on nature reserves by developing adequate forward planning strategies?  
In order to provide optimal solutions, breeders will necessarily seek advice and collaborative 
enterprises that could be effectively managed by PONT. 
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16.6 Ponies employed by the Pembrokeshire Coast National 
Park Authority 

 
 
The PGN LGS is discussed separately within this report (Section 18.1).  Within that scheme, 
the PCNPA utilises an unknown number of registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies from 
a variety of sources, particularly including ponies belonging to the NT.  Registered and 
unregistered ponies in Pembrokeshire belonging to the NT have been previously considered 
(Section 16.3.1). 
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Section 17 

 
 

17. Unregistered ponies bred on the Carneddau 
massif, Snowdonia 

 
 
An examination of the grazing regime being adopted on the Carneddau is presented here 
because: (i) agreements between Carneddau graziers and Government have important 
interlinked implications for conserving Welsh Mountain ponies and Welsh mountain ponies, 
and for the use of Welsh mountain ponies in the optimal management of wildlife habitats; (ii) 
the Carneddau herds highlight issues of genetic and heritage conservation which are applicable 
Wales-wide. 
 
 
17.1 Habitats and vegetations 
 
 
The Carneddau massif, in Conwy, North Wales is the designated Eryri SSSI, comprising 
20,343.5 hectares.  Because of its special mosaic of montane and sub-montane habitats, 
especially montane heath, for birds, invertebrates and rare plants, most of it (19,737.6 hectares) 
is also a designated Special Area of Conservation (SAC) under the European Habitats and 
Species Directive.  Highest, most exposed summits support sparse dwarf shrubs, lichens, stiff 
sedge and woolly hair-moss (Reference 55).  Lower altitudes support heath composed of 
increased dwarf shrubs.  Other vegetation types include blanket bog, dry heath with heather 
and bilberry, unimproved acid grassland and small areas of wet heath and rush pastures.  
Breeding chough feed on invertebrates from the dung of grazing ponies.  
 
The Carneddau range includes an area of approximately 27,000 acres of communal grazing, 
including Aber Common and much of the Llanfairfechan Commons.  “On Aber Common the 
cover of dwarf shrub, moss and lichen has been reduced … while the cover of grasses has 
increased” due to overgrazing and pollution (Reference 55).  CCW wishes to restore the heaths 
through an agreement with the Carneddau graziers.  Objectives are: (1) “to improve the 
condition of the SAC habitats present;” (2) “to … manage areas identified as being important 
for feeding chough to maintain the ‘open’ conditions needed by the birds;” (3) “to improve the 
quality of other habitats which are of high conservation interest …” (Reference 55 pp. 3–4).   
 
One Pony Improvement Scheme breeder describes his visit in December 2004 (Reference 61): 
“These hills are at the rear of Llanfairfechan and, together with enclosed land, are broadly 
between the Conwy Valley, the Ogwen Valley and the Menai Straits / Conwy Bay.  The hills 
are rough.  Much of the area would be rock and scrub, with heather on the higher areas and 
some bracken and gorse on the deeper soil at the lowest end.  There were also substantial areas 
of, I would guess, sheep fescue and damper areas of rush and sedge.  I would expect to find 
Nardus, (mat-grass)…  I saw no evidence of Molinia (purple moor-grass) but there would be 
some in damper hollows.” 
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17.2 The Carneddau herds 
 
 
Farmer-breeders maintain two large herds of Welsh mountain ponies within the Carneddau 
block: (i) Aber and Llanfairfechan; (ii) Llanllechid, Bethesda.  Additionally, at least six other 
farmers manage smaller Carneddau herds on Aber and Llanfairfechan Commons.  All herds lie 
within SNP.  None of the ponies are presently registered in the WPCS stud-book.  Since CAP 
reform the number of breeding mares has considerably decreased within SNP (Reference 222), 
largely due to voluntary culls by the breeders in the face of passport costs (Reference 179: 1): 
“We all had a meeting and only the best were kept.” 
 
The largest Aber and Llanfairfechan herd grazes an extensive area of approximately 6,000–
7,000 acres and numbers approximately 80 mares at April 2006.  The farmer-breeders who 
own this herd (Reference 179) have voluntarily reduced the herd size from about 150 ponies 
during the last two years, keeping only younger mares.  A few ponies, far fewer than was 
reported through the media, were sold in 2004 to the RSPB for use in a conservation grazing 
scheme at Lake Vyrnwy nature reserve (Reference 9; Section 16.4.1): “We threatened to sell 
the whole herd…  It cost £1,600 just for passports” (Reference 179: 1).  Therefore, the SNPA 
“approached all the farmers to discuss what was needed to retain the ponies on the mountain” 
(References 223, 224).  The NPA considered various options and their cost implications for the 
breeders then structured an appropriate payment in order to “retain the ponies” (References 
223, 224).  “We were offered £5,000,” confirm the breeders (Reference 179: 1). 
 
 
17.3 Farmer-breeder agreements with the CCW and SNPA  
 
 
An agreement between the graziers and the CCW / SNPA aims to reduce overall grazing 
pressure, particularly in winter, to improve the condition of heath, blanket bog and montane 
vegetation.  “At the same time, grazing pressure needs to be retained in the most northern parts 
of the site where chough feed since they rely heavily on short grazed pasture which supplies 
them with abundant insects…” (Reference 55 p. 4).  “Most of the heath on the commons will 
be maintained by grazing alone.”  However, some gorse management – controlled cutting or 
burning – will be undertaken.   
 
In a partnership approach, CCW Core budget has been put forward with SNPA Core budget to 
form a package which has then been match funded by Europe to create the Objective 1 scheme 
Rhaglen Tir Eryri (RTE – Snowdonia Land Management Programme) run by the SNPA in 
collaboration with the CCW.  Through this label, the CCW and the SNPA fund several works 
on the Carneddau massif.  Funding in support of the Carneddau herds is also derived through 
the RTE, which recognises that the ponies are being used within an official conservation 
grazing scheme.  The farmer-breeders receive an allowance through the RTE scheme, which 
currently operates two agreements on Aber & Llanfairfechan: 
 
(1) Agreement 1 is a sheep management agreement.  Farmer-breeders must restrict grazing by 
sheep for six months each year, between 25th October and 15th April.  Since 2004, all sheep 
have been removed from the hills in winter “and it has made a difference.  These mountains are 
not overgrazed.”  Before CAP reform “the sheep would be down just for lambing.  Six weeks 
and they would be back up again, so the mountain didn’t have any rest” (Reference 179: 1). 
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(2) Agreement 2 is a semi-feral pony retention agreement.  This scheme is partly justified 
because the Welsh mountain pony is the only large grazing animal on the common and is 
required as a complementary management tool for the first agreement (References 223, 224): 
“The National Park Authority has asked farmers to retain their current grazing and breeder 
practice” as a condition of receiving grant aid (Reference 221).   
 
Agreement 1 also includes an agreement between the SNPA and the RSPB to monitor 
vegetation height within the Carneddau SSSI to ensure that the newly imposed grazing regime 
will not adversely affect chough feeding sites.  Because a short vegetation sward is preferred, 
the numbers of grazing ponies and sheep may require future manipulation if monitoring 
confirms that additional winter grazing is required.  An aim of the CCW is to encourage 
Snowdonia breeders to keep their herds. 
 
Several Carneddau farmers participate in the joint CCW / SNPA scheme.  The CCW and the 
SNPA have instructed breeders to retain breeding practices and timescales.  Recently seven 
farmers formed the Carneddau Pony Society (Cymdeithas Merlod y Carneddau).  The total 
number of mares within seven herds is now approximately 160, although some farmers have 
fewer than 10 ponies.  Each pony has been, or is being, checked by a Veterinary, passported 
and then tagged with a microchip behind its neck to ease identification.   
 
Originally, in the 1960s, stallions – Snowdon Modal, Snowdon Dream, Beverly Bullseye and 
Cibia Robin – were brought from Snowdonia’s Berwyn Mountains.  Up until 2004, an 
incalculable degree of inbreeding might have occurred within the Carneddau herds because 
successive generations of colt foals that derived from relatively few original stallions may have 
remained on the hills.  One possible consequence of the use of limited stallions might be the 
concentration of one or more undesirable genetic characteristics within the population  
(Reference 308), although none has been reported.  Conversely, “the consequence might 
equally be a concentration of desirable characteristics” (Reference 63).    
 
Carneddau Pony Society members voluntarily sold their stallions in 2005 and subsequently 
purchased three WPCS-registered stallions, licensed by a Veterinary surgeon.  These stallions, 
including one for the Aber and Llanfairfechan herd, were the progeny of upland herds within 
the WPCS Pony Improvement Scheme.  Foals born in May 2006 are the progeny of these new 
stallions.  In 2006 a fourth stallion was purchased by a fourth farmer-breeder to cover a fourth 
herd of Carneddau Pony Society mares. 
 
 
17.3.1 Microchipping of the Carneddau herds 
 
Carneddau Pony Society members have decided to use their allocated funding through the RTE 
to passport and microchip their breeding stock.  Approximately two-thirds of the Carneddau 
Pony Society ponies have been microchipped at May 206.  The total cost of this operation, 
which could take up to two years to complete due to the vast territory grazed and the 
consequent difficulty of capture, is believed to be £56 per pony.      
   
Half of the grant was awarded at the beginning of 2005 and the remainder paid at the end of 
2005 following proof of pony retention and normal breeding practice.  Payment to farmer-
breeders is restricted to ‘vegetation management’, contributions that support the microchipping 
and scanning process.  The benefits of electronic tagging for graziers are: (i) handling of ponies 



 223

is facilitated; (ii) the counting workload is reduced; (ii) a non-invasive herd monitoring 
technique is available; (iv) counting accuracy is increased. 
 
Part of the RTE programme also involves the restoration and adaptation of a mountain sheep 
fold to ease pony welfare observation and veterinary treatment.  Herds will eventually not be 
required to leave the mountain. 
 
The RTE scheme ends in December 2007.  European funding could extend beyond 2007 but 
this will depend on provision of match funding from an eligible source.  Depending upon 
observable benefits to the CCW and the SNPA, any perceived need for the retention of 
additional ponies to aid in vegetation management on the Carneddau may potentially attract 
subsequent funding.   
 
 
17.3.2 Organic veterinary intervention 
 
The Carneddau ponies have not required treatment for worm infestation for the last four years 
as no evidence of worms has been observed by the breeders, probably due to the vast area of 
extensive grazing available.  If treatment were deemed necessary, the CCW and the SNPA 
would discourage the use of inorganic prophylactics in order to encourage colonisation of pony 
dung by invertebrates, of benefit to chough, an important rare bird within the Carneddau.  “The 
National Park Authority would probably wish to utilise an organic-based treatment if it is 
required to worm due to the wider implications of inorganic chemicals for the site and its 
features” (Reference 221). 
 
 
17.4 Carneddau herds and the Pony Improvement Scheme 
 
 
After grant aid was obtained in 2004, the CCW and Carneddau breeders expressed a desire and 
enthusiasm for Carneddau ponies to be managed within an official management scheme that 
would be regulated by the WPCS.  This scheme would be similar to, if not the same as, the 
Pony Improvement Scheme.  A perceived need by CCW, BBNPA and SNPA representatives to 
save the Carneddau herds from extinction because of their genetic and heritage value – the 
bloodlines were considered irreplaceable – and their potential usefulness within conservation 
grazing schemes precipitated this proposal (Reference 303). 
  
Upon the request of the CCW and Carneddau breeders, five WPCS breeders visited the 
Carneddau on 1st December 2004 to view four herds of ponies: P. L. Edwards (Hill Pony 
Improvement Societies Chairman), C. Thomas (Hill Pony Improvement Societies Secretary), 
D. Thomas (Dyfed), E. French (Forlan Stud) and C. R. Davies (Hafdre Stud).  These breeders 
reported that the 90 mares viewed “were of similar type and confirmation, although we 
considered them mainly to be smaller than most of our hill ponies” (Reference 301).  The most 
recent WPCS registration papers for these ponies, circa early 1960s, have been destroyed.  
Several Carneddau breeders are life members of the WPCS.  
 
The report by visiting breeders, sent to the WPCS Council, stated (Reference 301): “These 
ponies survive under very harsh conditions and are very healthy looking.  Welfare is carried 
out when they (the breeders) gather these ponies every autumn.  Foals, yearlings, aged mares 
and the stallions have been culled by agreement with the CCW.”  At the time of the visit, the 
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Carneddau breeders received written copies of the Pony Improvement Scheme regulations and 
expressed a desire to enter the scheme.  They agreed to purchase new  ‘quality’ stallions and 
confirmed that no ‘scrub stallions’ or other mares of other origin ran on the Carneddau hills.  
“This report is  … a guide for Council and hopefully will … help these breeders establish a 
pure breed in future years.”   
 
Reference to a “pure breed” here refers to an anticipated future acceptance by the WPCS of the 
Carneddau bloodline(s) as pure.  It is possible that these ponies may represent one or more 
breedlines whose genotypes resemble more closely those of feral ponies on the Welsh hills a 
century ago than some registered herds within the WPCS Pony Improvement Scheme, because 
less genetic erosion may have occurred through selection according to phenotype.  Some or all 
of the Carneddau ponies may be pure bred.  Any recent culling of the bloodline(s) based upon 
phenotype may have already contributed towards the dilution of genetic diversity. 
 
A second report, prepared by a Pony Improvement Society breeder on 2nd December, describes 
the Carneddau ponies more comprehensively (Reference 61):  “The ponies live on the hills all 
year round and, we were told, come down only for weaning and ‘dosing’.  As most (perhaps 
all) of the sheep are off the hill in winter, the ponies have a good deal of area to roam / graze…  
Interestingly, the prices obtained for at least some of the culled ponies would be much better 
than the prices at Hay-on-Wye, Brecon etc.  How much of this is due to the known hardiness of 
these ponies … is difficult to say.  We saw no evidence of any cross breeding or alien blood … 
I do not believe such would survive on these hills due to the feed available … and the 
exposure.  CCW are obviously determined to have the ponies for their beneficial grazing on 
conservation grounds and also for their public interest – tourists.” 
 
Welfare issues are also discussed (Reference 61): “These hills are busy with walkers.  
Anything out of place would be reported to the RSPCA or similar very quickly.  The fact that 
these ponies are very hardy with no cross breeding means the chances of welfare problems are 
very much reduced.” 
 
This report concludes: “It is hoped that the efforts of the CCW in saving these ponies in the 
face of the passport threat, with financial help and the wish of even the younger owners to 
continue, can be supported by the WPCS.  I believe that these ponies could be, … long term, 
an asset to the Society.  I also believe that failure of the WPCS to support the CCW and the 
owners would be, in the view of the public, very damaging.” 
 
In 2005, the WPCS Council approved a working delegation to study the Carneddau ponies, to 
be called the Carneddau Project, composed of the above-named five breeders and P. Howells 
and J. Shiel (WPCS Council Members).  Several of the delegation conducted a further 
inspection of the herds on 2nd November 2005.  At the request of the delegation, approximately 
eight ponies were removed from the herds as ‘unsuitable’ for future breeding.   
 
Following the visit, the Hill Pony Improvement Societies Secretary prepared a proposal for 
consideration by WPCS Council that was sympathetic to these herds (Reference 302).  The 
WPCS were asked to consider allowing the Carneddau ponies to be recorded within a new sub-
section of the WPCS stud-book (Reference 302):  “The general feeling of those concerned with 
the inspection was, if you as Council could accept these ponies as a special entry in the stud-
book named ‘Carneddau Ponies’ or similar, then this scheme could be managed by the WPCS 
over seven years.  If progress is being made at the five-year review, then I am sure that an 
approach to an appropriate body for funding of a genetic research programme would carry 
much more authority at this stage of the project. The WPCS would then need to have a meeting 
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with officials of CCW and have written assurances from them of what their commitment would 
be.” 
 
The Pony Improvement Societies Secretary noted in the proposal that the CCW recognises that 
“a special entry in the stud-book would give status to the Carneddau ponies and would (help) 
preserve them and therefore maintain them as tools for managing grazing on this European 
important site” (Reference 302).  The CCW welcomed any proposed scheme by the WPCS to 
manage these ponies, indicating: “an early decision would be of benefit as this would allow the 
Carneddau Pony Group time to make an application for further financial funding” (Reference 
302).  In a subsequent ‘Brief Report on the Carneddau Ponies’ the Pony Improvement Societies 
Secretary commented (Reference 303): “These two visits … highlighted a step back in time.  
The similarities of these feral ponies reminded me of the feral ponies (of) fifty years ago on the 
hills around the Dowlais area.” 
 
The current WPCS Veterinary surgeon recommended that each Carneddau female should be 
“inspected on type” by three independent judges to determine whether or not that female 
should be admitted into the stud-book for the Carneddau ponies as FS, Foundation Stock.  
Afterwards, the WPCS “would follow the procedure laid down for the old Foundation Stock 
years ago” (Reference 202).  All mares that pass the inspection should be mated with registered 
pure-bred stallions.  The next generation of females would be first generation (Foundation 
Stock Grade 1 or FS1) females but FS1 “stallions could not be registered.  I would not allow 
stallions in because we don’t know what’s back in their breeding.”  These FS1 mares would be 
mated with a registered stallion to produce second generation (Foundation Stock Grade 2 or 
FS2) females (Appendix 17).  “After FS2 mares have been mated with a registered stallion, the 
progeny, including colt foals, could become recognised as fully registered stock within the 
WPCS stud-book.”  Fully registered stallions within the Carneddau could be used to cover 
mares in other registered herds.  These bloodlines would then be available generally. 
 
Following consideration of the application by the WPCS Council, the Deputy Secretary of the 
WPCS wrote to the Hill Pony Improvement Societies Secretary on 27th April 2006 (Reference 
397): “Council, after much deliberation and reference to the possible conception of the 
Carneddau Project, decided that the animals known as the Carneddau Ponies would not be 
accepted into the Welsh stud-book.”  The previous Veterinary surgeon (1963–2003) comments 
that it must be “justified that there is a need for them within the stud-book, that (the breeders) 
will be introducing something that’s necessary into the breed” (Reference 12). 
 
If this application to the WPCS had been successful, some Carneddau ponies would eventually 
have become eligible to become registered as Section A ponies, thereby allowing the 
Carneddau Pony Society to be registered as a Pony Improvement Society and the stock to be 
recognised as part of the original genetic population.  “All the farmers within the Carneddau 
Pony Society have complied with all requests that have been made by the delegation from the 
WPCS” (Reference 179: 2). 
 
 
17.5 Independent recognition of the Carneddau Pony Society 
 
 
In order to help protect the Carneddau bloodline(s), the WPCS Council might reconsider the 
decision not to open any appendix to the stud-book for ponies within the Carneddau Pony 
Society.  Alternatively, the WPCS Council and the Pony Improvement Society Committee 
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might consider assisting the Carneddau breeders to open an independent Carneddau stud-book 
to record breeding of the Carneddau bloodline(s) at least from 2004.  In this eventuality, 
Carneddau Pony Society breeders might examine the possibility of seeking dispensation from 
the WAG to: (a) record the description ‘Welsh mountain pony – Carneddau’ on the passports 
of such ponies; (b) open a stud-book to record Carneddau breeding programmes; (3) recognise 
the Carneddau Pony Society as a horse society under EC decision 92/353/EEC.   
 
European legislation “provides for approval of breeders’ organisations and associations which 
establish or maintain stud-books for pure-bred horses which meet specific criteria; but approval 
is not mandatory” (Reference 322 p. 1).  In Wales a stud-book is (Reference 322 p. 5) “any 
book, register or file medium, which is maintained by an organisation or association officially 
approved” by the WAG.  To be entered into the main section of a breed’s stud-book, a pony 
must “be descended from parents entered in the main section of the stud-book of that same 
breed and have a pedigree established in accordance with the rules of that stud-book.”  Official 
recognition of the Carneddau Pony Society as an independent pony society and recognition, 
therefore, of the Carneddau ponies as a breed may present considerable difficulties.   
 
The breed organisation or association that maintains the stud-book of origin of the breed must 
satisfy the WAG’s EPC Department, pre-2003 the Agriculture and Rural Affairs (ARA) 
Department, that it meets criteria laid down by legislation.  A pony society must (Reference 
322 pp. 3–5):  
 

1. Have a legal personality, e.g. be incorporated as a limited company. 
 
2. Operate efficiently, particularly with reference to the stud-book and the registration of 

ponies. 
 

3. Be able to carry out checks necessary for recording pedigrees. 
 

4. Own a sufficient number of ponies to carry out an improvement programme.  
 

5. Be able to monitor performance and assess the genetic value of breeding stock in 
order to carry out an improvement, selection and breed preservation programme. 

 
6. Have established principles and a system for recording performance data.  

 
7. Be able to demonstrate that it has a stallion approval scheme, a minimum veterinary 

standard and, if appropriate, stallion performance testing.  
 

8. Have procedure rules, which may include that a pony must be born within a given 
territory.  

 
9. Ensure that all ponies entered in a stud-book have identification documents, i.e. 

passports. 
 

10. “Have a system for recording pedigrees, including stallion and broodmare 
registration.” 

 
11. Have defined the breed or population characteristics, e.g. size, covered by the stud-

book.  
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12. Have a system to identify any pony – “registration documents, covering certificate, 
foal identification certificate, adult passport.”  

 
13. Define the society’s basic objectives of selection. 

 
14. Have stud-book divisions, if appropriate.  

 
15. “Have lineage entered in one or more other stud-books where necessary.” 

 
 
17.6 Carneddau ponies outside of the CCW / SNPA scheme 
 
 
A separate, relatively large herd within the Carneddau operates independently of the newly 
formed pony society.  An uncertain number of unregistered ponies graze 6,000 – 7,000 acres 
within Llanllechid Parish.  The ponies are hefted, called ‘cynefin’, within this area of the 
Carneddau and only occasionally do a few wander from their territory or ‘habitat’.  A farmer-
breeder, whose family has bred ponies for over 100 years, confirms (References 97, 98): “We 
have never been able to gather them all up because the area is so vast.”  The herd has not been 
recently culled.  
 
All Llanllechid ponies are unregistered.  The breeder first registered a few ponies, Foundation 
Stock, about 1964:  “I had one of the best stallion bloodlines ever to be registered in Wales, 
Coed Coch Cynfor, in 1964.”  At that time, apparently because several other farmers grazed 
unregistered stock within Llanllechid Parish, “mares with foal were kept on the ffridd (inbye) 
and after foaling were covered by the stallion before being released onto the hill” (Reference 
97).  No other herds now graze within the Parish.  
 
In 2006, the Carneddau massif remains entirely open, common land above ffridd land.  
Consequently, there is a possibility of a stallion from Llanllechid Parish covering mares from 
within Carneddau Pony Society herds, and vice versa.  Such a scenario is unlikely if the 
number and dynamics of the herds remain unaltered, because ponies have been hefted over 
many generations and have learned to graze particular areas and are consequently less likely to 
cross a Parish boundary.  The ‘purity’ of the breeding of each Carneddau herd is not disputed 
by any Carneddau farmer-breeder.  DNA testing would help to support or refute this belief.  
The use of only stallions of proven, undisputable upland pedigree on the Carneddau massif is 
desirable.   
       
“The Llanllechid Parish ponies are pure Welsh mountain ponies.  No other stallions have been 
let onto the Parish common apart from my own stallions, which have been pure-bred.”  The 
breeder admits that there has been some inbreeding, but says: “Inbreeding is not a problem 
because we have introduced stallions from other herds.”  Most of the stallions that have been 
bought from other upland herds have previously died.  “The problem is to find suitable 
stallions outside of the Carneddau.  Most are not hardy enough to survive the extreme climate.  
The ponies on Llanllechid Parish graze up to nearly 3000 feet.”  The farmer-breeder believes 
that hill stallions from the Brecon Beacons, for example, could not easily survive on the 
Llanllechid Parish common.  “Only a few ponies that live at some other locations, for example 
Traws Fynydd in North Wales, would survive” (Reference 97). 
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The breeder expresses similar concerns to other Carneddau farmer-breeders over passport 
costs.  None of the Llanllechid ponies currently (May 2006) have passports, since the breeder 
regards his ponies as ‘feral’ and is currently awaiting the EU decision regarding derogation for 
passports of Welsh feral ponies on commons (Section 14.2).  However, at auction the 
auctioneers provide passports at a cost of £20 per pony.  The breeder sees no advantage to the 
ponies in registering them (Reference 97): “I am protecting the ponies the way my forefathers 
have done before.  I can’t see any problem.  They are as pure now as they have ever been.  I 
will improve as I see fit.”   
 
The Llanllechid herd is currently outside of the RTE although the breeder could enter this 
scheme.  The breeder is “keeping an open mind” and maintains that the parish is (Reference 
97) “… not overgrazed.  There is a lot of ‘feg’, long grass, because there are not enough ponies 
grazing.” 
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Section 18 

 
 

18. Local grazing schemes in Wales 
 
 
There are currently at least six local grazing scheme (LGS) projects within Wales: 

 
1. The Pembrokeshire Grazing Network is coordinated by the PCNPA and the NT. 
2. Brecknock LGS is coordinated by the BWT in Brecknock. 
3. Ynys Môn LGS is coordinated by the CCW in Anglesey. 
4. The Gower Commons Initiative is a partnership of nine bodies / organisations. 
5. Rhondda Cynon Taff Biodiversity Action Plan partnership 
6. Monmouthshire Meadows Group is coordinated by the local community. 

 
Good practice from these LGSs might be adopted officially by PONT to benefit future LGSs 
and to support grazing within each of the three national parks and within all administrative 
areas of Wales.  Each LGS is at a different stage of development.  The Pembrokeshire Grazing 
Network (PGN) is arguably the most extensive LGS and is discussed here. 
 
 
18.1 The Pembrokeshire Grazing Network  

Rhwydwaith Pori Penfro 
 
 
18.1.1 Purpose of the Network  
 
The aim of the PGN is to facilitate grazing for nature conservation throughout the county.  A 
starting point in 1999 was the PCNPA’s aim, with European funding, (Reference 318) “to 
reintroduce positive grazing management to the Pembrokeshire coastline … that had been 
ungrazed for decades, which was having a detrimental impact on biodiversity.”  The PGN 
supports other agri-environment schemes and initiatives within Pembrokeshire.  Its lead 
partners, the PCNPA and the NT, provide both stock and practical help, and attempt to match 
stock (and sites) that require grazing with sites (and stock) that are available.  The PGN was 
established because many of these sites had no suitable grazing stock whilst the local NT had 
“insufficient lay-back land for their stock (primarily Welsh Mountain ponies) over the winter” 
(232 p. 13).   
 
 
The PGN supports all eligible land, i.e. all land that is “managed by or under agreement with” 
conservation organisations where “management objectives and monitoring arrangements can 
be put into place” (Reference 233).  “The nature of the set-up in Pembrokeshire lends itself to 
this sort of cooperative approach, to networking and micro networking” (Reference 318).  The 
NPA aims to find stock that is geographically as close to land being grazed as possible.  An 
ideal scenario is that the farmer who owns or manages the land to be grazed can graze it with 
appropriate stock.  If the farmer has no appropriate stock, the PGN partners will “source some 
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for him” (Reference 319).  Sometimes the site is “attractive to nearby stockowners to whom 
grazing has been offered, usually for nil rent” (Reference 233). 
 
 
18.1.2 Benefits to pony breeders 
 
“Despite being few in number, sufficient pony owners have been located to ‘fill the gaps’ in 
coastal conservation grazing, i.e. sites without appropriate stock have been matched up with 
appropriate stock from elsewhere” (Reference 232).  Pony owners are glad to have access to 
extra grazing and landowners are enthusiastic because it “helps bring in agri-environment 
payments or … helps increase the grazing potential of the land for their sheep.”  No Pony 
Improvement Society presently exists in Pembrokeshire that might assist the PGN by providing 
a sustainable supply of registered semi-feral ponies. 
  
“When no one willing to graze a particular site can be found, payments are made to graziers to 
do so.  A pony breeder might be able to loan some ponies and might be able to husband the 
stock personally, and may receive payment from the PGN partners for this service “to cover 
petrol expenses and time” (Table 42; Reference 318).  “Sometimes stock are offered for a 
particular site, but the owner is unable to check them regularly due to time or distance 
constraints, so ‘stock guardian’ payments can be made to other local farmers to do so instead” 
(Reference 233).   
 
Whether such an arrangement of grazier payments would provide sufficient economic 
incentive for breeders of Section A semi-feral ponies throughout other regions of Wales, and 
how such an arrangement could be managed sustainably, is presently uncertain.  However, 
registered ponies, rather than unregistered Welsh mountain ponies, must always be the 
preferred choice for all grazing situations.   
 
The PGN has been supported by the Environment Development Fund, a scheme initiated by 
the WAG that “promotes sustainable and innovative projects within the three Welsh national 
parks” (Reference 232 p. 13).   
 
 
Table 42:  Grazier payments offered in 2005 within the Pembrokeshire Grazing Network 
 
Table 42 notes: Payments apply “to a single grazier grazing the following number of sites 
at any one time.”  Stock guardian payment = £21 per week per site.  Stock haulage 
payment = £50 per journey, which “may include several stops / sites” (Reference 233). 

  
No. of sites Grazier payment  

(£ per day per site) 
1 5 

2–5 2 
>5 1 

 
 
Two main groups of approximately 20 ponies graze improved and unimproved sites in the 
Preseli Hills, and approximately 50 ponies graze at Trefelli Farm sites, St. David’s in West 
Pembrokeshire (Reference 318).   
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18.1.3 Pony selection 
 
Several factors are considered when deciding whether a particular pony is suitable for any 
grazing situation, including the pony’s background, age and temperament: 
   

1. Has the pony originated from an intensive or extensive farming system?   
2. Has it been reared on improved or unimproved pasture?   
3. Has it been wintered inside or outside?  
4. What has it learned from its mother and social group?   
5. Has it experienced difficult terrain and low quality forage?   
6. Will a gelding be calmer than a stallion on public access sites, ignoring people / dogs? 

 
In selecting the appropriate animal for any grazing task, whether or not the pony is registered is 
not taken into consideration.  The project employs both Section A semi-feral ponies and some 
unregistered semi-feral ponies, dependent upon availability.  The proportion of registered and 
unregistered ponies being used in all grazing situations, and the number of mares, stallions and 
geldings employed, is uncertain (Table 33; Reference 317).  However, there are “numerous” 
registered ponies within the national park.   
 
 
18.1.4 Pony welfare 
 
Animal welfare is of primary concern within the project.  The principles followed have been 
outlined by the UK GAP (Reference 142).  Issues that are addressed routinely within the 
project include: (i) sufficient forage and water; (ii) potential threats from cliff edges, poisonous 
plants and dogs; (iii) the need to protect wildlife, e.g. by disapproving of the use of Ivermectin 
to counter internal parasites within ponies.  This drug prevents colonisation of dung by 
invertebrates, “an important food source for chough;” (iv) the availability of sufficient staff for 
regular site visits to assess ponies, which was earlier identified as a gap in agri-environment 
scheme delivery where project officers had limited time (Reference 232 p. 15).  “Stock are 
checked at least once or twice a week, more frequently on busy sites” (Reference 232 p. 14). 
 
The public often do not appreciate that poor-quality coastal grassland is much healthier for 
ponies and that losing winter coats is normal.  Accordingly, signs, advice and press articles are 
used to educate and to allay animal welfare fears.  Ponies are used that will “not associate 
people with food” but will  “keep their distance from walkers” (Reference 232 p. 20) thereby 
avoiding intimidating behaviour. 
 
 
18.1.5 Current (2006) Network 
 
Within the PGN there are approximately 15 breeders / graziers and 50 sites, with 11 different 
organisations and initiatives currently benefiting from schemes that have been facilitated 
through the PGN (References 233, 317, 319): “These sites are usually privately owned land 
and often in some conservation scheme or other.  Ponies have been vital as many of our sites, 
e.g. unfenced cliff, are not suitable for cattle.  The supply of … ponies to meet the demand on 
wildlife sites is not a limiting factor.”  Sites cover an area of nearly 400 hectares (References 
233, 319) and vary in size from 0.25 hectares (Manorbier dunes) to 40 hectares (Penally 
Ranges).   
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This initiative is now funded by the PCNPA as a core national park activity and has been 
extended indefinitely.  Its salient features are reported here as one starting point for the 
implementation of future ‘best practice’ conservation grazing initiatives throughout Wales. 
 
 
18.2 National agri-environment schemes assisted by the PGN 
 
 
National agri-environment schemes assisted by the PGN include: 
 

1. Tir Gofal (since 1999).  Five farms have been assisted by the PGN. 
 

2. Environmentally Sensitive Area Scheme (initiated between 1994 and 1999).  This is 
applicable to North Pembrokeshire.  Seven farms have been assisted. 

 
3. Habitat Scheme (also initiated between 1994 and 1999).  This is applicable to South 

Pembrokeshire.  Two sites have been assisted. 
 
People who enter these schemes are referred to the PGN partners by project officers “who 
know that we (the PGN) have the resources and skills to assist” (Reference 319). 
 
 
18.3 Local initiatives assisted by the PGN 
 
 
Local initiatives comprise: 
 

1. Conserving the Coastal Slopes (1999–2002).  Fifteen sites within this initiative were 
assisted by the PGN. 

 
2. Conserving the Park (2002 onwards).  At least seven sites have been assisted. 

 
3. Pembrokeshire Living Heathlands Project (1999–2006).  Thirty-four sites have been 

assisted. 
 
 
18.3.1 Conserving the Coastal Slopes 

Gwarchod Y Godiroedd 
 
‘Conserving the Coastal Slopes’ (Gwarchod Y Godiroedd) was a PCNPA project, part-funded 
through the Objective 5b programme (Reference 320): “This was a niche scheme tackling the 
decline of traditional management on Pembrokeshire’s clifftops and coastal slopes.”  Its aim 
was to: (i) assist coastal landowners who were unable or unwilling to enter whole-farm agri-
environment schemes; (ii) provide needed top-up grants and practical assistance; (iii) provide a 
stopgap solution for persons waiting to enter Tir Gofal; (iv) target areas not managed by the 
NT; (v) provide information on agri-environment schemes; (vi) address declining skills 
(Reference 232 pp. 4–7).  “In addition to helping private landowners, this project has also 
assisted coastal sites belonging to the YHA (Youth Hostels Association), Stena Ferries, the 
local Wildlife Trust and the MoD” (Reference 319).  Many of the sites assisted by this scheme 
are “on their way to becoming self-sustaining” (Reference 232). 
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18.3.1.1 Usefulness of Welsh Mountain ponies in coastal grazing 
 
The PCNPA has been using ponies as conservation grazers on numerous sites since 1999 
(Reference 317): “They (ponies) have been successfully restoring neglected sites within a 
relatively short time.  They have produced the structural diversity needed by many species, 
including our rare chough.”     
 
“Welsh Mountain ponies – the smaller Section A’s – have been used almost exclusively; large 
gypsy horses have been used occasionally” (Reference 232 p. 11).  The PCNPA is keen to 
promote the use of Welsh breeds as part of Welsh culture.   
 
Effective integrated coastal grazing schemes have been established to produce a mosaic of 
habitats with valuable ‘edge habitat’ on each site to benefit the greatest number of species.  
Many sites use hardy native ponies for restoration and maintenance as they are “cheap to buy 
and easy to keep” and are frequently used “where cattle are not an option” (Reference 232 p. 
11).  In winter ponies eat “less palatable grasses left over from the previous season” and their 
grazing of gorse is “more pronounced” when grasses are sparse.  Because they “do not favour 
heathers” and “do not preferentially select flowers,” they can help reconvert overgrazed 
grassland to heathland.  Of course, the ponies are unsuited to some types of grassland where 
the grazing is “too rich” and where the ponies may be “prone to laminitis and … obesity” 
(Reference 232 p. 12). 
 
Ponies can also help to break up bracken litter “which may have accumulated after years of 
abandonment” and “Welsh Mountain ponies have been seen to eat bramble leaves” (Reference 
232 p. 18) although stock have little impact on limiting the spread of blackthorn. 
 
Although mixed grazing regimes are often considered desirable, the use of ponies alone is 
sometimes the only appropriate option.  Conservationists must learn equine husbandry skills to 
manage stock on coastal slopes, but few experts able to impart knowledge exist.  “The fact that 
animals can be grazed on the cliffs … is something many farmers are not familiar with” 
(Reference 232 p. 19).  Only unusually does a pony require rescuing.   
 
 
18.3.1.2 Optimal coastal grazing regimes in the park 
 
In considering the optimal grazing regime, national park conservationists ask specific 
questions:  
 

1. When to graze to minimise damage to flowering plants and footpath surfaces, and to 
reduce negative interaction with the public. 

 
2. How many ponies to use.  

 
3. How long to graze for.   

 
Prescribed stocking rates are not followed because: (i) a smaller number of ponies grazing over 
a longer period reduces the risk of ‘losing’ ponies through negative interactions with people 
and dogs; (ii) the restoration and maintenance stages of land management “can have different 
grazing requirements;” (iii) the number of grazing ponies that will ‘fit’ onto a coastal site is 
“generally considerably lower than the stocking rates used by agri-environment schemes” 



 234

(Reference 232 p. 15); (iv) if used, stocking rates should be based upon the available grazing 
area.  When available forage is exhausted or the desired outcome is achieved, ponies are 
removed. 
 
  
18.3.2 Conserving the Park 

Gwarchod Y Parc 
 
‘Conserving the Park’ (Gwarchod Y Parc) is the PCNPA’s successor scheme to ‘Conserving 
the Coastal Slopes’ and builds on its success.  Its remit has been extended out from the coast so 
that it now incorporates the management of land throughout the park.  The work is now funded 
as a core national park activity that will continue indefinitely.   
 
The PCNPA identifies semi-natural areas within the park that required attention (References 
318, 320):  “We concentrated on the coastline initially and then moved inland.  Some of these 
areas have statutory designations attached to them so we have worked with the CCW to 
enhance those areas.  Habitats do not respect administrative boundaries.  We have a statutory 
responsibility to focus on the national park … but … we have to be thinking about the whole.  
For example, heathland in Pembrokeshire outside the national park will have an impact on 
heathland within the national park.” 
 
The PCNPA recognises the Welsh Mountain pony’s positive environmental and biodiversity 
impact on a wide variety of semi-natural habitats, including marsh, cleared forestry and heath.  
Only limited traditional grazing areas have been lost to forestry schemes within the Preseli 
Hills (Reference 317):  “The trend is now being reversed, with conifer plantations being felled 
and allowed to revert to heathland.  The PCNPA is involved with stock reintroduction to some 
of these sites.” 
 
The number of ponies within the park is believed to have declined over the last 60 years.  It is 
too early to identify any effects of CAP reform on vegetation, the number of agricultural 
animals, wildlife, the composition of integrated grazing on commons and the number and size 
of farms within the park.     
 
 
18.3.3 Pembrokeshire Living Heathlands Project  

Gweundir Byw Sir Benfro 
 
The ‘Pembrokeshire Living Heathlands Project’ (Gweundir Byw Sir Benfro) was a seven-year 
project “to increase the quantity and quality lowland and coastal heath in Pembrokeshire and to 
improve opportunities for their enjoyment and understanding” (Reference 310).  It was funded 
through the ‘Tomorrow’s Heathland Heritage’ (THH) programme by the Heritage Lottery 
Fund (HLF).  The project is one of over 20 similar UK-wide projects, including one still 
operating in the Gower.   

 
The Living Heathlands Project was managed by the Pembrokeshire Heathland Partnership, led 
by the NT (Section 18.4) on both NT and non-NT land and supported by the CCW, the 
PCNPA, the RSPB, Pembrokeshire County Council and the South and West WWT.  It 
included 34 sites, most on common land, 22 of which were NT properties.  Funding was used 
(a) to prepare largely undergrazed sites for grazing by installing “boundary fencing, water 
troughs and cattle grids,” and (b) to carry out “preparatory scrub clearance, gorse mowing and 
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burning to allow grazing with cattle or ponies to be reintroduced or existing regimes to be 
boosted in some way” (Reference 310).  “Additional Welsh mountain ponies were also 
purchased.”   

 
Although funding from the HLF ended in 2006, this conservation work is ongoing as an 
INTERREG (interregional) project, ‘Pembrokeshire’s Living Coast’, financed by the European 
Regional Development Fund (ERDF).  INTERREG III is a “community initiative, which 
promotes cross-border, transnational and interregional cooperation in the EU and its border 
regions” (Reference 311).  Projects link disadvantaged areas in Europe to create partner 
projects.  The Ireland / Wales INTERREG IIIA Programme supports joint Irish / Welsh 
projects, aiming to promote sustainable development of the cross-border region.   

 
The Living Heathlands Project was awarded retrospective funding for 2001–4 through the 
INTERREG IIIA initiative under the Marine and Coastal Environment measure.  “The 
retrospective grant must be reinvested in work that fits the aims and objectives of the particular 
measure.  Thus, (the) NT is able to continue the Heathlands Project from March 2006 to June 
2008, spending £205k on “marine and coastal environmental work.”  The Irish partner was An 
Taisce (the Irish equivalent of the NT) “but there is no requirement for the NT to work with An 
Taisce under the terms of retrospective funding” (Reference 311).  

 
The Ponies purchased for the Living Heathlands Project “have been absorbed into the NT 
herd” (Reference 310; Section 18.4).  Non-NT ponies on grazing sites were provided by the 
PGN (Section 18.1). 
 
 
18.4 National Trust 
 
 
The local NT is very active in the conservation management of its properties and is regarded as 
the pioneer of reintroducing traditional management techniques in Pembrokeshire in about 
1988.  A major landowner, the NT manages its own ponies and land, some of which is in 
present schemes (Section 16.3.1).  The NT is an active player in the PGN, loaning surplus 
animals during the winter for use on a range of non-NT sites, whilst at the same time ponies 
benefit from this extra winter lay-back land (Section 18.1).  This approach also indirectly 
benefits many important wildlife sites that are summer-grazed (most of which are designated) 
as they can then be rested from grazing at the optimal time. 
 
 
18.5 Categories of common in Pembrokeshire 
 
 
There are three large upland commons and scattered lowland commons in the Preseli area of 
Pembrokeshire.  The main form of grazing management on the large Preseli commons has been 
sheep.  Observable decreases in both sheep and particularly pony numbers “are likely to have a 
detrimental effect on those commons” (Reference 320).  The PCNPA and “conservation 
partners such as the CCW are eager to assist graziers to continue optimum grazing 
management of the commons” (Reference 320).  Three categories of common are recognised 
by the PCNPA. 
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The possible formation of at least one new Pony Improvement Society on one or more of these 
commons might be considered as a means of ensuring the sustainable supply of appropriate, 
registered semi-feral ponies for conservation grazing programmes throughout Pembrokeshire.  
 
 
18.5.1 Category 1 common 
 
A Court Leet, a legal entity that was established in the Middle Ages and which discusses 
“matters relating to the commons including enclosures and grazing” (Reference 112), exists for 
each of the three big Preseli Commons (CL90, CL43 and CL140).  These commons have a 
management structure (Reference 318): “At least one of these Court Leets has affiliated itself 
to the new Welsh Commons Forum.”  
 
 
18.5.2 Category 2 common 
 
Many small, isolated commons do not have a management committee.  Many of these are 
owned by the NT and used to be owned by the Church of Wales and the University of Wales 
(Section 16.3.1.3).  In the St. David’s area are two other large commons that have management 
structures that are “more management orientated than livestock orientated” (Reference 318).  
“The National Trust is working … to bring those commons back into management.  Sometimes 
when the Trust inherited these sites they weren’t in a condition suitable for grazing.  The 
commoners weren’t exercising their rights.  The Trust has … grazed and shown by example 
that it (i.e. grazing) is possible, and it’s raising their (i.e. the commoners’) interest again, so the 
Trust can ‘back out’.”   
 
 
18.5.3 Category 3 common 
 
“The third category is the small isolated commons” not owned by the NT.  “Possibly 
ownership is unknown.  Commoners registered but have long since deceased” leading to 
neglect (References 318, 320).  “Some are ‘Section 9’ commons.” 
 
 
18.6 Other local grazing schemes 
 
 
18.6.1 Grazing schemes within the Brecon Beacons National Park 
 
“In general most grazing schemes in Britain tend to operate in lowland situations” on 
unimproved sites (Reference 262).  The BBNPA has been proactive in encouraging graziers 
who own ponies to become involved in such schemes.  They have suggested to farmer-breeders 
that, rather than send ‘spare’ animals to the abattoir “they could make them available for 
conservation grazing, wherever they are needed, by either leasing out the ponies or selling 
them on” (Reference 262).  A difficulty arises, however, if a grazier is not a paid-up member of 
a Pony Improvement Society, further emphasising the need to establish a policy on the use of 
unregistered animals in land management schemes. 
 
As in Pembrokeshire, a site might already provide suitable habitat for a variety of wildlife or 
have the potential to do so, but will not receive any attention from livestock (Reference 262):  
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“Breeders do have spare animals but there is no coordination of what to do with them or of 
who would look after them on the site (needing grazing).  The person receiving the animals 
might not know what to do with them.  It could be a farmer who has never had ponies before.  
It could be a wildlife site manager, a reserve warden, who has never dealt with equines before.  
That’s where the UK GAP… has provided training – pony care and veterinary – courses.  
PONT … could begin to coordinate these schemes in Wales.  What are the breeders’ needs?  
What reassurances do they need and how could they become involved?”  The PCNPA 
conservation officer hopes that PONT will “act as a contact point for matching ponies with 
conservation sites” and will also “help to showcase the breed, for example (by supporting) 
events for land managers, visitors, local people, schools and farmers” (Reference 317). 
 
 
18.6.2 The Gower Commons Initiative 
 
The Gower Commons Initiative is a successful partnership of commoners, landowners, nature 
conservation organisations and other interested groups.  The NT, Gower Society, Gower 
Commons Association, CCW, City and County of Swansea, Mid and West Wales Fire and 
Rescue Service, South Wales Police, Somerset Trust and Llangennith Manors Ltd. are partner 
organisations of the initiative (References 137: 2, 3).   
  
There are over 17,000 acres of common land on the Gower.  The project aims to “to reverse the 
decline of internationally important wildlife habitats” and “to assist commoners and 
landowners in sustaining the commons for the future” (Reference 137: 1).  The Initiative was 
started in August 2000 and was “part funded by a grant from the Heritage Lottery Fund, 
forming part of the THH programme dedicated to the conservation of lowland heath” 
(Reference 137: 1).  The project has continued with funding from Grantscape (Reference 137: 
2).   
 
“The Gower Commons Initiative has successfully reduced invasive species – bracken, gorse, 
willow and birch scrub – thus increasing grazing, stock live weight gain and biodiversity and 
reducing the amount of dipping” (Reference 137: 2).  “Road and Fire safety projects such as 
firebreaks, clearing roadside vegetation, luminous stock collars and publicity have reduced 
both ‘roadkill’ and damage to property neighbouring the commons.”  The Initiative brings 
together farmers who need animals and graziers with animals but no land (Section 16.3.3).    
 
 
18.6.3 Rhondda Cynon Taff Biodiversity Action Plan partnership 
 
Successful grazing schemes have been reported elsewhere in Wales, including several within 
Rhondda Cynon Taff (Reference 410): “Various Local Biodiversity Action Plan partnerships, 
involving the Council and variously Butterfly Conservation, a local commoners’ association, 
CCW and the Welsh Development Agency, have led to three pilot grazing schemes and so far 
these have been very successful.  All are based on using local graziers and their local stock.”   
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Section 19 
 
 

19. Grazing, Nature and Heritage GAP Wales  
– Pori Natur a Threftadaeth GAP Cymru 
(PONT) 

 
 
19.1 The role of the Grazing Animals Project (GAP)  
 
 
19.1.1 Procedural framework 
 
The GAP was formed in 1997 as an umbrella organisation to assist the development of 
conservation grazing throughout the UK, including Wales.  An initiative of the Forum for the 
Application of Conservation Techniques (FACT) and the original Grazing Forum (Reference 
35), it is a partnership of representatives from agricultural, livestock and nature conservation 
sectors (Reference 153).  Their aim is “to help grazing managers and grazing advisers deliver 
biodiversity targets by grazing, as part of integrated, viable and sustainable land management 
systems” (Reference 149). 
 
A general committee, the Advisory Council, comprising a representative from each of the 
GAP’s member organisations, meets three or four times annually.  It advises and supports staff 
and the Executive Committee, which is composed of an inner core of original founder group 
members who manage the GAP’s business and financial affairs.  The project’s main sponsor, 
administrator of funds and contractual agent is EN, whose Senior Land Manager has 
operational responsibility.  However, “the expanding programme and commitment of GAP will 
require increased funding” and in future the GAP may require a structure that will enable it to 
hold its own funds.  Under direction of the Executive Committee and EN, a Project Officer / 
Chairperson manages the project and project contractors and their staff, who deliver outputs of 
the GAP plan.  Staff members are employed on a contractual basis by the UK Wildlife Trusts.   
 
Through its procedural framework the GAP liases with approximately 200 organisations “who 
have an interest in conservation grazing” (Reference 149).  The GAP “responds to Defra 
consultation papers, develops its own protocols and owns its own publications” but is 
supported by many organisations “with resources of time, expertise and money.”  The 
framework will be reviewed for the period beyond 2008.  
 
 
19.1.2 GAP objectives 
 
Objectives of the GAP are to (Reference 149): (i) “encourage and facilitate grazing for 
environmental benefit;” (ii) “gather information and share knowledge with stakeholders;” (iii) 
“inform, influence and guide opinion;” (iv) cooperate with other organisations that have 
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“compatible” conservation objectives; (v) “undertake projects and activities to support the 
delivery of biodiversity targets;” (vi) appoint contractors. 
 
The GAP’s work may be summarised as (Reference 140): 
 

1. Networking – meetings, an advisory network and conferences. 
 
2. Resolving constraints – “identification of the constraints acting against conservation 

grazing” and ”reporting on work to reduce or remove constraints” and formulating 
policy from the views of site managers. 

 
3. Information exchange and dissemination. 

 
4. Regional Grazing Schemes – “coordinating grazing practices … to improve the scale, 

quality and sustainability of grazing” and supporting a Regional Grazing Scheme 
initiative to “examine all parts of the grazing industry… including marketing and 
financial viability.” 

 
The GAP assists with LGS development.  It also supports work to deliver training courses, to 
respond to policy consultations and to produce and update publications for managers and 
advisers dealing with nature conservation sites.  Publications include (Reference 152): (i) the 
‘Breeds Profile Handbook’ (Reference 143); (ii) ‘A Guide to Animal Welfare in Nature 
Conservation Grazing’ (Reference 142); (iii) ‘Local Grazing Schemes: a best practice guide’ 
(Reference 138); (iv) ‘A Marketing Guide for Conservation Grazing Schemes’ (Reference 
147).   
 
Supported by the GAP administrator, the GAP also provides services to encourage networking.  
These include (Reference 152): (i) a free quarterly newsletter, ‘GAP NEWS’; (ii) information 
leaflets; (iii) FACT and GAP web sites; (iv) email discussion groups including the 
Conservation Grazing Discussion Group ‘Nibblers’; (v) a free advertising service ‘Ecolots'; 
(vi) organised regular workshops and field visits; (vii) a grazing issues query service.  
Membership is free. 
 
 
19.1.3 Role of the GAP with respect to Wales 
 
Before PONT existed, the UK GAP attempted to support native breeders in Wales by 
(Reference 34): 
 

1. Publicising the breed and breeders and their locations. 
 
2. Advertising the availability of breeds. 

 
3. Marketing native breeds in Wales. 

 
4. Helping to maintain a database of breed individuals available for conservation 

grazing.  
 

5. Assisting with the selling of native livestock. 
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6. Helping to organise seminars and training courses on animal husbandry and welfare. 
 

7. Producing ‘A Guide to Animal Welfare in Nature Conservation Grazing’ (Reference 
142; Section 21.7.1). 

 
8. Assisting breeders to establish a welfare guide for conservation grazing. 

 
9. Helping to organise visits by land managers, conservationists and interested members 

of the public to breeders’ farms and studs. 
 
As PONT has now become the ‘lead body’ and main contact for conservation grazing in Wales 
the role of the GAP may change in future. 
 
 
19.2 Role of the Grazing, Nature and Heritage GAP Wales  

– Pori Natur a Threftadaeth GAP Cymru (PONT) 
 
 
The GAP promotes “localised ownership and involvement, from the ‘local grazing scheme’ 
concept upwards, and this is now becoming applied on a national scale through developments 
in the devolved nations” (Reference 35).  The ‘Grazing, Nature and Heritage Grazing Animals 
Project Wales’ – ‘Pori Natur a Threftadaeth GAP Cymru’ (PONT) – is part of this 
developmental process.  PONT was launched on 19th July 2005 by the Minister for 
Environment, Planning and Countryside.  It is a consortium of organisations whose mission 
statement is to “work with farmers and graziers in the Welsh countryside to deliver wildlife 
benefits from grazing as a part of integrated, viable, and sustainable management systems” 
(Reference 155). 
 
 
19.2.1 PONT constitution 2005–7 
 
Membership is open to all who are “working with and representing farmers and graziers to 
deliver wildlife benefits from grazing to the Welsh countryside, as part of integrated, viable 
and sustainable management systems” (Reference 240).  All PONT members may be 
represented on PONT’s Advisory Council, of which the Chairman of Blorenge Commoners’ 
Association is a member.  The Advisory Council decides the agenda and direction of PONT.  
An Executive Committee administers PONT and is charged by the Advisory Council to carry 
out the Council’s wishes.  Executive members are elected from the Advisory Council to the 
Executive Committee by their Advisory Council peers (References 208, 240).  The Pony 
Improvement Societies Secretary and the Chairman of Blaenavon Pony Improvement Society 
are elected to the current Executive Committee.  Because of the relevance of registered and 
unregistered semi-feral ponies to PONT’s objectives, it is desirable that the WPCS, Pony 
Improvement Societies and all pony breeders be adequately represented on both the Committee 
and Council.    
 
PONT is non profit-making and “will raise money through any appropriate means in Wales” to 
finance its activities, a proportion of which will be paid to the UK GAP (Reference 240).  
Implementation of a three-year PONT plan involves identifying projects, appointing 
contractors, “who may appoint staff” to undertake identified projects, appointing a Welsh LGS 
Coordinator and undertaking activities in support of a primary objective.  
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19.2.1.1 PONT objectives 
 
PONT’s primary objective is to  “encourage and facilitate grazing for the benefit of wildlife, 
landscape and the cultural heritage of Wales” (Reference 155).   
 
Other objectives are to:  
 

1. “Maintain a relationship with and support GAP UK.” 
 
2. “Act as a broker for information relevant to Wales by gathering details of local 

grazing schemes, sharing best practice and making information available.” 
 

3. “Inform, influence and guide opinion and policy within Wales and the UK.”  
 

4. Cooperate with other organisations and ”seek to enhance conservation in Wales and 
minimise duplication of effort.”  

 
 
19.2.1.2 PONT work programme 
 
The PONT Work Programme 2005–9 (Reference 239) outlines how these objectives will be 
achieved and has been used by the author to indicate elsewhere within this scoping report 
where PONT might support specific recommendations.  Several priorities for the future status 
and involvement of Welsh Mountain ponies in conservation grazing schemes may be 
identified, though these are not exhaustive: 
 

1. Support of established LGSs (Brecon Beacons Grazing Initiative, Ynys Môn, PGN 
and others) and new LGSs with planned input from the WPCS Council, the Pony 
Improvement Societies Committee and registered breeders. 

 
2. Investigation of ways in which income can be generated for registered breeders by the 

activities of LGS projects. 
 

3. Identification of partnerships and sources of financial support to help establish LGSs. 
 

4. Establishment of a representative group to help lead the debate on Action 40 
(information on conservation grazing) within the ‘Strategy for the Horse Industry in 
England and Wales’ Action Plan (Reference 22). 

 
5. Confirmation of the “constraints that are acting to prevent the delivery of the required 

quantity or quality of conservation grazing to wildlife-rich sites” which require 
grazing with semi-feral ponies (Reference 239). 

 
 
19.2.2 PONT Coordinator 
 
In 2005, a proposal for Wales to have its own full-time LGS Coordinator was highlighted 
(Reference 151 p. 7).  It was noted that Wales has “many SSSIs failing to achieve ‘favourable 
condition’ due to grazing problems” but that LGSs like the PGN offered “a tried and tested 
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solution” and that “several new Welsh LGS initiatives” had started, supporting the argument 
for a LGS Coordinator “that is so obviously needed for Wales.” 
 
In April 2006, PONT announced that it had been “successful in gaining generous grant aid 
from the CCW to employ a Pori Natur a Threftadaeth GAP Cymru LGS Coordinator for three 
years” and for associated running costs (Reference 154).  This three-year appointment is 
essential to “the development of appropriate sustainable grazing systems across Wales” 
involving Welsh Mountain ponies.  PONT’s Vice-chairman stated (Reference 154): “This is 
just the start that PONT needs to place the project on a sound footing and to respond to the 
wide-ranging support and interest we’ve received from farmers and landowners, as well as 
conservation organisations.”  The PONT Coordinator was appointed in May 2006 and 
commenced duties on 4th July 2006. 
 
The Coordinator will (Reference 238): (i) facilitate the “development and delivery of 
conservation grazing” through established and new Welsh LGSs; (ii) work with “farming, land 
management and conservation organisations” to facilitate wildlife gain on sites; (iii) develop 
conservation grazing as part of a sustainable and financially stable “rural land-use resource;” 
(iv) “coordinate the development of PONT” and the implementation of the “LGS network 
across Wales.” 
 
PONT has defined its aims for the first year of this appointment: (i) working with the three 
major LGSs in Wales; (ii) working with and providing advice to potential new LGSs; (iii) 
identifying and tackling constraints through a circulated questionnaire; (iv) identifying and 
coordinating support, advice and potential partners for new local schemes; (v) researching and 
providing best practice sustainable grazing management advice; (vi) facilitating field visits and 
meetings. 
 
 
19.2.3 Support of semi-feral ponies 
 
PONT believes that “semi-feral ponies are important in maintaining and enhancing the 
biological diversity of the commons they are on” and recognises that their presence “has been, 
and should continue to be, part of the cultural landscape of Wales” (Reference 207). 
 
Work with hill pony breeders is central to PONT’s core activity.  It has formally identified 
ways in which it will support the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony and farmer-breeders of semi 
feral ponies by promoting the pony’s use (Reference 207): 
 

1. In LGSs where they are suitable.  PONT acknowledges that the PCNPA, the SNPA 
and the Brecon Beacons Grazing Initiative already use semi-feral ponies in LGSs.  It 
is worth noting that traditionally these schemes may not have preferentially selected 
Section A semi-feral stock over unregistered semi-feral ponies, and that PONT could 
influence, in future, which ponies are used. 

 
2. Where they would be “the appropriate grazers for habitat reasons, grazing stock 

suitability reasons or localness reasons.” 
 

3. By conservation organisations – “on statutory protected sites, or non-statutory 
protected sites, i.e. local wildlife sites, local nature reserves and wildlife trust nature 
reserves.” 



 243

 
4. By farmers and other individuals “where ponies can be used to maintain Good 

Agricultural and Environmental Condition with regard to the SPS and agri-
environment schemes.” 

 
Additional support that has been identified by PONT includes (Reference 207): 
 

5. Building relationships and communications between pony owners and landowners 
who need appropriate sustainable grazing. 

 
6. Providing help and advice through networking. 

 
7. Building relationships between stockowners and graziers “of all types.” 

 
8. Providing or identifying financial incentives to support the cost of worming and dental 

treatment.  PONT recognises that “current financial incentives are vital for 
maintaining hill ponies in Wales, and without them it is possible that hill pony 
numbers could drastically reduce.” 

 
9. Identifying new sources of funding to “kick start local grazing schemes in Wales.”  

PONT anticipates funding opportunities from the CCW, agri-environment schemes, 
charitable trusts and “other organisations who are interested in wildlife and landscape 
maintenance or enhancement.” 

 
10. Securing scientific research funding from Defra, the CCW, ADAS Cymru (an 

environmental and agricultural consultancy) and the WAG. 
 

11. Working with the GAP UK “to assess the future training needed in Wales” and the 
most suitable and cost-effective delivery methods.  “PONT is committed to working 
in close partnership with GAP UK to share good practice and ideas which facilitate 
improved ‘conservation grazing’ in Wales and, if Wales can lead by example, 
throughout the UK.” 

 
PONT’s Vice-chairman recognises (Reference 262): “There is a lot of expertise amongst the 
breeders and graziers that could profit nature conservation.  There is also (considerable) 
expertise in conservation that could profit agriculture.  The two are converging.  Now, more 
than ever, a project like PONT is vital.  PONT will provide the background support, provide 
expertise from wherever, for whatever reason, to help grazing schemes to become established.”  
This scoping report is supported by PONT, as is the need for “an improved breed profile and 
conservation grazing advice” (Reference 261). 
 
PONT could offer an acceptable way forward for registered breeders who want to maintain or 
increase their herd populations (Reference 262): “It’s not just about people who need animals.  
It’s also about people who have the animals but don’t have the land.  For example, there’s the 
age-old problem of finding enough fall-back grazing.  Animals are sent off on tack across very 
large distances at great expense to the farmer at times.”  If animals can be sent closer to home 
at very little cost, the breeder might benefit.  This opportunity should be offered, in the first 
instance, to breeders of registered semi-feral ponies and a worthwhile financial incentive must 
be demonstrated. 
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Section 20 

 
 

20. Strategy for the Horse Industry in England and 
Wales 

 
 
The ‘Strategy for the Horse Industry in England and Wales’ was launched on 6th December 
2005 (Reference 92).  It was prepared by the British Horse Industry Confederation (BHIC) in 
partnership with Defra, the Department for Culture, Media and Sport and the WAG.  The 
BHIC comprises the British Horseracing Board, the British Equestrian Federation, the 
Thoroughbred Breeders’ Association and the BHS  (Reference 21).  Other signatory equestrian 
organisations include the Association of British Riding Schools, the British Equestrian Trade 
Association, the British Equine Veterinary Association and the Department of Culture, Media 
and Sport (DCMS).  The Strategy “represents the fruits of two years of enthusiastic 
cooperation between all the signatory equestrian organisations and between the industry and 
Government” (Reference 281 p. 8).   
 
Eight key aims of the Strategy are to (Reference 281 pp. 11–17): 

 
1. “Bring the horse industry together and develop its national, regional and local 

impact.” 
 
2. “Increase participation in equestrianism and develop the social contribution of the 

horse industry.” 
 

3. “Boost the economic performance of equestrian businesses.” 
 

4. “Raise equestrian skills, training and standards.” 
 

5. “Increase access to off-road riding and carriage driving.”  
 

6. “Consider the environmental impact of the horse.” 
 

7.  “Encourage sporting excellence.” 
 

8. “Improve the quality and breeding of horses and ponies.”    
 
 
20.1 The draft consultation 
 
 
The consultation draft of the Strategy (Reference 280) was launched on 28th February 2005.  
This contained six aims composing 38 proposals.  ‘Environmental impact’ was not considered 
and aims 1 and 2 were under one encompassing aim to “enhance the horse industry’s image 
and increase participation.”  Over a three-month period, 187 responses were received, 
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“representing all sectors of the industry” (Reference 253 p. 3).  All British native pony breed 
societies were consulted; only two failed to respond (Reference 82). 
  
Some respondents noted important omissions in the draft Strategy that affect the Welsh 
Mountain pony (Reference 253 p. 4): “The issues that arose most frequently were health and 
welfare and the environment…  Many respondents mentioned the environment and landscape 
issues as a major omission.  They felt that the industry’s environmental benefits, impacts and 
opportunities should be fully addressed in the Strategy to ensure the sustainable future of the 
horse industry in environmental as well as social and economic terms…  Others suggested 
including a seventh aim dealing with the environment.” 
 
Some respondents believed that the Strategy was not “geographically representative” in its 
choice of case studies.  One respondent noted (Reference 253, p7): “Payment for land grazed 
by horses under the Single Payment Scheme in England was not matched in Scotland and 
Wales, and that this showed that the Welsh Assembly was not fully behind the Strategy.”       
 
Referring to Aim 6 of the draft – ‘Improve the quality and breeding of horses and ponies’ – 
“the omission of the conservation and promotion of rare / native breeds” was mentioned 
(Reference 253 p. 9): “Many respondents felt that there was too much emphasis on breeding 
and management of performance horses, and that some breeds, particularly native breeds, were 
being marginalised.  Comments included the belief that the conservation of native breeds 
should have a higher priority in the overall scheme.”  Other respondents considered a 
structured breeding policy to be essential “and that all sectors,” including native breeds, “must 
be given equal and effective representation.”  Many “felt that breeding should be paramount, as 
without the quality of horses and ponies, none of the earlier aims could be achieved” 
(Reference 253 p. 9). 
 
 
20.2 Some consequences of the draft consultation     
 
 
20.2.1 References to native breeds 
 
Concerns that native breed ponies, their breed societies and breeders, including breeders of 
Section A semi-feral ponies, might be perceived to be marginalised by the draft Strategy have 
some merit.  There was limited direct reference to native breeds within Aim 6, “Improve the 
quality and breeding of our horses and ponies.”  However, within Aim 6, Section (d), “Balance 
genetic improvement with genetic diversity,” there was indirect emphasis on the benefits of 
native ponies within conservation grazing programmes (Paragraph 6.15, page 60).  
Additionally, some advantages of largely unregistered Welsh mountain ponies for wildlife 
conservation were cited in the draft Strategy case studies (Section 1.16 p. 22) as an 
environmental impact of equestrianism.  There was also reference to “monitoring and 
managing farm animal genetic resources” (Reference 280 p.12, Aim 6(d)). 
 
The official response of the Dartmoor Pony Society is indicative of one limitation of the draft 
Strategy (Reference 24): “Whilst we would like to commend the report for a number of its 
objectives … the primary aim of the Dartmoor Pony Society is to ensure the survival (of a rare 
breed)…  The provision of the ridden pony is secondary…  Due to the constraints of (the pony) 
being a rare breed, we cannot foresee the possibility of it being incorporated into the business 
Strategy being envisaged in your proposals …”   
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20.2.2 Responses of the WPCS to the draft 
 
The WPCS responded to the public consultation (References 116, 407), suggesting that “the 
broad direction of the six strategic aims is reasonable” and “there is a need for greater 
cohesion” within the industry but “distinct sectors” should “retain their identity” and “over 
centralisation” is undesirable.  Several limitations of the draft Strategy were identified by the 
WPCS (Reference 407): 
 

1. “While we recognise that there is a separate aim devoted to issues of breeding it seems 
that there is little recognition of breeding as an integral part of the industry.  Breeding, 
in particular the protection of the British native breeds, needs to be a thread which 
runs through the whole of the Strategy.” 

 
2. “Careful consideration needs to be given to ensuring that its function is to respond to 

the needs of each sector in an equitable manner, not solely based on the most 
influential individuals or organisations within the industry.” 

 
3. “We have made little comment on Aim 6: Improve the quality and breeding of our 

horses and ponies.  This is (because) proposals have not been developed with input 
from the native breed societies.  We view this as a serious omission as it fails to 
recognise the peculiar issues faced by this significant sector of the industry.” 

 
Individual WPCS trustees and members indicated related concerns (Reference 407).  The 
BHIC consultant representative notes (Reference 198): “Throughout the consultation phases 
the BHIC urged … societies to come forward with positive and workable proposals which 
could be included.  Very few responses were received from native breed societies.  The 
impetus (to improve the quality and breeding of native breeds) must come from the breed 
societies themselves.  If it does we would be delighted to add agreed proposals to the Action 
points and to assist if we can with implementation.” 
 
All consultation responses were considered by the BHIC / Defra working party in the 
redrafting of the final Strategy.  Unfortunately, no native pony society representative attended 
“a national sounding board meeting” in June 2004 “to discuss the general direction of the draft 
Strategy” (Reference 406) although all native breed societies were invited (Reference 198).  
Subsequently, a new aim, under the heading “Consider the environmental impact of the horse” 
and a section on native breeds under the aim “Improve the quality and breeding of horses” 
were added.  Defra states that there was “a positive response to the addition of these sections 
following the Strategy’s launch…We are nonetheless aware that this simply sets down a 
marker for potential future work on promoting native breeds and developing successful 
conservation grazing programmes” (Reference 406).  The BHIC comments (Reference 198): 
“There is work that could and should be done and the BHIC considers this important.  
However, … this can only be done with the positive cooperation of, and action from, the native 
societies themselves.”      
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20.3 Limitations of the final Strategy  
 
 
Some issues affecting the non-equestrian segment of the horse industry may have been either 
underemphasised or not properly represented at the Strategy’s draft stage.  There was an 
opportunity, following the consultation process, to comprehensively address the concerns of 
non-riding members of the horse industry by thoroughly rewriting the Strategy to:  
 

1. Emphasise equines generally. 
 

2. Offer proposals to boost the economic performance of the non-riding sector. 
 

3. Properly recognise the importance of Britain’s native breed ponies and the difficulties, 
sometimes severe, being faced by their managers. 

 
4. Underpin the philosophy of the Strategy by bringing environmental concerns and 

conservation objectives to the forefront rather than adding them retrospectively to the 
consultation draft.   

 
The final Strategy has a whole chapter dedicated to the environmental impact of the horse, and 
includes a section on conservation grazing, which welcome additions are to be applauded.  
However, the Strategy does not fully address the concerns of those involved with native 
ponies, but is weighted excessively towards ridden horses and their owners.  It was formulated 
almost exclusively by organisations that are fundamentally interested in equestrianism.  Even 
now, relatively little input from non-equestrian organisations is evident (Reference 198): “The 
lack of action and participation from native breed societies means lost opportunities for them.”  
Consequently, further opportunity for proactive participation should be presented to breed 
societies and must be grasped by them.  The Strategy, which is a springboard for action, should 
be re-examined to take account of pertinent issues raised within this scoping report. 
  
To be properly influential in any re-examination of the Strategy, all native breed societies 
require representation through a single body.  In 2003 Native Ponies GB, a committee 
composed of representatives from each breed society, including the WPCS, was inaugurated, 
whose aim is to discuss issues directly relevant to Mountain and Moorland societies.  The 
Native Ponies GB Committee might effectively formulate a ‘Native Ponies GB Association’, 
which could then lobby the BHIC for inclusion as a signatory organisation within the BHIC.   
 
Native breed societies and associations might reasonably argue that the Strategy should be 
further revised to incorporate a fundamentally different emphasis that encompasses all equines 
rather than predominantly the equestrian sector.  The BHIC comments (Reference 198): “We 
do not believe that the way forward is to redraft … but rather to build up and add to the 
Strategy by working together on additional areas and actions.”  A unified body of native breed 
societies might more easily address Actions 40 and 49 of the Strategy – “Information on 
conservation grazing” and “Support for native and indigenous breeds” – at the earliest 
opportunity (Reference 281 pp. 84 and 98). 
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20.4 Relevance of the Strategy to the Welsh Mountain pony 
 
 
At the draft stage, one respondent suggested that a regional structure “would help address local 
issues.”  However, the Strategy emphasises the importance of bringing the industry together 
nationally to “improve efficiency, reduce duplication and eliminate unnecessary competition 
and potential conflict.”  To help achieve this aim a National Equine Centre is proposed which 
would “provide a focal point for the horse industry in England and Wales.”  It could “bring 
together racing and non-racing interests” and “provide a focal point for equestrian promotion, 
competition, business advice and tourism…  The Royal Agricultural Society for England is 
developing a proposal for such a centre at Stoneleigh in Warwickshire” (Reference 281 p. 28).  
Whether the centre and its proposed location would best represent the interests of native breeds 
in general, and the Welsh Mountain pony in particular, requires immediate consideration by the 
WPCS and other native breed societies.  
 
Aspects of the Strategy that have particular relevance for the Welsh Mountain pony’s status, 
including Aims 1, 3, 6 and 8, are considered here. 
 
 
20.4.1 Aim 1: Bring the Horse Industry together and develop its … local 

impact  
 
The Strategy’s equestrian emphasis may inadvertently marginalise native pony owners and 
breeders.  For example, Aim 1 has a proposal to develop the Horse industry’s regional and 
local influence.  Local authorities “are encouraged to take greater notice of horse owners and 
riders and equestrian businesses in their areas” (Reference 281 pp. 30–31).  An equestrian 
initiative entitled “Leicestershire Equestrian Enterprise Partnership” is cited as a case study.  
This partnership does not involve native pony breeders.  There is, at April 2006, no similar 
Leicestershire County Council strategy for native pony breeders or owners, no native ponies 
are being used in Council-led conservation grazing initiatives and there is no Council-led 
tourism initiative for indigenous pony breeders.  However, the Council would consider 
exploring a future partnership involving interested Leicestershire native pony breeders 
(Reference 314).  Native breed societies might propose that the Strategy should “take notice” 
of breeders nationally who are able and willing to initiate partnerships with County Councils, 
including Unitary Authorities in Wales.  The BHIC urges native pony society members “to 
become active in these initiatives and therefore promote the native breed influence” (Reference 
198). 
 
 
20.4.2 Aim 6: Consider the environmental impact of the horse 
 
Ways in which the horse industry can help create a “healthy, sustainable, diverse, well 
managed and wildlife rich environment” are defined within the Strategy.  These include, 
amongst others, “improving standards of land management” and “encouraging the use of 
horses in conservation grazing projects which support wildlife and pasture biodiversity” 
(Reference 281 p. 78).  The creation of Natural England in 2007 from the amalgamation of EN, 
parts of the Countryside Agency and the RDS is seen as a way of improving standards of land 
management in England, but no way forward is suggested for Wales.  Similarly, eligibility of 
land grazed by horses in the SPS for England has no counterpart in Wales, although “it is 
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essential that landowners with horses are included in these initiatives, which have an important 
cross compliance, land management, angle” (Reference 281 p. 80). 
 
The Strategy correctly notes: “there is … a huge lack of information about acreage grazed by 
horses and where these areas are located” (281 p. 80).  Presently the NED will not provide the 
detailed geographical information needed.  Survey research, mapping the precise grazing 
locations – commons, hills, SSSIs and other special biodiversity sites – of all Welsh Mountain 
and Welsh mountain semi-feral ponies in Wales, is required in order to: 
 

• Help determine the habitats and quality of land grazed by ponies. 
• Appreciate the extent of the cultural value of native ponies in the Welsh landscape. 
• Assess the number and geographical extent of both Section A and unregistered ponies 

within Welsh conservation grazing schemes and whether the total area of Wales 
grazed is increasing or diminishing. 

• Monitor the changing nature of biodiversity grazing involving ponies on commons 
and elsewhere. 

• Allow local authorities to assess where welfare needs of ponies are not adequately 
considered where public access exists. 

 
 
20.4.3 Conservation grazing projects 
 
The Strategy aims to “encourage the use of horses in conservation grazing projects which 
support wildlife and pasture biodiversity” and notes (Reference 281 p. 83): “well managed 
equines can be beneficial in the protection and encouragement of wildlife and plant species in 
meadows and pasture.”  It cites 75 conservation schemes, some in Wales, where native ponies 
“help to keep hill vegetation open by eating rough grasses while avoiding heather and 
flowering plants.”  The consultation draft Strategy mentioned that Welsh mountain ponies “are 
used for conservation grazing in Anglesey, the Brecon Beacons and Pembrokeshire” 
(Reference 281 p. 23) but this reference to ponies in Wales was removed from the final 
Strategy.  It should be noted that most of the ponies used for conservation grazing in Wales are 
unregistered ponies, i.e. they have no proven pedigree (Section 16).   
  
Crymlyn Bog Nature Reserve, Swansea, South Wales, is cited as a case study.  Welsh 
Mountain ponies (unregistered, not Section A) are the only viable method of reducing 
encroaching reeds.  Recently 10 ponies were transferred to Crymlyn from Anglesey, where 
“the ponies are used to the wet conditions and are born and bred on a very similar habitat” to 
that at Crymlyn.  On Anglesey, conservation grazing has proved very successful (References 
31, 281 p. 83).   
 
The Strategy highlights the BHS and GAP codes of practice for the welfare of native breeds in 
conservation grazing (References 142, 283; Section 21.7.1).  It recommends a “review of 
existing information, guidelines and codes of practice covering conservation grazing and, if 
necessary, … a national code to support and encourage the practice” (Reference 281 p. 84).  
Within Wales the setting up of a database, detailing all conservation projects involving Welsh 
Mountain ponies, would be welcome to: 
 

• Ensure a uniform code of welfare practice. 
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• Monitor and regulate the selection and origins of stallions and mares used for 
conservation grazing, perhaps leading to breeding restrictions, particularly with 
respect to some unregistered bloodlines of semi-feral ponies. 

• Determine the exact number of current projects and grazing situations. 
• Determine the numbers and sexes of ponies used nationally for grazing projects within 

each sub-population of semi-feral ponies, registered and unregistered, identified in 
this scoping report. 

 
 
20.4.4 Aim 8: Improve the quality and breeding of horses and ponies 
 
Several aspects of Aim 8 are relevant to the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony.  The Strategy 
confirms (Reference 281 p. 89): “indiscriminate breeding needs to be reduced in order to 
produce horses and ponies of the quality that customers require” and highlights the 
fragmentation of the breeding industry and “an expensive, time-demanding occupation without 
commensurate financial returns.”  It recognises that native breeds “contribute to the stock of 
recreational horses and ponies” and that much of the breeding sector “needs to unite, pool 
resources and employ professionals in order to publicise the merits and successes of their 
horses” (p. 91).  Whether the method of grading, evaluation and performance testing should be 
standardised amongst native breeds “in order to promote sales” requires consideration by the 
WPCS.  The WPCS and the Pony Improvement Societies might also consider whether it might 
be desirable under some circumstances to unite with other breed societies outside of Wales and 
“employ professionals” to “publicise the merits and successes” of native ponies.   
 
The Strategy recommends the establishment of a non-partisan ‘lead body’ – the “Native and 
Indigenous Horse and Pony Lead Body” – to represent native and indigenous breed societies, 
listing 17 potential advantages and purposes to breeders and societies.  The lead body would: 
(i) “demonstrate and publicise the benefits of using proven stallions … over indiscriminate 
breeding;” (ii) “promote buying tours … for potential … buyers” in collaboration with national 
tourist boards; (iii) “encourage the evaluation of youngstock” and “encourage market research 
into the requirements of buyers;” (iv) “research the effect of introducing an industry-monitored 
stallion approval scheme;” (v) help maximise use of the NED (Reference 281 pp. 91–2).  
Whether such a lead body could influence positively Section A semi-feral breeders and ponies 
is uncertain. 
 
 
20.5 Use of the National Equine Database to improve breeding 
 
 
It is anticipated that the NED will provide online “one-stop access” … to the pony’s “name, … 
registration number, breed, sex, age, height, pedigree, … competition evaluation and grading 
results” and that breed societies will “supply verified pedigree, performance, evaluation and 
grading … information on a voluntary basis” (Reference 281 p. 93).  However, at October 
2006, the WPCS has made no decision to supply voluntary information, and there is a general 
reluctance by native breed societies and some other societies, for various reasons, to supply this 
data, which will subsequently be sold to members of the public requiring it.  The database 
might provide accurate, up-to-date information on the size of the Section A semi-feral sub-
population and might “enable estimated breeding values of stallions and mares to be calculated 
…which should help reduce indiscriminate breeding … and will lead to more informed 
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marketing processes … and … support work being undertaken to eliminate genetic defects” 
(Reference 281 p. 94). 
 
 
20.6 Maintaining genetic diversity of the Section A semi-feral 

pony 
 
 
Genetic diversity must be maintained within the Section A semi-feral sub-population.  The 
NSC (Reference 290), created following publication of the ‘UK Country Report on Farm 
Animal Genetic Resources’ (References 77, 211 pp. 40–41), is rightfully spotlighted within the 
Strategy.  The NSC’s aims are enumerated elsewhere within this scoping report (Sections 
9.1.1, 12.3; References 211 p. 40, 281 p. 96).  The final ‘UK National Action Plan on Farm 
Animal genetic Resources’ is also discussed separately (Section 9.1.1). 
 
 
20.7 Conservation of the Welsh Mountain pony 
 
 
The Strategy correctly acknowledges that native ponies are part of Britain’s national heritage 
and “have developed in response to the areas in which they live and the climatic conditions in 
which they have had to survive” (Reference 281 p. 97).  This theme might have been given 
greater emphasis earlier within the Strategy because it underpins a primary and crucial role of 
the Pony Improvement Societies and of the WPCS, i.e. the preservation and conservation of the 
original Welsh Mountain pony, and is a major focus of the present report. 
 
 
20.8 Tourism and native breeds 
 
 
Aim 8 of the Strategy addresses the value of native breeds as national heritage and identifies 
their importance as a tourist attraction.  The observation that “some native … pony breed 
societies viewed their primary role as being the preservation and survival of the unchanged 
breed” may be true of the Welsh Pony Improvement Societies.  However, the contention that, 
in some societies, “breeding … is undertaken mainly as a hobby” requires earnest debate by the 
WPCS and other breed societies.   
  
Action 49 recognises the essential role of native ponies in nature conservation and their value 
to the tourist industry.  However, the Strategy does not clearly link heritage value, wildlife 
conservation value and genetic value of native ponies or indicate how these values might be 
simultaneously marketed under the umbrella ‘tourist attractions’.  Additionally, the possible 
economic implications of tourism revenue for breeder income is not highlighted here, a 
situation that must be remedied by the representations of the WPCS and other native pony 
societies to the BHIC.  Within the Strategy, the Welsh Equine Council (WEC) is likely to be 
the preferred leader on tourism within Wales.  
 
Whilst the Welsh Mountain pony is a tourist attraction and, at least indirectly, could be 
“responsible for significant amounts of a region’s revenue” (Reference 281 p. 97), it is doubtful 
whether any breeders of registered semi-feral ponies currently reap any direct or indirect 
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financial reward from tourism initiatives in Wales.  Whether or not the Welsh Mountain semi-
feral pony may be a valuable asset to the tourism industry in Wales remains largely 
undetermined.  It cannot be assumed that the pony could not represent a viable tourist 
attraction.  A feasibility study of tourism enterprises involving the registered semi-feral pony is 
required which should be at least part funded by Visit Wales (formerly the Wales Tourist 
Board).   
 
The WAG’s ‘Farming for the future’ vision declared in 2001 (Reference 292 p. 53): “The 
Wales Tourist Board and the CCW will work with local authorities, national parks and others 
to develop exemplar integrated countryside and tourism development projects.”  These 
identified organisations might address the development of tourism projects that focus upon the 
value of the Welsh Mountain pony, simultaneously emphasising the genetic, heritage, 
historical and wildlife conservation perspectives.  They should also examine a need for 
participating farmer-breeders to derive direct and / or indirect revenue from such enterprises.  
 
 
20.8.1 Tourism case studies 
 
The Strategy cites, as a tourism case study, ‘A feasibility study on the potential role of Fell 
ponies in conservation post CAP reform’ (Reference 211), in which recommendations are 
made for tourism initiatives involving that pony but which could also be applied in large 
measure to the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony.  Tourism issues represent only one, briefly 
summarised though important, section of that report, which also deals comprehensively with a 
variety of strategies linked to conservation grazing that could help ensure that breed’s future, 
and which have relevance for the Welsh Mountain pony’s future. 
 
Within Aim 3 of the Strategy, pertinent aspects of which are summarised here, the need to 
increase equestrian tourism is discussed.  One case study cites a concordat signed by the BHS 
Cymru and the Forestry Commission Wales in 2004, “to promote the growth in horse tourism 
in Wales” (References 117, 281).  The concordat deals comprehensively with horse riding and 
access but does not consider the potential role of Welsh Mountain ponies grazing within forests 
as a part of the tourism industry.   
 
The need to increase non-equestrian tourism involving equines is not adequately considered.  A 
second Welsh case study describes the Dyfnant and Vyrnwy Forests as “an important national 
centre for equestrian recreation” (Reference 281).  Tourism projects include trails in two 
neighbouring forests between Welshpool and Dolgellau that are becoming recognised for 
competitive riding and carriage driving.  Projects have employed Objective 2 European 
funding and Welsh Development Agency (WDA) funding to help attract visitors to Powys.  
The East Wales Objective 2 and Transitional Programme is funded via the ERDF.  Its aim is to 
reduce regional imbalances and assist disadvantaged regions by: (i) increasing employment 
growth across the designated region of Wales; (ii) promoting economic diversification; (iii) 
developing sustainable communities.   
 
No current forest project in Wales appears to involve the grazing of Welsh Mountain (Section 
A) semi-feral ponies as a visitor or tourist attraction.  Neither is the heritage value of Welsh 
Mountain ponies as rare genetic stock promoted as a “high-quality visitor experience” 
(Reference 118).  Such experiences could provide direct and indirect economic return to native 
pony breeders.  The use of Objective 2 funding for Welsh Mountain semi-feral ponies involved 
in tourism enterprises deserves consideration by the Forestry Commission of Wales.  
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Particularly, those native pony projects that demonstrate economic sustainability and 
development might be considered under an appropriate future funding scheme. 
 
The Objective 2 programme will continue in Wales until the end of 2006 and is applicable to 
the Unitary Authorities of Newport, Powys and the Vale of Glamorgan, most of 
Monmouthshire and some wards in Cardiff and Wrexham (Reference 176).  From January 
2007 to 2013, Objective 2 funding in Wales will be superseded by a different set of structural 
fund programmes.  “These will have a much more ‘economic’ focus because they will be 
aimed towards delivering more jobs and economic growth” (Reference 176).  From 2007, the 
current Objective 2 region, East Wales, “will become the ‘Regional Competitiveness and Jobs’ 
region.”  Under the new scheme the possibility of funding for the development of tourism 
enterprises involving Welsh Mountain ponies is uncertain.  
 
 
20.9 Aim 3: Economic performance of Pony Improvement 

Societies 
 
 
The economic performance of equestrian businesses is amply discussed within Aim 3 of the 
Strategy, but little reference to the economic difficulties facing Welsh Mountain pony breeders 
or other native pony breeders is evident.  This omission is of immediate concern to breeders 
since many issues raised within the Strategy have direct relevance to the native breed sector.  
An additional, comprehensive analysis is needed within the Strategy, which examines how 
business performance and opportunities may be improved specifically for this sector.  Such an 
analysis is beyond the remit of this scoping report, although some key issues within the 
Strategy have particular relevance and are discussed further (Reference 281 pp. 42–54): 
 

1. A business “networking system” on local, regional and Wales-wide bases would share 
information, experiences and best practice.  In fact, this is a crucial aim of PONT 
(Section 19.2.1). 

 
2. A business “benchmarking system” would allow breeders of Section A semi-feral 

ponies “to assess their performance in a non-competitive way” and to raise standards. 
 

3. The WDA aims “to promote economic development” and “contribute to sustainable 
development.”  Funding of the WDA is, from April 2006, through the WAG.  The 
WPCS Council and the Pony Improvement Societies Committee could explore with the 
WDA specific short-term and long-term economic strategies that might benefit 
breeders.  

 
4. The WPCS could ensure that circumstances in which Section A semi-feral breeders can 

qualify for rate reductions of £3,500 under any small business relief scheme are widely 
publicised to their members. 

 
5. The WPCS Council could recommend to the WAG appropriate policy changes based 

upon unacceptable regulatory and fiscal constraints identified in this scoping report.    
 

6. A working group that is representative of all organisations and individuals who are 
responsible for Welsh Mountain semi-feral ponies might recommend changes to the 
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status of the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony based upon observations within this 
report.  

 
 
20.10 Implementation of the Strategy – the Action Plan 
 
 
The Strategy is supplemented by an Action Plan, which was launched on 22nd March 2006 
(References 21, 22, 94).  The Action Plan refers to native breeds on an estimated 11 occasions.  
Implications of those references for the Welsh Mountain pony are briefly analysed: 
 
Aim 3.  Action 12.  The status of the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony might be considered to 
be different to that of horses and other, non semi-feral, ponies in Wales.  The WPCS, Pony 
Improvement Societies and the CCW could together make recommendations to the WAG, 
indicating whether, or not, the Section A semi-feral pony should be regarded as an agricultural 
animal (Section 21.3.3.1).  In this respect, English legislation is not relevant to the Welsh 
situation.  Any working group established by BHIC must include representatives of Welsh 
native pony breeders.  
 
Aim 6.  Conservation grazing is considered within “Aim 6: Consider the environmental impact 
of the horse” (Reference 22 p. 10).  Correctly, the Action Plan confirms that conservation 
schemes help to secure the future of native breeds.  Conservation grazing warrants a higher 
profile within the Action Plan on this basis alone. 
 
Aim 6.  Action 40.  The desired outcome of this Action, to be led by Defra in conjunction with 
the RBST and native breed groups, is that “native breeds should be used in conservation 
projects wherever possible and in the best interests of the horses and the environment” 
(Reference 22 p. 43).  This is already an enacted policy of the UK GAP based in England 
(Section 19.1) and of PONT based in Wales.  As authorities, the GAP and PONT should lead 
the review of existing guidelines, supported by all native breed societies.   
 
Aim 8.  The need to conserve native breeds is discussed within “Aim 8: Improve the quality 
and breeding of horses and ponies” (Reference 22 p. 11) alongside tourism, conservation by 
native breeds, riding and driving.  However, the need to conserve native breeds and breed 
populations that are rare, including the Section A semi-feral pony, is not adequately addressed.  
A priority must be to promote the importance of Britain’s valuable native genetic stock. 
 
Aim 8.  Action 45.  The aim is to establish a lead body for native and indigenous horses and 
ponies.  It has been suggested elsewhere within this scoping report (Sections 20.2.2, 23.17.4) 
that the lead body for native pony societies might be the already informally constituted ‘Native 
Ponies GB’.  However, to incorporate indigenous horses, this name might be effectively 
changed to ‘Native Breeds GB’, for example.  Within Wales a regional lead body entitled 
‘Native Breeds Wales’ for example, which would be affiliated to the UK-wide body, may be 
needed to represent: (i) the Welsh Mountain pony; (ii) other WPCS breeds; (iii) other native 
pony breeds and breeders resident in Wales.  The constitution, objectives and responsibilities 
of any native and indigenous breed lead body should be defined by consensus amongst all 
native and indigenous breed organisations.  
 
Aim 8.  Action 46.  This Action, which aims to “capitalise upon the data contained in NED,” 
to “develop a simple system for comparing the breeding values of mares and stallions” and to 
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“collate and market pedigree and performance data,” may be of considerable benefit to 
breeders of pedigree Welsh Mountain ponies.  A necessary outcome must be “increased 
financial returns for breeders” of semi-feral ponies (Reference 22 p. 46), particularly since 
possible economic advantages to Welsh Mountain pony breeders, indeed all native pony 
breeders, of implementing the Strategy are not otherwise clearly defined within the Strategy.  
Issues underlying additional desired outcomes – improving the quality of bred ponies, cost 
saving and greater understanding amongst owners – are discussed elsewhere (Sections 14.5, 
20.2.2). 
 
Aim 8.  Action 46.  The reliability of Welsh Mountain and Welsh mountain pony information 
to be held by NED is presently unproven.  Some uncertainties are discussed elsewhere 
(Sections 5.3.3, 14.6, 21.3, 23.3).  Additionally, the identification through NED of each 
discrete Welsh or English sub-population or bloodline of unregistered Welsh mountain ponies 
will be seemingly impossible, although such information will prove invaluable in determining 
the effects of breeding programmes and in locating where unregistered herds are involved in 
conservation grazing programmes. 
 
Aim 8.  Action 47.  The “recognition of quality mares,” determination of agreed criteria for 
premium-rated mares and establishment of premium mare evaluation are routinely practised by 
Welsh Mountain pony breeders within the Pony Improvement Scheme.  Members of the horse 
industry who are outside of the WPCS, and who might breed unregistered Welsh mountain 
ponies for conservation grazing purposes, must be persuaded to use registered stock.  
Accordingly, any future debate on breeding must include input from conservation 
organisations that routinely employ Welsh Mountain ponies and / or Welsh mountain ponies.  
Within the WPCS, any disagreement that might exist over descriptions of Welsh Mountain 
premium mares and stallions requires resolution at the earliest opportunity.  
 
Aim 8.  Action 48.  “The need to generate sufficient income from British breeding initiatives 
and sponsorship to be able to offer premiums to … British-bred mares and stallions … 
achieving given grading standards” … and “breeders who achieve outstanding success” is 
pertinent to recommendations made elsewhere within this report (Section 7.4).  The 
identification of additional, sustainable, public and private funding sources, and the 
consideration of possible tax concessions by the WAG in support of Welsh Mountain pony 
breeders, are priorities. 
 
Aim 8.  Action 49.  This Action relies upon findings of the National Steering Committee, 
which “informs Government policy and assists in monitoring farm animal genetic resources.”  
The description of Action 49 is not entirely appropriate to the desired outcome, since it does 
not state that Welsh Nature, the CCW and Visit Wales (formerly the Wales Tourist Board) 
should also recognise the genetic resource value of the Section A semi-feral pony.  The breed 
has tourism value which stems from its heritage and historical value, its value as an essential 
part of conservation grazing within Wales and its value as a genetic resource and as a ‘rare’ 
and ‘vulnerable’ breed, within the Welsh landscape (Reference 22 p. 49; Section 22).   
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20.11 Other Actions of relevance to the Welsh Mountain semi-
feral pony  

 
 
There are other Actions within the Action Plan that affect the Welsh Mountain semi-feral 
pony’s status, although their relevance to the pony may not be explicitly stated or immediately 
obvious.  A comprehensive analysis of the Action Plan’s implications for the Welsh Mountain 
pony is beyond the remit of this scoping report.  Some key issues are summarised below, 
although this examination is not exhaustive:   
 
Aim 1.  In order to overcome disagreement within the industry, a representative of Britain’s 
native breed societies, chosen by the societies, should be immediately invited to help develop a 
closer relationship between those societies and the BHIC (Reference 22 p. 5).  Additionally, 
within Wales, PONT is beginning to establish a local native breed network (Section 19.2) that 
could liase effectively with the BHIC, the WEC, the Pony Improvement Societies Committee 
and the WPCS. 
 
Aim 1.  Action 2.  It has been stated (Reference 22 p. 15): “The BEF (British Equestrian 
Federation) has developed a cross-federation working group of marketing and communications 
heads, which provides a good model for the rest of the industry.”  To be effective, this working 
group must include at least one representative of Britain’s native breed societies who has been 
elected by those societies, including the WPCS. 
 
Aim 1.  Action 4.  The need to “establish an effective regional structure for the industry” 
(Reference 22 p. 16) is discussed under Action 45, above. 
 
Aim 1.  Action 5.  There may be a need for owners of native ponies to “work with local 
authorities and the Local Government Association to develop a framework for the creation of 
local pony networks.”  An additional desired outcome is that the interests of pony owners who 
are not riders should be protected (Reference 22 p. 18). 
 
Aim 2.  Action 8.  Native pony breeders in Wales can make “a significant contribution to 
social policy objectives” but there is no precise indication within the Strategy that horse issues 
most relevant to this segment of the horse industry will be comprehensively represented in 
future discussions (Reference 22 p. 20).  This omission must be addressed. 
 
Aim 3.  Action 13.  The risks associated with the handling of native ponies must be 
recognised, assessed, accepted and properly accounted for and insured against. 
 
Aim 3.  Action 15.  British excellence should be properly addressed with reference to the 
‘equine’ industry, rather than to the ‘equestrian’ industry.  
 
Aim 3.  Action 17.  The implementation of research and the use of new technologies 
applicable to breeders of Welsh Mountain ponies in Wales are welcome in support of the 
breed’s survival. 
 
Aim 4.  Action 19.  The recruitment and retention of native pony breeders is a serious concern 
within Wales and elsewhere within the UK.  This concern does not appear to have been 
considered as part of Aim 4, which should more properly apply to the raising of ‘equine 
handling’ skills rather than ‘equestrian’ skills. 
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Aim 4.  Actions 20, 21, 23.  Vocational training provision and resource management may be 
required for breeders of native ponies, but a fundamentally different approach, to be 
determined, may be required to that described within the Action Plan for the equestrian 
industry. 
 
Aim 6.  Actions 35, 36.  Local Authorities must be encouraged to work with native pony 
breeders and owners throughout Wales “to develop pasture management projects that are 
economically and environmentally sustainable.”  The expertise of Welsh farmer-breeders, the 
Pony Improvement Societies Committee, PONT and land managers involved in conservation 
grazing programmes must be sought to help provide best practice on all aspects of equine land 
management and pasture management.  Public support of native pony breeders by Statutory 
Local Authorities could include a financial incentive. 
 
Aim 6.  Action 37.  The need to define on maps and on a database the grazing boundaries of all 
registered and unregistered semi-feral herds within Wales is recognised elsewhere within this 
report (Section 20.4.2). 
 
 
20.12 The BHIC web site 
 
 
Native breeds are incorporated within a separate section on the BHIC web site.  The WPCS 
Council and Pony Improvement Societies Committee are encouraged to explore with the BHIC 
how the site may be optimally utilised to actively promote the Section A semi-feral pony’s 
interests.  The promotion of the pony on the BHIC web site alongside that of other British 
native breed ponies is also to be encouraged. 
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Section 21 
 
 

21. A health and welfare strategy for the semi-feral 
pony 

 
 
21.1 Veterinary care and health problems for Section A semi-

feral ponies 
 
 
21.1.1 Reported veterinary care 
 
Only 12 of 25 Pony Improvement Societies provided an answer to the question: “How many 
times have you used a Veterinary (a) in the last 12 months, (b) in the last five years?”  A 
Veterinary was reportedly needed only 10 times in the last 12 months and 32 times in the last 
five years (Table 43; Reference 163).  Results are inconclusive because the data represent 
approximately half the breeders and because breeders might be reluctant to enlist veterinary 
help due to the cost. 
 
 
Table 43:  The number of times that Pony Improvement Society breeders have required 

veterinary assistance (a) in the last 12 months, (b) in the last five years 
 

Table 43 notes: - = Unanswered.  * = The society 
has applied for recognition as a PIS.   

 
PIS ref. no. Last 12 months Last 5 years 
163: 2 1 3 
163: 4 0 0 
163: 5 1 - 
163: 6 0 4 
163: 8 0 0 
163: 14 1 5 
163: 15 1 2 
163: 17 1 2 
163: 20 - 1 
163: 21 2 7 
163: 24 2 7 
163: 25 1 - 
163: 26* 0 1 

Total 10 32 
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Veterinary experience suggests that semi-feral ponies are commonly susceptible only to car 
accidents and sometimes accidentally fall off cliffs (Reference 201): “Extensively grazed semi-
feral ponies need only minimum veterinary input.”  Hardly any veterinary treatment of ‘hill-
type’ ponies was carried out between 1963 and 2003 by the now retired WPCS honorary 
Veterinary surgeon.  Welsh Mountain ponies suffer from few ailments except “internal 
parasites and, to some degree, lice” (Reference 12).  Analysis of veterinary treatments carried 
out on responding breeders’ ponies during the last five years (Table 44) suggests that registered 
semi-feral ponies are likely to require relatively little veterinary care apart from minimal 
routine treatment.  Breeders at the February 2006 meeting of Pony Improvement Societies 
suggested that laminitis would only occur in ponies that are prone to it (References 162, 201): 
“There is no laminitis in hill or marsh herds and no sweet itch.”  Nearly all breeders worm their 
ponies regularly.  Occasionally ponies suffer from colic.  In marsh herds salt apparently 
prevents worm infection.      
 
 
Table 44:  Veterinary treatments carried out on breeders’ ponies during the last five 

years 
 
Table 44 notes: - = Unanswered.  * = This society has applied for recognition as a PIS. 
** = 2005–6 President of the WPCS. 

 
PIS  

ref. no. 
Veterinary treatments during last five years 

(Reference 163) 
163: 2 None. 
163: 4 Only when a pony has been struck by a car. 
163: 5 Gelding a colt.  Worming programme was administered by breeder. 
163: 6 Colic treatment; tooth care. 
163: 11 Mainly routine worming. 
163: 12 Worming. 
163: 14 Remove afterbirth. 
163: 15 Worming yearly. 
163: 17 Colic.  A difficult foaling, which is rare in the hill breed. 
163: 20 Pony destroyed due to road accident. 
163: 21 Veterinary inspection of all ponies in 2004.  All were in good condition. 
163: 24 Veterinary inspection of hill herds.  All ponies were in good condition. 
163: 25 Worming. 
163: 26* - 
163: 27 ** Castration, foaling problems or accidents.  (Answer refers to PISs generally.) 

 
 
21.1.2 Observed ailments 
 
Breeders indicate that few ailments beset semi-feral ponies, but that the most common ailment 
is worm infection, followed by colic (Table 45; Reference 163).  An independent, anonymous 
observer notes that an official Section A inspection carried out in approximately 1920 revealed 
no stallions with veterinary problems.  In 1973, 33 out of 443 Section A applications for 
stallion licenses were rejected due to defects (Reference 3). 
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Table 45:  Ailments to which Pony Improvement Society ponies are most susceptible 
 

Table 45 notes: 1 = The PIS scores this as the most common ailment.  3 = the PIS 
scores this as the least common ailment.  - = Not selected by breeder as common 
ailment.  * = This society has applied for recognition as a PIS.   

 
PIS ref. 

no. 
Colic Worm infection Feet trimming Road 

vehicles 
Not applicable 

163: 3 - - - - 1 
163: 4 1 2 - - - 
163: 5 - 1 (sometimes, not great) - - - 
163: 6 1 2 - - - 
163: 11 2 1 3 (increasing) - - 
163: 12 2 1 - - - 
163: 15 - - - - 1 
163: 17 - - - - 1 (rare to see) 
163: 20 - - - 1 - 
163: 21 - - - - 1 (little problem) 
163: 24 - - - - 1 (none) 
163: 25 - 1 - - - 
163: 26* - - - - 1 (none) 

 
 
Table 46:  Current welfare issues according to Pony Improvement Society breeders 
 

Table 46 notes: * = The society has applied for recognition as a PIS.   
Yes = A welfare issue exists. 
 

PIS 
ref. no. 

Dumping of 
waste 

None RSPCA / 
Redwings

Unlicensed 
stallions 
and colts 

Lack of 
outlets for 
unwanted 

foals 

None 

163: 2 - - - - - Yes 
163: 4 Yes - - - - - 
163: 5 - Yes - - - - 
163: 6 - Yes - - - - 
163: 8 - - Yes - - - 
163: 11 - - - Yes - - 
163: 12 - - - - Yes - 
163: 13 - - - Yes - - 
163: 15 - Yes - - - - 
163: 17 - Yes - - - - 
163: 20 - Yes - - - - 
163: 21 - Yes - - - - 
163: 24 - Yes - - - - 
163: 26* - Yes - - - - 
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Most breeders who responded to the questionnaire said that there were no welfare issues (Table 
46; Reference 163).  The most noted problem was unlicensed stallions and / or colts on 
commons (Sections 13.1, 21.9.3).   
 
 
21.1.3 Scope for organic veterinary intervention 
 
When asked if there was scope for organic veterinary intervention (herbal medicines, organic 
worming prescriptions, organically farmed hay as a feeding supplement etc.) within the 
registered semi-feral herds, most Pony Improvement Society breeders who responded said “no” 
or “not needed” (Reference 163: 4, 5, 6, 12, 15, 17, 20, 21, 24, 26, 27).  Some breeders said, 
“possibly” or “yes” (Reference 163: 2, 10, 13) and some breeders either did not know or wrote, 
“unanswered” (Reference 163: 11, 25).  Some breeders stated that inorganic intervention was 
not practised or required.   
 
Registered semi-feral ponies generally require no routine drugs to prevent illness.  However, 
the degree to which they receive organic worming prophylactics rather than Ivermectin 
(Reference 150 p. 23; Appendix 18: Powys), or receive winter supplementary feed from 
untreated upland hay meadows that are organically farmed, has not been ascertained.  The 
WPCS past Veterinary surgeon notes (Reference 12): “The residue of the inorganic worming 
treatment kills the flies that decompose faeces.  Faeces remain on the hills rather than being 
disposed of.  There is scope for organic parasite treatment.” 
 
Wilding’ or ‘de-domestication’ (Reference 282), an issue of relevance to organic veterinary 
intervention, is not generally believed to be an acceptable proposition for semi-feral Welsh 
ponies, partly due to limited available space (Reference 201).  Additionally, some equine 
welfare groups maintain (Reference 146): “The level of care afforded to equines in the ‘de-
domestication system’ is unacceptable.”  The BHS states (Reference 282): “Any animal put 
onto a conservation site, and constrained on that site by man, is owned by someone and 
therefore comes within the scope of the Protection of Animals Act 1911, or any subsequent 
animal welfare Act.” 
 
It is relevant to note here that, if a breeder has entered, or enters, the Organic Farming Scheme, 
he / she can still apply to enter Tir Gofal.  “Organic production systems work well with the 
aims of Tir Gofal.  However, it may be necessary to adjust the payments of either scheme, to 
remove the possibility of any dual funding” (Reference 39; Section 12.2). 
 
 
21.2 Protection of farmed and non-farmed equines 
 
 
Currently the ‘Welfare of Farmed Animals Regulations 2000’ protects horses that are either 
farmed or used for agriculture purposes, whereas the ‘Protection of Animals Acts 1911–1988’ 
protects non-farmed horses (Reference 86 p. 1).  In 2005, a revised ‘Equine Industry Welfare 
Guidelines Compendium for Horses, Ponies and Donkeys’ was published in response to new 
legislation (Reference 218; Section 21.5).   
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21.3 Animal Health and Welfare Strategy (Wales) 
 
 
21.3.1 Animal Health and Welfare Implementation Plan for Wales 
 
The WAG published its own ‘Animal Health and Welfare Strategy Implementation Plan for 
Wales’ in December 2003 (Reference 325).  This followed the outline ‘Animal Health and 
Welfare Strategy for Great Britain’, which was issued in July 2003.  The Welsh 
Implementation Plan examined the prevention and control of animal diseases and the 
promotion of animal health and welfare.  It described, for example, the Welsh pilot project “to 
assess the viability of electronic identification systems for a variety of Welsh sheep and cattle 
enterprises” and the need for “a single Government database containing livestock information 
by March 2006” (Reference 325 pp. 18–19).   
 
 
21.3.2 Animal Health and Welfare Strategy Action Plan 2005–6 
 
The Implementation Plan was followed by the Welsh ‘Animal Health and Welfare Strategy 
(AHWS) Action Plan 2005–6’, which was launched in July 2005 (Reference 333).  It noted 
that the UK Government “has plans for introducing an Animal Welfare Bill (AWB) which 
brings together and modernises all welfare legislation in relation to farmed and non-farmed 
animals” (Reference 333 p. 19).  The draft AWB was published on 14th July 2005 (Reference 
86 p. 2):  “A general requirement within the AWB will be for all owners or keepers of animals, 
including equids, to be proactive and show a duty of care for the welfare of animals for which 
they are responsible.” 
 
The 2005–6 Welsh AHWS Action Plan noted that Defra was setting up a NED and that the EC 
was considering whether to amend the Horse Passports legislation (Reference 333 p. 6): (i) “to 
enable derogation for semi-feral ponies in clearly defined territories;” (ii) “to require electronic 
identification” and to exempt from this requirement foals “under 12 months of age going direct 
to slaughter.”  Additionally, the requirement to sign the Passport Declaration is being clarified.  
These considerations are discussed elsewhere (Section 14).   
 
 
21.3.3 Animal Health and Welfare Strategy Action Plan 2006–7 
 
The updated ‘Welsh AHWS Action Plan 2006-7’ was completed in early February 2006 and 
published in April 2006 (Reference 342).  The Action Plan was drafted by “appropriate policy 
official(s) in the Office of the Chief Veterinary Officer in conjunction with members of the 
AHWS Steering Committee who approve the final document for publication” (Reference 313).  
There is a notable absence of specific equine interest on the Action Plan’s Steering Committee.  
However, a database of advisers to the Steering Committee, set up by that committee in 
January 2006, includes equine representatives from (a) the BHS Cymru, (b) the SWHP and (c) 
the RSPCA (Reference 313): “the Steering Committee (members) welcome nominations to the 
Database” of Advisors “for consideration for matters for which they feel they do not have 
sufficient expertise.” 
 
The Action Plan notes: “The Defra Veterinary Surveillance Division is spearheading the 
development of a major new surveillance initiative for Great Britain.”  To create a livestock 
register “which will improve identification and traceability of animals” an aim is “to maintain 
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separate Welsh databases containing customer and land details and these will be linked to a UK 
livestock database” (Reference 342 p. 7).  These proposals do not include the surveillance of 
registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies, since the NED will record separately details of 
every pony issued with a passport.   
 
 
21.3.3.1 Definition of livestock 
 
Although the Action Plan excludes equines within its definition of ‘livestock’ (Reference 342 
p. 8), there is no explicit statement within the Plan that semi-feral ponies either are, or are not, 
livestock.  Whilst the term livestock refers to all “domestic animals kept or dealt in for use or 
profit,” semi-feral ponies in Wales are not tame, i.e. they are not domesticated, are not brought 
under complete control by breeders and are not usually accustomed to living near men 
(Reference 226 p. 239).  Under European law the horse is regarded as a food-producing 
animal; horsemeat is eaten in some member states.  Nevertheless (Reference 313): “Under UK 
domestic legislation … only horses that are used to farm agricultural land or are farmed for 
meat or hides can be regarded as agricultural animals…  The (horse) industry is keen to reach a 
view on the status of the horse as an agricultural animal.”  
 
Within the industry, many believe that the horse should be classed as “an agricultural animal.”  
Others regard it as a “companion animal.”  Others argue that the horse should “have its own 
status within agriculture as a production animal for sport, leisure and potentially food” 
(Reference 313).  Whether all categories of UK equine should receive the same status, whether 
native ponies involved in conservation grazing should have a unique status and whether semi-
feral and non semi-feral ponies should be similarly classified demands serious debate.  
Clarification of the term ‘livestock’ in the context of Welsh semi-feral ponies is required within 
the Action Plan. 
 
 
21.3.3.2 Horse passports 
 
Horse passports are discussed within the Action Plan, which notes (Reference 342 p. 10): “The 
Assembly has received information to suggest that some areas of common law land now have a 
reduced number of ponies grazing but no details of increased welfare problems or of 
abandoned ponies have been submitted.”  The Action Plan also notes that, “in respect of 
derogation for the management of some areas of common land in Wales … no organisations 
have come forward with proposals to manage such areas.”   
 
Implementation of the Horse Passports legislation raised concerns “about the accuracy of the 
identification process … that led to the publication of draft proposals by the EC relating to an 
enhanced identification system” (Reference 313).  The Action Plan confirms that “EC 
proposals to amend Horse Passport Regulations, which may include requirements for 
electronic identification, are still awaited” (Reference 342 p. 10) but omits to note that an EC 
decision regarding derogation is also awaited but that no favourable decision is guaranteed.  
The WAG comments (Reference 313): “Although an enhanced identification system was 
almost certain to be introduced the other suggestions within the draft were only proposals and 
could possibly not feature in a final Commission Decision.  It was therefore felt inappropriate 
at the time of drafting the Action Plan to include something that might not be introduced by 
Europe and would therefore not be an option for Wales.”  Targets progress updates are 
published quarterly on the WAG web site (Reference 343). 
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21.3.3.3 Other Action Plan issues affecting semi-feral ponies 
 
The Action Plan refers to other issues, though the following list is not exhaustive, that will 
affect semi-feral ponies: 
 

1. “Additional information will be collected for the NED to improve the Government’s 
ability to carry out veterinary surveillance and, if necessary, the control of diseases 
affecting horses.”  The precise content and format of this additional information, and 
the methodology to be acquired in collecting it, is not delineated within the Action 
Plan (Reference 342 p. 10). 

 
2. “Alongside the Horse Industry Strategy, a ‘Health and Welfare Strategy for the Horse, 

Pony and Donkey’ is being developed by an Industry / Government Working Party led 
by the British Equine Veterinary Association (BEVA).”  No indication of the 
membership of this working party is available, either in the Action Plan or on Defra’s 
web site at June 2006, preventing an appreciation of the degree of representation of 
native pony organisations (Reference 342 p. 10).   

 
3. The UK Government’s AWB “will introduce a duty of care on owners and keepers of 

all vertebrate animals” (Reference 342 p. 25). 
 

4. The AWB was introduced to parliament on 13th October 2005 and is likely to receive 
Royal Assent in autumn 2006.  “The Bill covers all animals that are protected and 
these are defined in the Bill as ‘domesticated in the British Islands, … under the 
control of man whether on a permanent or temporary basis, or … not living in a wild 
state’” (Reference 342 p. 34).  The semi-feral pony is not a domesticated, i.e. farmed, 
animal in Wales.  It is, by default, semi-domesticated, but is under man’s control on a 
temporary basis and is not living in a wild state, and therefore will be protected, along 
with all other companion and non farmed animals, under the AWB.  Additionally, 
under clause 2 of the Bill, semi-feral ponies might be considered to be “of a kind 
which is commonly domesticated in the British Islands” (Reference 313).  Here ‘of a 
kind’ refers to all ponies.  “If a court case arose where an animal’s welfare was being 
compromised, the position would have to be determined by law.” 

 
 
21.4 Health and Welfare Strategy for the Horse, Pony and 

Donkey (draft) 
 
 
Version 1 of a draft equine health and welfare strategy was published by Defra on 22nd August 
2005, entitled ‘A Health and Welfare Strategy for the Horse, Pony and Donkey’.  This 
document was produced by “an industry led Working Party comprised of individuals from a 
wide range of organisations” (Reference 84 p. 2, 93: 1) whose “contributions do not necessarily 
reflect their organisations” (Reference 93: 1) and whose identities remain anonymous at 
September 2006.  Nine organisations responsible for native breed ponies, including the WPCS, 
were consulted at the draft stage (Reference 93: 2).  
 
This draft Strategy is believed by the Working Party to contribute to the “benefits set out in the 
Horse Industry Strategy, as well as being a key component of the overall GB Animal Health 
and Welfare Strategy” that was launched in June 2004 (Reference 84 p. 3).  The responses of 
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native breed societies to the draft Strategy, and whether the draft Strategy reflects the views of 
those societies or of any organisations representing native pony breeds, have not been 
ascertained.     
 
The continued requirement for welfare charities to rescue suffering equines is cited to justify 
some proposals within the draft Strategy.  Strategy partners anticipate that “in 10 years time all 
horses, ponies and donkeys should enjoy good standards of health and welfare” (Reference 84 
p. 8).   
   
The draft Strategy identifies several priorities.  Some are more applicable than others to the 
Welsh Mountain and / or Welsh mountain semi-feral ponies and are summarised here: 
 

• Confirming the current welfare status of some unregistered ponies.  
• Reviewing the need for revised voluntary regulation of some unregistered ponies. 
• Supporting and promoting responsible breeding.  
• Considering the permanent identification by microchips of all Section A and 

unregistered semi-feral ponies. 
• Successfully implementing the NED. 
• Re-examining current advice on pony welfare standards (Reference 211 pp. 196–7).  
• Establishing what training / education exists outside of the Pony Improvement 

Societies, particularly within biodiversity grazing projects.  
• Enforcing welfare standards where pony owners very occasionally fail to follow 

voluntary advice (Reference 84 p. 4).   
 
Any body or organisation that oversees the implementation of any voluntary or statutory 
strategy must ensure a greater involvement of native breed societies and native pony breeders 
than has hitherto been demonstrated for the Strategy for the Horse Industry (Reference 281).  
The Pony Improvement Societies necessarily “encourage high standards in welfare and 
monitor the quality of animals with verified pedigrees registered in their stud-books” 
(Reference 84 p. 26).  Societies also recognise that “breeding from animals of poor quality 
produces inferior youngstock destined for a life of unsoundness and stress” (Reference 84 p. 
27).  Nevertheless, the breeding of Welsh Mountain ponies from mares and stallions of 
exceptional quality will not always produce superior youngstock. 
 
The Strategy suggests that semi-feral ponies are hard to monitor because they remain 
“relatively unmanaged.”  However, “the current health and welfare status of most semi-feral 
animals is perceived to be good, with very few animals on their native heath causing concern” 
(Reference 84 p. 30).  The breed sub-population requires only minimum maintenance and 
minimal veterinary intervention because there are rare health problems with Section A semi-
feral ponies (Section 21.1). 
 
 
21.5 The Equine Industry Welfare Guidelines Compendium  
 
 
The draft ‘Health and Welfare Strategy for the Horse, Pony and Donkey’ (Reference 84 p. 11) 
notes that the ‘Equine Industry Welfare Guidelines Compendium for Horses, Ponies and 
Donkeys’ (Reference 218) provides “excellent guidelines for equine welfare in the UK” and 
that animal welfare legislation “is being consolidated in the Animal Welfare Bill” (Reference 
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218).  The Compendium is not exhaustive however, “and is not intended as a substitute for 
expert advice” (Reference 218 p. 4).  
 
The Compendium states that “semi-feral horses, grazed extensively on semi-natural habitats 
including heathland and moorland, should be inspected for body condition, hoof condition, 
signs of injury, ill-health and availability of food and water at least once a week and preferably 
daily” (218 p. 6).  These goals are attainable in practice in very many, but not all, situations 
involving Welsh Mountain semi-feral ponies because: (i) difficulty may be experienced in 
tracking ponies over a wide area; (ii) on adequate, firm, unimproved grazing with sufficient 
water and food availability, hoof condition and general condition do nor require checking every 
week; (iii) ponies are very rarely ill.  The daily checking of ponies is not a viable proposition 
for many widespread herds of semi-feral ponies and would be a time-consuming and cost-
intensive exercise. 
 
It is certainly true that natural shelter (trees, hedges, walls, ingles, quarries, etc.) is “effective 
shelter” for semi-feral Welsh Mountain ponies.  Additionally, it should be recognised that 
some Section A semi-feral foals are presently destined, but only as a last resort, for human 
consumption.  Breeders meticulously follow regulations regarding the administration of drugs 
in such instances. 
 
In agreement with the Compendium’s recommendation, “where animals are kept in a semi-
feral state and are not halter broken (such as those used in conservation grazing)” Pony 
Improvement Societies provide “special handling facilities … for routine management (e.g. 
including worming or hoof trimming) and the treatment of minor ailments” (Reference 218 p. 
13).  Whilst these facilities are often pre-existing rather than purpose-built, they are modified 
or “designed to induce the least amount of stress to the animal.”  When confinement is 
necessary within pastures, properly fenced paddocks are available to all breeders.  Where 
registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies are used in conservation grazing outside of the 
Pony Improvement Societies, rigid guidelines are recommended to stock managers and to 
conservation officers by the GAP (Reference 142; Section 21.7.1).  
 
 
21.6 Involvement of Pony Improvement Societies in setting 

standards 
 
 
The adoption of reasonable, enforceable standards within the equine industry is a laudable 
preventative policy.  Nevertheless, clear consensus is needed among pony breeders and animal 
welfare societies regarding what constitutes an acceptable condition, throughout the year and 
across a spectrum of peculiar circumstances, for a Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony and an 
unregistered semi-feral pony.  Historically, registered native pony breeders have usually not 
been consulted about national welfare protocols and standards.  The author has previously 
indicated (Reference 211 pp. 196–7) that yardsticks applied to domesticated pony breeds 
cannot necessarily be assumed for semi-feral native ponies.   
 
Animal welfare organisations and other observers of Welsh Mountain semi-feral ponies in their 
natural environments should consider, in applying the Carroll and Huntington method of 
scoring body conditioning and weight (Reference 218), that physiological differences exist 
between semi-feral Welsh Mountain ponies and other, non-native, equines.  Moreover, 
characteristics of hardiness, allowing semi-feral ponies to graze extensively, are partly 
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determined by genetic breeding.  In 1910 it was recognised that (Reference 353 p. xxix): 
“Those that only have opportunity to eke out a bare subsistence on bleak hilltops, where 
herbage is scanty, cannot hope to arrive at that condition, so desirable for all youngstock, 
which the Psalmist so tellingly described as ‘enclosed in their own fat’.  You cannot expect 
these mountaineers and moorlanders to thrive on this sort of fare, as the fashionably bred half-
weaned sucker, entered for classical races does on the daintiest of food, placed in his little side 
manger.” 
 
Similar criteria may not be applicable to all members of the Section A pony breed or to all 
members of the semi-feral breed sub-population when determining whether a pony is in an 
acceptable condition.  Variation within the breed, enhanced by environmental experience, 
means that some Section A bloodlines and individuals are better suited to extensive upland 
grazing.  Section A semi-feral bloodlines properly belong in harsher environments throughout 
the year.  The characteristics of some unregistered semi-feral herds may not be compatible with 
those of registered semi-feral herds.  If Section A bloodlines are reared in intensive lowland 
situations, they may experience difficulty adapting later to the rigours of the hill environment.  
Overfeeding will have undesirable consequences for the behaviour of Welsh Mountain pony 
bloodlines that properly belong in the harshest environments.     
 
The Compendium states (218 p. 16): “Mares should be managed so that they are in a suitable 
body condition at the time of breeding and foaling.  A body score of 3 to 4 is recommended.”  
However, the scoring of body condition might be considered subjective because of poor inter-
judge reliability.  Additionally, the acceptable body score may depend upon the breed under 
consideration and upon the mare’s circumstances.  A score of 2 may be acceptable to Section A 
semi-feral breeders, dependent upon breeding history, available vegetation and the time of 
year.  The semi-feral mare normally loses weight in winter but gains weight in summer, for 
example.   
 
The Compendium further recommends (Reference 218 p. 17): “Foals should be observed 
regularly (at least daily) during the first month of life to ensure that they are adequately 
nourished and healthy.  If abnormalities are observed a Veterinary surgeon should be 
consulted.”  Pony Improvement Society foals are checked regularly – generally 3 times a week 
by appointed hill stewards, but not every day, because they cannot often be found.  It is an 
extremely difficult proposition to examine newly born semi-feral foals closely without 
disturbing the mother, who protects the foal.  Additionally, many grazing areas are expansive 
and some breeders might have difficulty in getting within several hundred metres of some 
mares. 
 
Pedigree foals within the Pony Improvement Scheme rarely exhibit any abnormalities (Table 
45; Section 21.1).  The limited scope of this report prevents the reporting of any abnormalities 
for: (a) registered semi-feral ponies on commons and on inbye land outside of the Improvement 
Scheme; (b) unregistered semi-feral ponies within conservation grazing programmes; (c) other 
unregistered semi-feral ponies on native heaths.  All registered semi-feral foals are raised 
outdoors and are weaned from four–six months of age.  The WPCS recommends, as part of the 
premium welfare scheme, that all foals be removed from the commons by 31st October, at age 
five–six months.  Pony Improvement Society foals are never weaned at less than 4 months of 
age unless a Veterinary surgeon so dictates. 
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21.7 Animal welfare guides in nature conservation 
 
 
21.7.1 Grazing Animals Project welfare guide  
 
Organisations that have established conservation grazing initiatives – the CCW, RSPB, NT, 
WWTs and others – have acquired semi-feral ponies that are suitable to graze low quality keep 
on extensive sites (Section 16).  In order to help ensure that the highest standards of animal 
welfare are practised, the GAP UK has published ‘A Guide to Animal Welfare in Nature 
Conservation Grazing’ for site managers who are “inexperienced in the management or care of 
livestock” (Reference 142 p. 2).  “Occasional incidents of poor animal husbandry on 
conservation sites” have highlighted a need to always pay proper attention to the requirements 
of livestock. 
 
The GAP recognises that “more consideration needs to be given to preventing animal welfare 
problems from arising rather than reacting to them after they have occurred” (Reference 142 p. 
2).  This view is shared by the Pony Improvement Societies, whose members generally 
exercise an exemplary standard of animal husbandry.  Recent adverse publicity for native pony 
breeders may be attributed to a minority of owners of usually unregistered ponies on commons 
(Section 21.9.2) but has affected official grazing programmes and accelerated the change in 
description of the Welsh Mountain pony from ‘feral’ to ‘semi-feral’ to accommodate animal 
welfare organisations. 
 
The GAP Guide provides important information that will allow land managers “to appreciate 
and implement the high standard of animal care … expected of them” when they manage 
wildlife sites with animal intervention.  It presents a range of guidelines that have relevance for 
semi-feral pony breeders in Wales, provides a clear starting point for PONT and raises 
questions about the possible content of a Welsh guide to equine welfare in nature conservation 
grazing.  A similar, but updated, guide might be produced by PONT to take into consideration 
peculiar circumstances in Wales, recent legislative changes, desirable outcomes for Welsh 
grazing schemes and welfare issues raised within this scoping report.  Several relevant issues 
discussed in the GAP Guide deserve further comment. 
 
 
21.7.1.1 Legal obligations to semi-feral ponies 
 
Statutory provisions that apply to domesticated animals also provide obligations for owners of 
semi-feral ponies (Sections 5.1.5, 21.7, 23.9, 23.12, 23.18, 23.19). 
 
 
21.7.1.2 Administrative requirements of recent legislative changes 
 
The GAP Guide was produced in 2001 and should be revised to include implications of recent 
legislative changes, notably the 2004 ‘GB Animal Health and Welfare Strategy’ and the 2005 
‘Horse Passport Regulations’.  PONT could eventually produce its own guide on animal 
welfare in nature conservation grazing within Wales, when reference should also be made to 
the 2006–7 ‘Welsh Animal Health and Welfare Strategy Action Plan’.  In view of recent 
legislative differences between England and Wales governing the description of equines as 
‘livestock’, a PONT guide might address the conditions under which equines used in Welsh 
land management programmes should, or should not, be considered to be ‘livestock’ and / or 
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‘farmed’ (Reference 142 p. 8), which conditions are discussed elsewhere within this report 
(Sections 12.5, 14.5, 23.11). 
 
  
21.7.1.3 Responsibilities of the keeper and responsibilities to others   
 
Guidelines that could be developed by PONT in association with breeders of Welsh Mountain 
ponies, might address: (i) the keeper’s competence, level of training and requirements for 
specialist husbandry training within extensive systems; (ii) pony handling; (iii) the availability 
of adequate resources; (iv) an animal health plan; (v) the ageing of surplus stock; (vi) assessing 
reaction to dogs.  Particularly, a coherent strategy to rehome, rather than destroy, ageing ponies 
and a strategy for specialist training of site managers, delivered by experienced breeders, are 
required. 
 
 
21.7.1.4 Risk assessment approach  
 
The Guide comprehensively describes how to appraise a grazing system using the risk 
assessment approach.  This involves determining whether the site requires grazing 
management, the proposed duration and timing of grazing, whether equines should be used, 
site infrastructure (stock containment, water supply etc.), the source of the grazing animals and 
whether the grazing animals should be breeding or non-breeding.  The questions of whether, 
and under what conditions, pony groups involved in grazing schemes outside of the Pony 
Improvement Scheme should be encouraged to breed in Wales, and whether only registered 
mares should breed, might be addressed by PONT and the WPCS at an early opportunity. 
 
 
21.7.1.5 Five freedoms  
 
The risk assessment approach is based upon five freedoms developed by the Farm Animal 
Welfare Council.  These are freedom: (1) from hunger and thirst; (2) from discomfort; (3) from 
pain, injury or disease; (4) to express normal behaviour; (5) from fear and distress.   
 
The GAP’s aim is “to prevent suffering which may occur when an animal fails to cope or has 
difficulty in coping with stresses because they are too severe, too complex or too prolonged” or 
“when an animal is prevented from taking any constructive action to control its own welfare” 
(Reference 142 p. 16). 
 
 
1. Freedom from hunger and thirst   
 
Food availability limitations, supplementary feeding and water are examined separately.  
Advice within the GAP Guide on hunger, winter weight loss, the practicalities of condition 
scoring, natural fluctuations in condition, very thin animals and the suitability of selected 
livestock for the proposed grazing system is applicable to Welsh semi-feral ponies.   
 
The condition scoring method applied to equines within the Guide (1 = a thin animal, 5 = 
excessively fat) is based upon guidelines from the BHS (Reference 142 pp. 78, 80).  Condition 
scoring allows the keeper to identify ponies “that may require supplementary feeding” and / or 
“removal from poor grazing.”   
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Whilst “there is a need for a standard, agreed method to be recognised for equines,” it may be 
inappropriate to interpret the Condition Score uniformly, regardless of whether the pony is 
extensively or more intensively bred.  For example, in extensive grazing situations semi-feral 
ponies may reach a score of 2 by late spring.  The target Condition Scores within the Guide – 
minimally 3.5 in the autumn for spring foaling mares and 2.5 at the end of the winter – “are 
useful target figures for all types of equine” (Reference 142 p. 79) but might be reappraised for 
Section A semi-feral ponies who live on commons throughout most or all of any year.  
“Comparison with domesticated horses may not be a suitable reference point for ponies that 
live in a semi-wild state,” for physiological and genetic reasons which have been enumerated 
(Reference 211 pp. 196–7).  The advice of the Veterinary surgeon and Welfare officer of the 
WPCS, in collaboration with Pony Improvement Society breeders, should be sought by PONT 
when determining a condition scoring guideline for registered semi-feral ponies.   
 
Feeding habits of semi-feral ponies, and the potentially harmful consequences of overfeeding 
or supplementary feeding for the pony’s optimal metabolism and health, for overstocking of 
ponies and for the degradation of habitats, deserve further critical analysis. 
 
The suitability of different pony types for conservation grazing, either in extensive or more 
intensive systems, requires urgent debate in Wales.  Most graziers would accept that ponies 
“should have strong and correct conformation to ensure the risks of injury or ill health are 
minimised” (Reference 142 p. 54).  Unfortunately, there is no universally accepted definition 
among registered and unregistered breeders of what constitutes ‘correct conformation’, and no 
formal agreement exists between registered semi-feral breeders and keepers who are involved 
in grazing primarily in support of biodiversity. 
 
 
2. Freedom from discomfort  
 
The need to provide an appropriate environment, including shelter and a comfortable resting 
area, could be further examined by PONT, emphasising the hardiness of semi-feral ponies, 
particularly their ability to outwinter.  
 
 
3. Freedom from pain, injury or disease   
 
Frequency of checking, poisonous plants, parasite control, injury and disease, foot care, 
handling facilities, transport and emergency arrangements are comprehensively addressed in 
the Guide.  The recommended frequency of checking – “at least once a week and preferably on 
a daily basis” – must consider the area and degree of inaccessibility of the site on Welsh 
commons.  Daily checking is often impractical with many semi-feral Welsh herds (Section 
21.5).  The type and area of the terrain, degree of accessibility of any herd and particularly the 
prevalent weather must be taken into consideration.  Procedures are needed to ensure that 
public observations of animal condition on all public access sites are reported immediately to 
keepers.   
 
Worming practices vary amongst semi-feral herds.  The use of Ivermectin that may directly or 
indirectly damage wildlife may be avoided (Reference 150 p. 23; Appendix 18: Powys).  
PONT could encourage relevant research that aims to provide clearer guidance governing the 
use of alternative, organic, worming treatments.  A PONT guide should also describe recently 
changed regulations governing the handling and movement of diseased stock.  The reduction of 
injury risk from traffic accidents must be comprehensively addressed on some Welsh commons 
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and elsewhere.  Research to identify semi-feral pony bloodlines that are less susceptible to 
rapid hoof growth is needed alongside the GAP’s recommended long-term monitoring of hoof 
condition. 
 
 
4. Freedom to express normal behaviour   
 
What constitutes the provision of sufficient space and proper facilities, ‘own kind’ company 
and breeding opportunities requires debate within Wales.  Agreement amongst breeders is 
desirable governing whether, to what extent and under what conditions the setting up of 
breeding herds of semi-feral ponies outside of the Pony Improvement Societies is justifiable 
and necessary.  Similarly, consensus must be sought defining what constitutes a healthy semi-
feral sub-population and a well-balanced social structure within and amongst Welsh herds, and 
the earliest age or level of maturity at which ponies should be used for conservation grazing. 
 
 
5. Freedom from fear and distress 
 
Indicators of fear and distress, consequences of handling and transport, the need to prevent 
mental and physical suffering and the concept of a ‘home range’ are defined by the GAP and 
are worthy of more detailed interpretation by PONT with respect to Welsh semi-feral ponies. 
 
 
21.7.2 British Horse Society Code of Practice 
 
The BHS and the former Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF) have produced 
codes of practices for animal welfare.  Some aspects of those guidelines deserve comment with 
reference to semi-feral ponies being used for conservation grazing programmes in Wales. 
 
The BHS ‘Code of Practice: The Welfare of Horses, Ponies and Donkeys used for 
Conservation Grazing’ contains additional observations of concern that might be visited in any 
new PONT guide to animal welfare (Reference 283): 
 

1. The code notes: “On a number of occasions it appears that the prime consideration has 
been the flora, birds and invertebrate life, with scant attention being paid to the 
welfare of the animals used to graze land.”  It recognises the maxim that the welfare 
of the equine grazer must always be as important as the species that the grazing 
programme is attempting to protect 

 
2. Native ponies are hardier than other equines (Section 15.3) because: (a) they have 

thicker coats that keep them warmer and drier and therefore healthier in winter; (b) 
they are less prone to disease, accidents and unsoundness, therefore requiring less 
supervision and less supplementary feeding in winter. 

 
3. There are some British semi-feral pony breeds “that run out throughout the year on 

their native heath…  Ponies may be unbroken or broken, handled or unhandled, but 
never wild” (p. 2). 

 
4. Ponies used for conservation grazing should have a “strong and correct conformation” 

particularly of tooth, jaw and coat whorl pattern, which should be “regular” (p. 2).  To 
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that list might in future be added the need for correct hoof conformation in Welsh 
mountain ponies (Section 15.3, 15.7.1, 21.9.4). 

 
5. Many unregistered semi-feral ponies may be “suitable for the purpose of conservation 

grazing” but ponies that demonstrate “either the grazing capability of, or close 
relationship to” the Section A semi-feral pony “are most likely to be successful.”  This 
observation further highlights the need to document precisely the grazing capability of 
registered semi-feral ponies. 

 
6. The BHS belief that all equines should be “managed as domestic animals” is not 

shared by all graziers.  As has been emphasised elsewhere within this scoping report, 
there is justification for considering semi-feral Welsh Mountain and Welsh mountain 
ponies to be ‘semi-wild’ or ‘semi-domesticated’ and for husbandry practices to reflect 
agreed differences between these ponies and ‘domesticated’ equines. 

 
7. Whether supervisors of semi-feral ponies should be both trained and experienced, 

rather than “trained or experienced” requires deliberation. 
 

8. The removal from the grazing site and rehabilitation of any pony that falls below an 
accepted Condition Score of 2 is recommended by the BHS.  This operating principle 
differs from that within the GAP UK’s ‘A Guide to Animal Welfare in Nature 
Conservation Grazing’, and is in partial agreement with the recommendation of this 
report (Section 21.6), emphasising a need to reconsider this issue. 

 
9. The Code of Practice argues that the belief that there is no need to dose extensively 

grazing equines against helminth parasites “is not only bad husbandry, but is 
deliberate negligence of veterinary care” (p. 5).  Clear PONT guidelines for Welsh 
breeders and graziers, based upon an examination of all available evidence, are 
required.  

 
10. Whilst it is appropriate for all semi-feral ponies to “receive trimming for overgrown or 

misshapen feet” (p. 5), there is a need to investigate whether, or not, excessive 
trimming is required in some Welsh mountain ponies simply because they are 
exhibiting a conformational defect. 

 
11. The minimum age for using semi-feral foals for conservation grazing is considered to 

be “five months unless they are running with their dams”  (p. 5).  Confirmation of this 
principle must be sought by PONT from registered breeders, since this age is 
considered too young by many registered breeders. 

 
 
21.7.3 The WPCS guide 
 
In 1992, the WPCS published ‘Welsh ponies and cobs: a guide to their purchase, care and 
management’ (Reference 361).  This guide serves as a useful reference but should now be 
updated, in consultation with PONT and the Pony Improvement Societies, to provide specific 
guidance to WPCS members on the care and management of semi-feral ponies used in 
conservation grazing. 
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21.8 Markets, sales and fairs 
 
 
The welfare of semi-feral ponies at markets and sales deserves special consideration.  Any 
PONT animal welfare guide might pay particular attention to Government advice on transport, 
which ponies may not be allowed in markets, responsibilities of market handlers, methods of 
control and handling, penning and accommodation arrangements, feeding and watering, sale 
rings, facilities and general conduct of pony sales (Reference 193).  Particularly, special 
procedures for caring for semi-feral ponies that are unused to handling are required. 
 
 
21.9 Sanctuaries and rescue and rehabilitation centres in Wales 
 
 
21.9.1 Redwings Horse Sanctuary 
 
The WPCS Veterinary surgeon has noted that “overgrazing by sheep and ponies” is a welfare 
issue of concern on some hills (Reference 201).  Sanctuaries such as Redwings, and rescue and 
rehabilitation centres such as the SWHP and the RSPCA take in welfare cases (Reference 73).  
Redwings Horse Sanctuary, founded in 1984, is the largest horse sanctuary in the UK.  It also 
aims to relieve the suffering of horses, ponies and donkeys by guiding and educating the 
public.   
 
 
21.9.2 Gelligaer and Merthyr Tydfil Commons report 
 
In 2003, Redwings published ‘The Gelligaer and Merthyr Tydfil Commons, South Wales: A 
Report on the Welfare of the Commons’ Equines’ to address welfare concerns over abandoned 
ponies on those commons (Reference 413).  Conditions on many, though not all, of the 
highlighted commons have improved considerably at June 2006 (Reference 73): “There is still 
anecdotal evidence of ponies being placed on the commons by people with no rights to graze 
the commons, either through commoners’ rights or via properly set up grazier groups.  There is 
also evidence that, despite wardens being asked to monitor and deal with the welfare of 
animals on some commons, they were not being effective in this role.  This is therefore an 
issue about enforcement and compliance with local rules and policies.  The failure undermines 
the genuine efforts being made by some legitimate graziers / breeders / commoners to work 
with some of the welfare groups to ensure the welfare of equines on the hills and commons is 
being protected.”   
 
The 2003 report is examined here because of the considerable and important implications for 
the welfare of registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies on hills and commons throughout 
Wales.   
 
 
21.9.2.1 Summary of problems 
 
Upon visiting the commons in January and February 2003, “several equines were … in a 
suffering state and were seized under veterinary advice and taken into the care of dedicated 
equine facilities” (Reference 413 paragraph 1.4).  At the time of the survey several factors were 
thought to prevent many equines from scavenging enough nutrient to retain good health 
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through the winter on the exposed commons, including overgrazing, poor quality soil, 
insufficient grazing, inadequate access to uncontaminated water and inadequate shelter from 
the sun and prevailing winds.  Poor teeth, worm infestations, foot deformities and lameness, 
weight loss and suffering during the gathering of the ponies were attributed to the failure of 
owners to provide “preventative and therapeutic intervention.”  Welfare organisations were 
“forced into providing supplementary feeding” (Reference 413 paragraph 3.4).  Additionally 
there was a “significant risk of injury and illness” from industrial, domestic and appliances 
waste.     
 
 
21.9.2.2 Equine types 
 
Equine types on the commons were described as “consisting of Welsh Mountain Ponies, cross-
bred Welsh Mountain Ponies and equines of indeterminate breeding, the latter often having 
strong thoroughbred and other horse breed characteristics” (Reference 413 paragraph 3.3.1).  
Indeterminate-breed animals made up “a large proportion of the population” of 253 ponies on 
approximately 7,000 acres and were “generally not suited to this existence.”  Many ponies 
were not of “true Welsh breeding.”   
 
 
21.9.2.3 Seasonal variation in animal condition 
 
The report suggests that commoners allow the ponies to be underweight because of the threat 
of laminitis in spring and agrees, “in principal this is a sound argument.”  The report adds, “it is 
only desirable for animals to be slightly underweight, and for this to occur towards the very 
end of winter” and “it is not acceptable to have an animal suffering from emaciation and 
hypothermia in anticipation of good grazing some months into the future.”  On the commons, 
“there is no consensus of opinion on what constitutes a thin animal and what is an acceptable 
degree of weight loss for a particular time of year” (Reference 413 paragraph 3.6.1).  The 
report recommends that there needs to be an agreed standard.     
 
The report comments that the commons ponies are owned and are therefore not wild or ‘feral’, 
although “some are living wild because their owners have abandoned them.”  It is also argued 
that pony owners should exercise “the same duty of care towards these animals as an owner of 
a non semi-feral horse” (Reference 413 paragraph 4.1.1).     
 
 
21.9.2.4 Uncontrolled breeding  
.   
The report contends that, because foals were not removed annually from the commons and 
because unregistered stallions had uncontrolled access and could therefore breed 
indiscriminately, there was considerable interbreeding, with observable concomitant 
conformational defects.  The report continues (Reference 413 paragraph 4.3.4): “It will require 
a massive effort to separate the true Welsh ponies from other ponies on the commons in order 
for future breeding to produce quality Welsh ponies.”  
 
 
21.9.2.5 Gelligaer and Merthyr Tydfil Commons report recommendations 
 
It was suggested that incentives under the WPCS scheme to encourage quality stallions “should 
be awarded again when the commons are restocked with approved animals.”  Additionally, 



 275

“greater transparency of the records” of registration and easier identification of ponies was 
requested.  This would “enable welfare agencies to notify legitimate owners in the event that a 
suffering horse has to be removed from the common” and “where the animals are not at a stage 
of unnecessary suffering … so that they (i.e. the owners) can take the necessary action to 
restore the animals to health” (Reference 413 paragraph 5.4). 
 
Increased dialogue between commoners’ associations and welfare agencies was considered 
essential (Reference 413 p. 6.2): “The commoners need to unite with the associations and make 
clear their intentions for the ponies they own and keep on the commons.  Only then can a 
proper plan of action which is understood by all interested parties be put into place.”  Animal 
welfare agencies would “continue to intervene” if ponies “fail to receive proper care.” 
 
As a result of the survey Redwings recommended: (i) an immediate round-up; (ii) removal of 
equines without identified legal owners; (iii) appropriate care for sick and emaciated animals; 
(iv) agreement to graze stallions only during a limited, defined breeding season; (v) allowing 
onto commons only (a) approved ‘Welsh pony’ stallions, (b) non-stallion ponies that can cope 
“by virtue of their Welsh pony blood;” (vi) voluntary or enforced adjustment of pony numbers 
to meet an agreed sustainability level; (vii) confirmation of the number of legitimate grazing 
rights and the persons with commoners’ rights; (viii) an agreed facility for holding and care of 
ponies removed for welfare reasons; (ix) a facility to gather herds safely with minimal stress; 
(x) breed society involvement in an agreed code of practice between welfare agencies and the 
commoners’ associations; (xi) the empowerment of commoners’ associations by owners to 
enforce the code of practice. 
 
 
21.9.3 Implications of the Gelligaer and Merthyr Tydfil Commons report  
 

1. It is unclear and uncertain whether what are described as “Welsh Mountain Ponies” 
within the report are Section A Welsh Mountain ponies or are unregistered Welsh 
mountain ponies or are both types, a distinction that is necessary if blame is not to be 
wrongly apportioned to registered breeders.  The term ‘Welsh pony’ is also used 
within the report and appears to refer to the Section A semi-feral pony.  However, 
‘Welsh pony’ is used by the WPCS to describe registered Section B ponies (Reference 
382), which may lead to confusion over breed identification.  In any report on animal 
welfare issues care should be taken to clearly define the breed, breed sub-population, 
unregistered population or unregistered sub-population under consideration. 

 
2. Although it was not assumed that the ponies of concern to Redwings Horse Sanctuary 

belonged to commoners with a right to graze on Gelligaer and Merthyr Tydfil 
commons, the report infers that no commons ponies were receiving the routine 
intervention they required.  There was no evidence presented that any Section A semi-
feral pony “fell short of the higher standards” recommended.  It has been 
independently stated that (Reference 304): “The hill-type pony is unique. …  It can 
survive all year round on the hills on very little fare, … which doesn’t mean it doesn’t 
need welfare.  Most hill breeders are very efficient with welfare.  Pony Improvement 
Society breeders abide by welfare regulations laid down by the WPCS.” 

 
3. Any agreed standard on what constitutes an acceptable weight and condition could 

extend to all commons across Wales.  The standard must be seasonally defined, and 
may not be exactly similar for all types of ponies on commons, since true native 
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ponies have hardier constitutions (Reference 12):  “A better definition is needed for 
native ponies.”   

 
4. A better test of ‘feral’ in the context of Gelligaer and Merthyr Tydfil Commons might 

have been whether the ponies were subject to routine handling and whether they had 
been born to feral parents over two generations.  It may be argued that ‘rewilding’ had 
taken place to some extent, an unacceptable situation on welfare grounds on these 
commons.   

 
5. Regulations are already in place to control pony breeding on Welsh commons.  The 

1908 Commons Act (References 228, 287) exists to prevent ‘undesirable’ stallions of 
unacceptable breeding covering semi-feral mares (Section 7.2).  Commoners’ 
associations should be encouraged to enforce the Act to ensure that only approved 
Section A semi-feral stallions are used on Gelligaer and Merthyr Tydfil Commons.  
Additionally, Pony Improvement Societies already limit the grazing of stallions to a 
pre-defined breeding season in agreement with fellow commoners on commons within 
the WPCS scheme.  This approach is to be recommended to other commons 
throughout Wales.  The optimal stocking level of ponies on the commons to ensure 
sustainability is best decided by agreement amongst members of commoners’ 
associations. 

 
6. Improvements on Gelligaer and Merthyr Tydfil Commons were reported in the winter 

of 2003–4.  Redwings Horse Sanctuary comments in 2006 (Reference 408): “The 
findings of the report were contemporaneous and there have been huge improvements 
in the general standards of the ponies kept on the commons today.  In particular, a 
court case taken by the RSPCA … in 2004 … was an important turning point.  The 
success of the case … effectively closed the loophole by which consistently negligent 
commoners had escaped prosecution.”  It adds: “The efforts of (the SWHP and) 
Redwings has sent a clear message to commoners that neglect and overgrazing are no 
longer viable.  There are still many … ponies who cannot cope on the commons and 
who require … intervention … but in general the ponies on the commons are 
benefiting from the highest standard of welfare that has been seen … for many years.”   

 
7. Liaison of Redwings and other welfare organisations with the WPCS, with Pony 

Improvement Societies and with PONT is essential to ensure that consensus is reached 
on all welfare practices regarding semi-feral ponies.  Formulated policies should be 
formulated by, and be acceptable to, registered breeders.  PONT is the preferred leader 
in discussions on semi-feral animal welfare. 

 
 
21.9.4 The Society for the Welfare of Horses and Ponies 
 
The SWHP is active in rescuing animals from Gelligaer and Merthyr Tydfil Commons and 
other South Wales commons.  Many of this Society’s interventions do not stem from 
intentional neglect.  They arise “from a lack of knowledge or the owners falling into financial 
difficulties, rather than pure cruelty” (References 28, 30, 200, 203, 204, 300).  The SWHP has 
recently stated specific requirements “for the well being … of the Welsh pony” (Reference 
297).  These are examined here:  
  

1. “The licensing of all stallions by the WPCS.”   
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All WPCS registered stallions are licensed according to WPCS regulations.  If all 
commoners’ associations can be persuaded to follow the principles of the 1908 
Commons Act, unlicensed stallions on commons would cease.  It is anticipated that, 
now that the ‘Commons Act 2006’ is in place, statutory commons councils might be 
able to implement more easily the 1908 Act to ensure that only licensed stallions run 
on commons. 

 
2. “All ponies (to be) taken off the mountain in winter.”   

 
The SWHP contends that this “is an ideal world” scenario.  However, the WPCS, 
Pony Improvement Societies, breeders of registered semi-feral ponies, many breeders 
of unregistered semi-feral ponies and many involved in wildlife conservation 
programmes would disagree that such a situation would be optimal for the breed or for 
wildlife.  One condition of the HBLB grant is that registered ponies should live in a 
semi-feral state throughout the year.   

 
3. Effects of a ‘winter clearance’ from the hills and commons in Wales would be 

undesirable and unpredictable because: 
 

(i) The breed sub-population could no longer be described as truly semi-feral. 
 
(ii) Traditionally, this population has lived throughout the year on extensive 

mountain and moorland habitats and has evolved to cope with Wales’ winter 
climatic conditions. 

 
(iii) Characteristics that define the hill pony’s hardiness (and the marsh pony’s 

hardiness) are partly induced by the environment and could be irretrievably lost.  
 

(iv) Positive effects of winter grazing for upland (and lowland) biodiversity are 
largely unknown.  Little research has attempted to identify deleterious effects 
upon vegetations and ecosystems of winter removal of Welsh Mountain ponies. 

 
(v) The unavailability and cost of alternative winter grazing at a lower altitude 

could threaten the survival of several upland herds and the consequent 
sustainability of the population of Section A semi-feral ponies. 

 
(vi) The grazing preferences of semi-feral ponies could be adversely altered, 

reducing the options to land managers to successfully use these ponies in the 
widest variety of specific habitat management regimes.  This environmental 
effect may be defined as ‘grazing preference stripping’ or ‘environmental asset 
stripping’. 

 
(vii) Intensive winter grazing at a lower altitude will require additional 

supplementary feeding and may increase routine husbandry, illnesses and the 
need for veterinary intervention. 

 
4. It may be argued that, apart from registered semi-feral ponies, only Welsh mountain 

semi-feral ponies that might be considered to be pure-bred, i.e. animals that possess 
the genetic hardiness and other genotypic and phenotypic characteristics of the Welsh 
Mountain pony, should be allowed to graze throughout the year on Welsh commons 
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and hillsides.  Welsh Unitary Authorities might encourage breeders of cross-bred 
ponies to follow this proposal. 

 
5. Relevant welfare issues have been reported for other Wales commons, including the 

Gower commons (Reference 409):  “Welfare organisations have claimed that keeping 
ponies on the tidal marshes is cruel, and have brought pressure to bare to remove 
ponies from the marsh.  The commoners claim that the stock that get into trouble are 
introduced and are not marsh bred and that the true marsh ponies have adapted to the 
harsh environment and are quite happy.  This issue could cause problems for the 
continued existence of the marsh ponies as a distinct type.” 

 
6. “Stallions should not be allowed to run with the mares as this leads to foals being born 

all year round.”   
 

Pony Improvement Society stallions are allowed to run with mares only at specified 
times during spring and summer, preventing this situation from arising (Section 7.4).  
If all stallions on commons were WPCS-licensed stallions, all foals would likely be 
born in spring.  If commoners’ associations cannot be persuaded to enforce the 1908 
Commons Act, Unitary Authorities might consider an alternative action to persuade, 
or alternatively coerce, all commons graziers to allow stallions to run on commons 
only at times prescribed by the Pony Improvement Societies. 

 
7. “Colts are castrated rather than leaving them out with the stallions.”   

 
Pony Improvement Societies remove all colts from the hill by 31st October each year.  
A similar practice should be followed for unregistered colts.  Alternatively, 
commoners’ associations might be persuaded by Unitary Authorities to insist that 
graziers castrate selected colts to prevent inbreeding and unwanted crosses / progeny. 

 
8. “All commoners should be encouraged to carry out regular worming and a foot 

programme for ponies.”   
 

Section A semi-feral ponies require only minimal foot care.  A parasite treatment 
programme is carried out by almost all breeders of Welsh Mountain and Welsh 
mountain semi-feral ponies.  However, the “frequency of worming may depend upon 
the stocking density and consequent intensity of ground fouling” (Reference 211 p. 
124).  Future research is needed to examine the degree of variability of worming 
frequency amongst herds.  Worming programmes may require funding, perhaps from 
PONT (Section 18.2), to ensure that all semi-feral ponies receive appropriate 
treatment. 

 
9. Although registered breeders regularly monitor hoof condition, the Pony Improvement 

Societies Secretary believes that a foot programme is not generally needed for Section 
A semi-feral ponies running on commons and other unimproved ground.  However, 
more regular hoof trimming and other foot treatment of unregistered ponies that do 
not possess the native pony’s characteristic blue horn hoof may be essential and 
should be part of regular husbandry practice.  
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21.9.5  RSPCA involvement with Welsh commons 
 
The author has been unable to determine, within the constraints of this scoping report, how 
many other Welsh commons have experienced similar problems to those reported for Gelligaer 
and Merthyr Commons.  However, the RSPCA were involved with cases of equine neglect on 
several commons in 2005 (Ref: 255): “The RSPCA has been involved in cases of serious 
neglect with regards to equines on the South Wales commons for several years.  This has 
included Tredegar & Llangynidr Commons as well as Merthyr & Gelligaer Commons.  In most 
cases the owners cannot be traced and it is not known whether the ponies are of a registered 
breed.  The RSPCA would welcome any initiative which aims to improve the welfare and 
traceability of equines grazed on common land.”   
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Section 22 

 
 

22. Cultural heritage  
 
 
Heritage refers not only to the “monumental remains of cultures, but … includes the intangible, 
ethnographic or industrial heritage … reflecting living culture every bit as much as that of the 
past” (Reference 315).  “Culture includes everything that people make or do, and heritage 
comprises everything that was done or thought in the past and which remains today” 
(Reference 15 p. 22).  The Welsh Mountain pony is Wales’ only indigenous native pony.  It 
represents considerable cultural heritage, is a part of the historic environment and is a potential 
tourist attraction. 
 
 
22.1 Historical uses of the Section A semi-feral pony 
 
 
The earliest history of the Welsh Mountain pony defines the breed’s place in the Welsh 
landscape (Section 5.3).  To appreciate the cultural worth of the Welsh Mountain pony to 
Wales, some of the breed’s uses within the last century are summarised. 
  
In 1904 maintaining a herd of Welsh Mountain ponies was, apparently, profitable (Reference 
348 p. xx): “I maintain that if a herd of Welsh ponies is properly cared for it will pay the owner 
quite as well, if not better, than his sheep; wool at its present price has lessened the value of all 
hill sheep, and a four-year-old wether in these days is no longer sought after.  A sheep requires 
more attention than a pony.  The latter does not get flyblown or rotten.  It will live on land 
where a sheep will starve or get rotten.  Keep it well in the spring, and when three years old it 
will realise you £10 or £12, if not more, and a good one costs no more to keep than a bad one.  
May I therefore say in all earnestness to any hill farmers … to take him to your heart and 
register your best specimens in these volumes.  Thus you will be doing a service to yourself as 
well as to your country.” 
 
“In the 1910s one the biggest buyers of ponies from the Welsh was the northern coalfields – 
Nottinghamshire, Lancashire and Yorkshire” (Reference 202).  Ponies were shipped from 
Brecon by train.  There was a brisk trade reported for coal pit ponies in 1918–1920 (Reference 
68 pp. 44, 50).  However, by the late 1920s, Welsh Mountain breeding stock was not worth a 
great deal due to poor demand.  Ponies were no longer required in large numbers for harness 
jobs – drawing trade vehicles, hauling mining loads, working on farms and delivering the post 
(Reference 174).  Simultaneously, interest in mountain ponies as children’s riding ponies, 
either in the pure state or as foundations from which to breed a larger riding pony, was 
increasing (Reference 68 p. 71): “The better prices were paid only for finished and reliable 
children’s riding ponies … ready to go into immediate work.”  Some purchasers considered 
appearance more important than strength and bone conformation.   
 
The WPCS Council “could not close their eyes to the ever-growing interest in children’s and 
other riding ponies” (Reference 357 p. 3).  This change in emphasis led, at the AGM of the 



 281

WPCS in 1932, to a decision to rearrange the sections of the stud-book to make provision for 
smaller riding ponies: “Section B: Ponies of Riding Type, not exceeding 13.2 hands high” 
(Reference 357 p. 3).  The first two stallions in the new Section B – Tanybwlch Berwyn (by a 
Barb stallion) and Craven Cyrus (by the son of a Polish Arab) – were of eastern blood 
(Reference 68 p. 77, 405).  It is important to note that, pre-1932, both stallions had been in the 
same section as Cob-type stallions and that both stallions also “figure largely in the ancestry of 
several influential Section A … sires and dams” (Reference 405). 
  
Today it still is true that “these (Section A) ponies are natural jumpers, fleet of foot; they are an 
ideal mount and companion, making them the perfect pony for leisure” (Reference 164).  
Nevertheless, in 2006 the semi-feral pony’s hereditary and grazing characteristics should be 
recognised as perhaps its most marketable assets.   
 
 
22.2 Cultural heritage within Welsh national parks 
 
 
Wales’ cultural heritage is reflected in the past uses of the Welsh Mountain pony within and in 
the proximity of national parks as: (1) saddle ponies; (2) pit ponies; (3) pack ponies (carrying 
peat, farm produce etc.); (4) draft ponies for smallholders; (5) stock to help develop Hackney 
and Polo ponies.  Moreover, in 2006 ecologically sound grazing within national parks will 
require the assistance of the Welsh Mountain pony and Welsh Mountain pony breeder.     
 
 
22.3 Management Plans of the Welsh National Park Authorities 
 
 
The SNPA ‘National Park Management Plan’ (NPMP) is presently being formulated.  
Implementation of the vision and some policies outlined within the current PCNPA and 
BBNPA NPMPs requires conservation strategies for, and involving, Welsh Mountain semi-
feral ponies.  Welsh NPMPs should formally recognise the historical heritage, tourism and 
genetic values of these ponies, in addition to their importance for biodiversity management.  
 
 
22.3.1 Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Management Plan 2003–7  
 
Several identified NPMP polices (Reference 231, pp. 6, 7, 9, 17) suggest a need to formally 
protect the semi-feral Welsh Mountain pony as a cultural heritage asset within the park: 
 

1. “Promotion of a sustainable approach to the management … and development of the 
Pembrokeshire Coastal Zone.” 

2. “Conservation and enhancement of the agricultural base … (and) … tourism product.” 
3. “Protection of the cultural value and utility of historic properties.” 
4. Promotion of “sustainable land management." 

 
 
22.3.2 Brecon Beacons National Park Management Plan 2000–5  
 
Numerous NPMP polices (Reference 15) justify a need for formal protection, through the 
NPMP, of the semi-feral Welsh Mountain pony as a cultural heritage asset within the BBNP: 
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1. “Common land and moorland to remain … extensive in character, managed to 

maintain grazing, increase the diversity of vegetation and wildlife habitats …” (p. 7). 
2. “The traditional pattern of farmed land and its … historic features and varied habitats 

to remain …” (p. 7) 
3. “A sustainable tourist industry to be fostered, contributing to public enjoyment …” (p. 

7). 
4. “Links between landscape, biodiversity, history and culture are important …” (p. 8). 
5. “Involvement in the conservation of past ways of life” (p. 17). 
6. “A holistic view of the Park’s historic landscape and the strategies for conserving and 

interpreting it” (p. 19). 
7. “The need for greater awareness of landscape history” (p. 19). 
8. “Conservation and enhancement of the Park’s cultural heritage” (p. 22). 
9. “Sustainability implies that the heritage of the past should be conserved and handed 

down as far as is possible” (p. 22). 
10. “Develop the ways in which it (i.e. the BBNPA) works with others to conserve and 

enhance culture and tradition in the Park” (p. 22). 
11. “Methods for raising awareness of sustainability issues … should be promoted” (p. 

36). 
12. “Strong (tourism) links with agriculture … can be developed to mutual benefit” (p. 

38). 
13.  “The need for signposting and information boards” (p. 39). 
14. “Farming practices should support and enhance biodiversity and landscape beauty, 

while providing a good living on family farms …” (p. 46). 
15. “Create the opportunity for mutually beneficial cooperation between the NPA and 

commoners” (p. 47). 
16. “Actively supporting agriculture … through tourism initiatives” (p. 47). 
17. “Supporting economic well being of the Park’s communities” (p. 52). 

 
There is no reference to the heritage, historical, tourist, genetic or conservation values of the 
Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony within the NPMPs of either the BBNPA or the PCNPA, 
which omission might be addressed through consultations with interested organisations, 
visitors and local people who could help to determine any revised vision (References 15, 231).  
The value of keeping Welsh Mountain ponies within the Welsh national parks does not appear 
to have been formally appraised or recognised within those plans.  There is no reference to the 
use of the breed as an essential grazing animal within Wales to help “enhance the landscape, 
nature, conservation, historic and agricultural value of common land by sustainable 
management” (Reference 15 p. 15).   
 
The semi-feral pony could be viewed as an element to be conserved as an indispensable “link 
between landscape, biodiversity, history and culture” (Reference 15 p. 8).  NPMPs might take 
into account the means of achieving any objective if those means are limited and in danger of 
disappearing, perhaps rendering that objective impossible to achieve in the optimal manner.  
The BBNPA envisages that its future role will be to support breeders who are taking leading 
roles in attempting to conserve the breed, e.g. by promoting a new role for the breed as the 
preferred equine in conservation grazing.  
 
The Brecon Beacons NPMP is under review, although policies for conservation grazing have 
not yet been developed (Reference 105): “The development of suitable grazing initiatives to 
maintain habitats and therefore landscape character will be recognised within the plan.  
Whether these (policies) will be expressly stated within the NPMP or will be referred to by 
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integrating the ‘Local Biodiversity Action Plan’ (LBAP) into the NPMP has yet to be 
considered.  However, it is important that conservation grazing becomes a key issue within the 
NP, to ensure the long-term sustainable management of habitat and landscape features.” 
 
 
22.4 Biodiversity Action Plans of the Welsh National Park 

Authorities 
 
 
Implementation of nature conservation policies outlined in NPMPs will require precise 
conservation grazing strategies utilising indigenous breeds.  Park ecologists recognise that agri-
environment schemes will become increasingly valuable.  However, CAP reform may cause 
the reduction of sheep flocks and fewer farmers may consequently be available to participate in 
such schemes.  Those schemes that are able to utilise semi-feral ponies could partly 
compensate for the effect of reduced sheep stocking levels if more farmer-breeders of 
registered semi-feral ponies can be encouraged to participate in agri-environment schemes or to 
breed additional ponies for such schemes, and if more young graziers can be persuaded to 
begin breeding registered ponies.  The need to conserve native breed genetic stock is also 
becoming increasingly apparent (Section 9.1.2).   
 
The PCNPA has no customised national park LBAP but adheres to the LBAP produced jointly 
with the Pembrokeshire Unitary Authority (Section 22.5).  Within the LBAPs of the SNPA and 
the BBNPA, there is no reference to the role of the Welsh Mountain pony in the optimal 
management of biodiversity within those parks, or to the importance of conserving the breed’s 
genetic diversity (References 16, 270), although these omissions are being addressed 
(References 4, 105, 264):  
 

1. “Snowdonia National Park Authority’s current Park Management Plan and Biodiversity 
Action Plan do not refer to the management of the mountain ponies, nor to their benefit, 
through grazing, to the biodiversity of the upland areas.  This should be reconsidered in 
the review of both documents.” 

 
2. “(There are) future plans to include policies / actions relating to promoting and 

supporting local grazing schemes and the conservation grazing work of PONT within 
the Brecon Beacons National Park Management Plan and Local Biodiversity Action 
Plan.” 

 
 
22.4.1 BBNPA Local Biodiversity Action Plan Review 
 
Although LBAPs are not prescriptive documents, the BBNPA could consider the inclusion of 
reference to conservation grazing in its revised LBAP, to be released in late 2006.  Since the 
first LBAP was published in 2001, uplands habitat quality has remained in unfavourable 
condition for several reasons.  These include (Reference 264): “a decline in mixed grazing, the 
historic rise in sheep stocking in response to the introduction of headage payments, the decline 
in integrated hill management (in particular controlled burning) leading to a mixture of 
undergrazed and impenetrable heather and overgrazed and trampled grass and heather, all 
affected by bracken infestation.  Now, following the cessation of headage payments, we may 
witness the further decline of mixed grazing if upland cattle herds disappear.” 
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The aim of the revised plan is to “encourage the recovery of extent and quality of (semi-
natural) habitats… in line with the review of the UK LBAPs in 2006” (Reference 264).  
However, as has been previously discussed, whether suitable livestock will be available to 
achieve desired benefits is doubtful in view of the decline in traditional upland farming 
(Section 12). 
 
The revised LBAP will state how “favourable management for semi-natural habitats” will 
require “the use of suitable livestock to create the required grassland structure and control 
gorse, bracken, scrub and purple moor-grass” (References 105, 264).  It will also “reflect the 
need to encourage, facilitate and promote the use of suitable livestock” and could represent 
‘best practice’ that will be applicable, in differing degree, to all LBAPs in Wales (Section 
22.5).    
 
“A key aim will be promoting the return of Section A Welsh Mountain ponies to graze large 
areas of common land within the national park. …  These animals are particularly suitable and 
effective in providing for the sustainable and appropriate management of several priority 
habitats” (Reference 105).  The BBNPA recognises that success will depend upon partnerships 
with the commoners, with Section A semi-feral pony breeders and with other livestock owners, 
the CCW, the NT and the WWTs.  The support of the WPCS and PONT as facilitators must 
also be enlisted.  The BBNPA will also “strive to find ways to support the Pony Improvement 
Societies to continue to conserve and promote the breed”(Reference 261).  
 
The BBNPA has already identified actions that are likely to become part of the revised LBAP: 
 

• “Support of the PONT project.” 
• “Participation in the ‘Brecknock and Brecon Beacons Grazing Initiative’ (a LGS).”  
• “Grazing infrastructure improvements, e.g. fences, cattle grids and access to water, on 

NPA owned sites.” 
• “Promotion of the cultural and tourism aspects of traditional grazing management.” 
• “Promotion of good practice and the wildlife benefits to local residents and visitors 

where farmers and commoners are already grazing with appropriate livestock.” 
 
 
22.5 LBAPs of the Welsh Unitary Authorities 
 
 
22.5.1 Information collection procedure 
 
In order to determine whether the Welsh Mountain pony has been considered in implementing 
current LBAPs, the biodiversity officer / ecologist of each of 22 Welsh Unitary Authorities was 
contacted by telephone.  Each officer was asked the following four questions. 
 
In your LBAP is there any reference to: 
 

1. Conservation grazing or grazing for the management of wildlife? 
2. The use of ponies or horses in conservation grazing? 
3. The use of named Welsh native breed animals (e.g. sheep, cattle, ponies, goats) in 

conservation grazing? 
4. The use of the Welsh Mountain pony in conservation grazing or for the management 

of wildlife? 
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Respondents were asked to reply to these questions in writing.  This procedure ensured that the 
latest evidence, including any planned revisions of LBAPs, was taken into consideration. 
 
 
22.5.2 Observations 
 
Seventeen Welsh LBAPs were analysed (References 2, 26, 27, 29, 32, 56, 100, 101, 156, 158, 
173, 191, 192, 225, 260, 409, 410).  Findings of the mini survey indicated that: (i) all 17 
contain at least one reference to conservation grazing; (ii) only four refer to the use of ponies; 
(iii) only one refers to the use of at least one specific native breed animal; (iii) none refer to the 
use of Welsh Mountain ponies (Table 47).   
 
Edited comments from respondents are given in Appendix 18, and generally demonstrate that 
the beneficial effects of grazing Welsh Mountain ponies may not have been fully appreciated 
or considered in the formulation of the LBAPs, which are not prescriptive documents.  The 
advantages of grazing involving Welsh Mountain ponies and the genetic importance of this 
stock have begun to be understood only recently, after most LBAPs were adopted.  In any 
review of LBAPs, Unitary Authorities might consider recognising and formalising: (i) the use 
of named Welsh native breeds as a method of habitat management; (ii) the value of the Welsh 
Mountain pony in particular by recognising (a) its need to be conserved, (b) its potential 
importance as an asset to biodiversity maintenance and enhancement. 
 
 
Table 47:  References to conservation grazing in the LBAPs of 17 Welsh Unitary 

Authorities 
 

Table 47 notes: * = Refer to qualifying notes (Appendix 18).  # = Uncertain.   
 

 
Unitary Authority 

Refers to 
conservation

grazing? 

Refers to 
horses or 
ponies? 

Refers to specific 
native breed(s) 
(e.g. of sheep)? 

Refers to Welsh 
Mountain pony?

Caerphilly Yes* No No* No 
Carmarthenshire No No No No 

Cardiff Yes No No No 
Ceredigion Yes Yes No No 

Conwy Yes# No No No 
Denbighshire Yes No No No 

Gwynedd Yes No No No 
Merthyr Tydfil Yes No No No 
Monmouthshire Yes No No No 

Neath Port Talbot Yes Yes No No 
Newport Yes No No No 

Pembrokeshire Yes No No No 
Powys Yes Yes No No 

Rhondda Cynon Taff Yes Yes Yes No 
Swansea Yes No No No 
Torfaen No No No No 

Wrexham Yes No No No 
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Section 23 

 
 

23. Implications and Recommendations 
 
 
This scoping report has highlighted serious concerns about the status and future of the Welsh 
Mountain semi-feral pony in Wales and has identified strategies to help ensure the survival of 
this breed sub-population.  Additionally, the report has indicated that the registered semi-feral 
pony’s potential use in conservation grazing is intimately linked to impending decisions about 
the future and use of unregistered Welsh mountain ponies.   
 
Strategies that are implemented to ensure the survival of the registered semi-feral pony and its 
use in land management programmes in support of biodiversity should consider: 
 

1. Defining registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies in Wales. 
2. An action plan for registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies. 
3. Classification of the Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony. 
4. RBST classification of the Section A semi-feral pony 
5. Role of the Pony Improvement Scheme. 
6. A Welsh action plan for farm animal genetic resources. 
7. Population trend of the Section A semi-feral pony. 
8. Participation by breeders in agricultural support schemes. 
9. Participation by breeders in agri-environment schemes. 
10. Implications of existing and proposed common land legislation. 
11. Horse passport regulations. 
12. Animal Health and Welfare Strategy Action Plan 2006–7. 
13. Potential of the Section A semi-feral pony within conservation grazing schemes. 
14. Use of unregistered ponies within conservation grazing schemes. 
15. Implications for unregistered Carneddau ponies. 
16. Grazing schemes within Welsh national parks. 
17. A strategy for the horse industry in Wales. 
18. Health and welfare strategy for the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony. 
19. Role of ‘Grazing, Nature and Heritage GAP Wales’ – Pori Natur a Threftadaeth GAP 

Cymru (PONT). 
20. Value of the Section A semi-feral pony as cultural heritage. 
21. Utilisation of a local indigenous equine breed in Wales. 
22. Roles of the WPCS, CCW, NT and RSPB in conservation grazing schemes. 
23. Recommendations for future study and scientific research. 

 
 
23.1 Defining registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies in 

Wales 
 
 
23.1.1 Much confusion arises within the literature concerning the meanings of the 

descriptions ‘Welsh Mountain pony’, ‘Section A pony’ and ‘semi-feral pony’.  Such 
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confusion unnecessarily complicates many issues related to the status, welfare, well-
being and course of action to support each pony sub-population defined within this 
scoping report, leading to considerable misunderstanding.  All statutory and 
voluntary organisations involved in policy making might define clearly, in any 
discussion of ponies in Wales, the population, sub-population or group to which they 
are referring based upon the definitions presented in this report.   

 
23.1.2 The name ‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) pony’, sometimes abbreviated to ‘Welsh 

Mountain pony’, should be used only to describe a pony that is registered with the 
WPCS as a Section A pony through proof of pedigree.  Such a pony is described on 
the pony’s passport as ‘Welsh Mountain Pony (Section A)’.   

 
23.1.3 The name ‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony’ should be used to describe 

a semi-feral pony that is registered with the WPCS, i.e. a Section A semi-feral pony.  
This pony may also be correctly referred to as ‘Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony’.  If 
the semi-feral pony is within the WPCS Pony Improvement Scheme, the pony is 
presently described on the pony’s passport as ‘Welsh Mountain Pony (Section A) F’.  
This description should be changed immediately to ‘Welsh Mountain Pony (Section 
A) S’.  The pony may also be referred to as a registered semi-feral pony.  

 
23.1.4 A semi-feral pony that is not registered with the WPCS but which resembles, 

phenotypically, the Section A semi-feral pony should be correctly referred to as 
‘Welsh mountain pony’ or ‘Welsh mountain semi-feral pony’ and may be described 
on that pony’s passport only as either ‘Welsh mountain pony’ or ‘unverifiable 
breed’.  This pony may also be referred to as an unregistered semi-feral pony. 

 
23.1.5 A semi-feral pony that is not registered with the WPCS and which does not 

resemble, phenotypically, the Section A semi-feral pony should not be described as 
either ‘Welsh Mountain pony’ or ‘Welsh mountain pony’. 

 
23.1.6 Research is needed to determine the number, locations and grazing situations of 

ponies described as ‘unclassified’ in this report.  Particularly, any survey should 
address whether removal of such ponies from identified sites would adversely affect 
either biodiversity or the introduction of proposed conservation grazing schemes at 
any of those sites.  

 
 
23.2 An action plan for registered and unregistered semi-feral 

ponies 
 
 
23.2.1 Not all genetic resources are managed by native breed societies.  Some genetic stock 

of potential value to the genome of a breed may be managed privately by farmers, 
breeders, conservation officers, land managers etc. throughout Wales and the UK. 

 
23.2.2 Any Welsh and UK-wide action plan for FAnGR must consider native pony genetic 

resources: (a) that are recorded and managed by breed societies; (b) that are not 
presently recorded or managed by any breed society.   
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23.2.3 In Wales, with reference to this scoping report, relevant genetic resources may be 
defined as: (a) the Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony, (b) the Welsh 
mountain (unregistered) semi-feral pony. 

 
23.2.4 Any Welsh action plan for FAnGR should examine, as a priority, the genetic 

resource defined within this scoping report as the ‘Section A semi-feral pony’. 
 
23.2.5 The Welsh mountain pony is presently of undetermined genetic significance.  A 

Welsh action plan should examine the potential value of this population, if any, to 
genetic diversity and to the conservation of the Section A semi-feral ‘F’ pony. 

 
23.2.6 All registered and unregistered semi-feral herds residing in Wales should be 

identified at the earliest opportunity.   
 
23.2.7 There is a need to define the Welsh Mountain semi-feral ‘F’ pony more precisely 

than has hitherto been considered necessary by the WPCS, so that universally 
agreed, comprehensive and objective criteria constitute the breed sub-population 
description.   

 
23.2.8 Bloodlines within the registered semi-feral ‘F’ sub-population, within the registered 

semi-feral sub-population outside of the Pony Improvement Scheme and within the 
unregistered semi-feral population must be systematically described.  In defining 
differences between bloodlines, genetic variability within the Section A semi-feral 
‘F’ pony should not be restrictively perceived.  Precise strategies to avoid 
unintentional inbreeding and further genetic erosion of the breed sub-population are 
required. 

 
23.2.9 In 1908, the Section A ‘Arab-type’ and ‘Cob-type’ were recognised as distinct types 

of Welsh Mountain pony (Section 5.1.2).  Purposeful strategies are needed to ensure 
the long-term survival of both types. 

 
23.2.10 All unregistered semi-feral stock, should be comprehensively described.  No 

unregistered stock should be casually discarded.  For example, the removal of a 
stallion from a bloodline should be preceded by an appreciation of the consequences 
of such an action. 

 
23.2.11 Any unregistered semi-feral herds of Welsh origin, living within the UK but outside 

of Wales, are worthy of consideration as part of a national action plan because their 
genetic resource values remain not estimated.   

 
23.2.12 Recommendations made within this scoping report may have relevance for several 

other native pony breeds within the UK.  
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23.3 Classification of the Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral 
pony 

 
 
23.3.1 With reference to the ‘UK Country Report on Farm Animal Genetic Resources 

2000’, the population of Welsh Mountain ponies ‘at risk’ should be officially 
redefined as ‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral’. 

 
23.3.2 In any revision of the RBST Watchlist, the population described as the ‘Welsh 

Mountain (Section A)’ pony should be described as the ‘Welsh Mountain (Section 
A) semi-feral’ pony. 

 
 

(a) WPCS premium scheme for filly and colt foals 
 
23.3.3 For consistency of identification and for correct description of the breeding sub-

population, consideration should be given by the WPCS to immediately replacing 
the suffix ‘F’, indicating feral, with the suffix ‘S’, indicating semi-feral on each of 
the 73 semi-feral pony passports that presently carry the suffix ‘F’, on future semi-
feral stud-book entries and on the electronic core register. 

 
23.3.4 All ponies within the Pony Improvement Scheme that are not presently recognised 

with any ‘F’ suffix, including all premium and non-premium foals, youngstock, 
mares and stallions, should have their passports immediately amended by adding the 
proposed suffix ‘S’.  Additionally, it is desirable that the stud-book confirms the 
names of the whole sub-population of ‘F’ (proposed ‘S’) designated ponies in 2006 
and that the WPCS electronic register is updated.  

 
23.3.5 Filly and colt foals that are, in future, born and bred on commons and hills within the 

Pony Improvement Scheme should carry the identifier ‘S’ to indicate their semi-feral 
status.  If a foal receives a premium upon inspection, the ‘S’ could be circled to 
indicate this recognition.  If, during a subsequent inspection at age four years or 
over, the pony obtains a second premium as a mare or stallion, a star (*) could be 
added to the passport and to the core register to indicate that status also.   

 
23.3.6 Upon removal of any pony from a Pony Improvement Society herd, the WPCS 

description of the pony for passport and registration purposes should be changed 
from ‘S’ to ‘S – R’, to indicate ‘semi-feral – removed’ and the stud-book and core 
register could be amended accordingly.  All Section A ‘S – R’ breeding females 
(aged four years +) should be taken into consideration when estimating the rare ‘at 
risk’ population of Welsh Mountain Section A ponies for the Rare Breeds Survival 
Trust (RBST) Watchlist. 

 
23.3.7 Advantages of the proposed identification system are:  
 

1. Anyone, expert or not, can more easily identify from the passport any pony that 
belongs to the ‘rare vulnerable’ sub-population supported by the RBST. 
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2. Anyone can identify the mares judged to be of the finest quality for subsequent 
breeding, whether they reside on hills / commons or elsewhere in Wales or outside of 
Wales.  

 
3. The original semi-feral sub-population will be easily identifiable on the NED.  

Presently, there is no simple way of differentiating between filly foals sold at auction 
that were originally part of this sub-population and foals from the entire population 
of Section A ponies.  

 
4. An appropriate passport identification system could increase the market value of 

ponies carrying the indicator ‘S’ or ‘S – R’ compared with other Welsh Mountain 
ponies sold at auction, perhaps helping to redress an inequality that might have 
recently favoured the non semi-feral pony at autumn sales.  

 
5. It is possibly easier, and therefore less time consuming and costly, to add 

information to a passport than to remove it. 
 
 

(b) Hill ponies and hill-type ponies 
 
23.3.8 The expression ‘hill-type’, used to describe upland and lowland Welsh Mountain 

(Section A) semi-feral ponies, may be a more appropriate term than ‘hill’ pony 
because it implies inclusion for marsh ponies that are within the Pony Improvement 
Scheme and which represent important genetic stock that must be conserved.  
However, the breed sub-population might be better described in future as ‘hill and 
marsh ponies’.  This terminology: (a) differentiates the latter ponies from those 
living on hillsides; (b) acknowledges that not all of the sub-population lives in the 
uplands; (c) does not assume that Llanhridian Marsh ponies represent a breedline 
that is similar to any breedline found in the uplands; (d) avoids any predisposition to 
refer to a breedline as a ‘type’ of pony.   

 
 

(c) Native Breeds at Risk Grazing Supplement 
 
23.3.9 The classification of the Welsh Mountain pony eligible breed sub-population on the 

‘Approved List of Native Breeds at Risk’ for the purpose of the ‘Native Breeds at 
Risk Grazing Supplement’ (NBRGS) should be ‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-
feral’ pony.  This classification recognises that the ‘at risk’ population is a sub-
population of pedigree-registered Section A animals within the WPCS stud-book and 
core register. 

 
23.3.10 The Approved List of Native Breeds at Risk should, with the consent of the WPCS, 

include the description ‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral – removed’ as part 
of any revised listing to recognise that ponies removed from their native commons 
are still part of the eligible breed sub-population. 

 
23.3.11 For the purpose of the NBRGS, the Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral pony 

should be described as ‘distinctive’ on the Approved List of Native Breeds at Risk 
and other relevant lists of native breeds at risk. 
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23.3.12 Land managers seeking ponies for conservation grazing on appropriate SSSIs and 
other conservations sites within Wales and the border counties should consider, as a 
priority, purchasing Section A semi-feral ponies directly from breeders who own / 
manage herds within Pony Improvement Societies. 

 
 

(d) Use of the National Equine Database to improve breeding 
 
23.3.13 Pony Improvement Societies are encouraged to provide accurate census information 

annually to the WPCS.  The WPCS is encouraged to voluntarily submit up-to-date, 
breeding and census information to the NED.   

 
23.3.14 Such voluntarily submitted information may: 
 

1. Help to easily and unequivocally identify the legitimate Section A semi-feral breed 
sub-population. 

 
2. Help reduce indiscriminate breeding by unregistered semi-feral breeders because the 

value of pedigree animals will be emphasised on the NED. 
 

3. Allow the breeding values of ponies to be compared. 
 

4. Lead to accurate, informed marketing processes. 
 

5. Support work needed to “eliminate genetic defects in native breed ponies” 
(Reference 281 p. 94). 

 
 
23.4 RBST classification of the Section A semi-feral pony 
 
 

(a) RBST breed analyses 
 
23.4.1 In order to define more precisely the Section A sub-population of interest: (a) breed 

analyses of the Welsh Mountain Section A pony breed and of the Section A semi-
feral sub-population are urgently required; (b) breed analyses results should be 
immediately publicised by the WPCS on its web site and, with permission of the 
WPCS Council, by the RBST. 

 
23.4.2 The interests of the Section A semi-feral pony are best served by the WPCS Council 

asking the RBST to publicise the precise criteria for original and continuing 
acceptance of the semi-feral sub-population onto the RBST Watchlist. 

 
23.4.3 To encourage needed clarification of the definitions of British native pony 

populations of interest and to stimulate public debate: (a) breed analyses of all native 
pony breeds are required; (b) the results of such breed analyses should be made 
available within the public domain and should be publicised by the breed societies 
and, with their permission, by the RBST. 
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23.4.4 The specific criteria and precise underlying rationale for acceptance of equine breeds 
and breed sub-populations onto the RBST Watchlist might be more comprehensively 
stated by the RBST.  This information should be freely available within the public 
domain.   

 
23.4.5 A robust system is required for identifying, categorising and registering native semi-

feral pony populations that may not be eligible either for status as a pony breed or 
for classification as a rare pony breed under the conditions currently imposed by the 
RBST.  This system would formally acknowledge and publicise equine populations 
and sub-populations that might, now or in future, prove to be genetically valuable.  
The RBST are the preferred leaders in this endeavour.  The RBST could encourage 
breed societies to compile sub-registers of stock that cannot presently achieve 
recognition as a native breed or rare population but that might in future achieve this 
recognition.  Alternatively, an independent organisation could be established by the 
WAG in Wales and by the British Government UK-wide to carry out such a 
classification procedure. 

 
 

(b) Rare Breeds Survival Trust research 
 
23.4.6 DNA profiles of upland and lowland herds are needed to help determine the degree 

of genetic homogeneity within and between Section A semi-feral and non semi-feral 
sub-populations.  This could involve sampling from mares and stallions of every 
registered semi-feral herd and of representative studs from non semi-feral registered 
herds / groups. 

 
23.4.7 Genetic analysis of the WPCS stud-book should be undertaken to determine the 

extent of the genetic isolation, if any exists, of semi-feral herds within the Pony 
Improvement Scheme.  The RBST are able to implement a computer-assisted 
analysis. 

 
23.4.8 DNA fingerprinting could be employed to additionally assess registered semi-feral 

herds outside of the Improvement Scheme and semi-feral herds that are currently not 
registered with the WPCS but for which there is some past genealogy within the 
WPCS stud-book.  The precise relationship of unregistered ponies to herds operating 
within the Improvement Scheme, and their relationship to registered bloodlines 
outside of the Scheme, must be assessed.  Fingerprinting may lead to the eventual 
recognition of some unregistered bloodlines as important genetic stock to be 
preserved and conserved. 

 
 
23.5 Role of the Pony Improvement Scheme 
 
 

(a) Role of the Pony Improvement Societies 
 
23.5.1 A constitution or mission statement for the Pony Improvement Societies should be 

drafted by the Improvement Societies Committee after collaboration with members 
of each Society.  Such a mission statement would clearly outline the aim and 
objectives of the Pony Improvement Societies. 
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23.5.2 The reformation of inactive Pony Improvement Societies must be encouraged by:  
 

1. Identifying commons that could become affiliated, or reaffiliated, to the Pony 
Improvement Scheme. 

 
2. Developing strategies to assist small groups of breeders in the setting up of 

Improvement Societies.  
 

3. Encouraging the formation of pony improvement herds where fewer than four 
registered breeders exist in a region and these breeders use the WPCS-approved 
stallion scheme.  In the cases of Fairwood and Aber Hills, re-entry into the scheme 
might be the only avenue for securing the futures of these herds. 

 
 

(b) Horserace Betting Levy Board 
 
23.5.3 The HBLB currently funds the breeding programme of the Welsh Mountain (Section 

A) feral ‘F’ pony.  The WPCS might notify the HBLB that the pony’s description 
should be changed to ‘Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral ‘S’ pony’. 

 
23.5.4 The WPCS Committee, in collaboration with the Pony Improvement Societies 

Committee, should identify action priorities that will require funding through the 
Pony Improvement Scheme.  Funding priorities must provide additional incentive to 
Improvement Society members to keep and breed high quality pure-bred animals.  

 
23.5.5 Several research priorities that have been identified within a ‘Heritage Horsepower 

Project’ proposed by the University of Liverpool (Reference 199) are applicable to 
both the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony and the Welsh mountain semi-feral pony.  
These priorities could form the basis of a submission to the HBLB for increased 
funding to extend and enhance the breed improvement programme.  Priorities for 
submission could be based upon acceptable funding areas identified and listed by the 
HBLB (Appendix 8).  Interlinked long-term proposals to protect native pony 
heritage have been categorised as (1) characterisation, (2) conservation, (3) 
perpetuation and (4) education (Reference 199; Section 23.23).   

 
23.5.6 The draft of the Welsh Pony and Cob Association Constitution (undated) has an 

object “… to promote research into matters relating to the conservation and 
preservation of the Welsh breeds and the publication of the results thereof” 
(Reference 345).  This key objective is relevant to the future survival of the Section 
A semi-feral sub-population and might be reinstated in any future revision of the 
WPCS Memorandum of Association.  

 
23.5.7 A proposal by the WPCS and the Pony Improvement Societies to fund research of 

the Section A semi-feral pony could be submitted to the HBLB as a “special 
project.”  Such a proposal would emphasise the relevance of proposed research to 
the ”protection, preservation and improvement of the breed” (Reference 167 p. 6). 
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(c) Use of non semi-feral stallions by Pony Improvement Societies 
 
23.5.8 The use of more upland stallions to cover Section A semi-feral mares is desirable in 

order to preserve better any identified genetic and environmental integrity of the 
semi-feral sub-population.  To avoid inbreeding caused by using too few upland 
stallions, the establishment of new herds and bloodlines on Welsh hills and 
commons is urgently required.     

 
23.5.9 In order to increase the number of registered semi-feral stallions on hills and 

commons, premiums could be awarded to registered semi-feral colts aged one, two 
and three years that are retained for the purpose of breeding within semi-feral herds.  
Premiums should at least partially offset licensing and veterinary inspection fees.   

 
23.5.10 The WAG should consider adopting a leading role in the provision of Section A 

semi-feral colt pony funding.  
 
23.5.11 Additional premiums for semi-feral colt foals would be awarded through the Pony 

Improvement Scheme.  
 
23.5.12 Special premiums could be awarded every year to registered, breeding semi-feral 

stallions. 
 
23.5.13 DNA sampling of all registered and unregistered semi-feral stallions in Wales is 

needed to identify more precisely differences amongst bloodlines.  WAG funding of 
this research would be appropriate.   

 
 

(d) Support of the WPCS for the Pony Improvement Scheme 
 
23.5.14 A long-term, ongoing strategy should be developed by the WPCS Council to support 

breeders within the Pony Improvement Scheme.  This strategy could encompass: 
 

1. A unanimous resolution by Council, recognising the importance of the Section A 
semi-feral pony to the future well-being of the WPCS and in support of endeavour 
by breeders to maintain the genetic integrity and diversity of the semi-feral pony. 

 
2. Following extended open debate amongst all interested members of the WPCS, a 

new, chartered agreement between Pony Improvement Societies and the WPCS 
Council, stating clearly all the defining characteristics of the semi-feral (hill-type) 
pony that all members of the WPCS should strive together to conserve. 

 
3. A commitment by the Council to significantly increase funding of the Premium 

Scheme from resources already at the disposal of the WPCS.  This funding would 
address priorities that have been identified in this report.  Particularly, there are 
needs to: (a) increase the value of premiums; (b) provide additional premiums for 
fillies aged two years and three years; (c) provide additional incentive for breeders of 
semi-feral colt foals; (d) expand the research programme for semi-feral herds. 

 
4. The appointment of a WPCS Section A Secretary, whose brief would be to deal 

exclusively with all matters that affect the Section A pony.  At least 50% of the 
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Secretary’s time could be spent on business related to conservation and preservation, 
health and welfare, promotion, publicity, fund-raising, liaison and policy making in 
connection with the semi-feral pony. 

 
5. Identification by the WPCS of all Category 1 unregistered semi-feral ponies and 

herds that have descended from pedigree stock but that are not now registered.  This 
will necessitate significant original research.  Consideration should be given to the 
inclusion of identified ponies in a separate register of the WPCS at the earliest 
opportunity. 

 
 

(e) Section A semi-feral ponies outside of the Pony Improvement 
Scheme 

 
23.5.15 Section A semi-feral herds outside of the Pony Improvement Scheme must be 

protected from extinction because of their genetic value, hardiness and conservation 
grazing potential. 

 
23.5.16 Wherever possible and appropriate, breeders of such ponies should be actively 

encouraged to join a Pony Improvement Society, in agreement with the 
Memorandum of Association Ancillary Object “to encourage the formation of Pony 
Improvement Societies” (Reference 358 p. 2).  Where there are insufficient breeders 
to form an Improvement Society, other provision must be ensured to allow inclusion 
of these herds within the Scheme if breeders will agree to assist in formally 
improving the Section A semi-feral pony. 

 
23.5.17 The present and future progeny of all Section A semi-feral mares outside of the Pony 

Improvement Scheme that are covered by a WPCS-approved stallion, including 
premium and non-premium foals, should be recognised as part of the registered 
semi-feral sub-population.  Their passports, stud-book entries and core register 
entries should be identified with the proposed suffix ‘S’, in a manner similar to that 
of foals within the Pony Improvement Scheme. 

 
23.5.18 Consideration should be given to officially recognising all Section A semi-feral 

breeding females (aged four years +) outside of the Pony Improvement Scheme, and 
which are not the progeny of a WPCS-approved stallion, as part of the ‘rare 
vulnerable’ sub-population.  It is proposed that those ponies be given the suffix ‘s’ or 
other appropriate designation of ‘semi-feral’ on their passports, which would allow 
their proper recognition as semi-feral ponies within the stud-book and on the core 
register of the WPCS, but would distinguish them from ponies within the Pony 
Improvement Scheme.   

 
23.5.19 A separate sub-register of the core register might be created by the WPCS for such 

breeding females, which would allow these ponies to be classified as a legitimate 
part of the ‘rare’ and ‘vulnerable’ population known as the Welsh Mountain (Section 
A) semi-feral sub-population. 
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23.6 A Welsh action plan for farm animal genetic resources 
 
 
23.6.1 A Welsh action plan for farm animal genetic resources (FAnGR), possibly to be 

entitled ‘A Welsh Action Plan for FAnGR’ is urgently needed, which could form 
part of the wider UK-wide Action Plan and which would be based upon 
recommendations and national priorities for action analysed in the ‘UK Country 
Report on FAnGR’ (Reference 77).  A Welsh action plan could assess potential 
demands on semi-feral pony production and on future pony breeding programmes 
caused by changing environmental, animal welfare and food safety policies 
discussed within this report. 

 
 

(a) Identification of priority needs  
 
23.6.2 Any proposed Welsh action plan would pay due regard to the ‘UK National Action 

Plan on FAnGR’, the final version of which was released in June 2006 (Reference 
290).  It should pay attention to proposed long-term research involving Section A 
feral ‘F’ (proposed semi-feral ‘S’) ponies.  The action plan should identify other 
priority needs that are relevant to Welsh Mountain and Welsh mountain ponies 
including, though this list is not exhaustive, a requirement to: 

 
1. Redefine, with robust justifications acceptable to the WPCS Council, a proposed 

Welsh National Steering Committee and interested scientific organisations, that 
group of Section A ponies that represents the ‘at risk’ sub-population within the UK.  
The threshold and priority level for this sub-population should be scrutinised at the 
earliest opportunity. 

 
2. Identify whether any unregistered Welsh mountain ponies and herds should be 

defined as part of a separate ‘at risk’ sub-population deserving of genetic 
conservation action.  This action recognises an anticipated need to select breeding 
stock for conservation grazing from a genetically wide and diverse base of desirable 
characteristics.  

 
3. In view of proposed FAnGR welfare regulations, provide clear guidelines to 

determine whether any Section A herds / ponies or unregistered Welsh mountain 
herds / ponies may be classified as feral.  For this purpose, a feral pony could be 
owned but should not receive routine handling. 

 
4. In view of proposed FAnGR welfare regulations, provide clear guidelines to 

determine which Section A herds / ponies and which unregistered Welsh mountain 
herds / ponies may be classified as semi-feral, based upon an agreed definition of 
semi-feral (Section 9.1). 

 
5. Characterise by empirical investigation the Section A ‘F’ (proposed ‘S’) pony 

breedlines, in order to supplement phenotypic descriptions and anecdotal evidence of 
any unique physiological and behavioural characteristics. 

 
6. Assess whether there is a need to characterise by empirical investigation any 

unregistered Welsh mountain pony bloodlines / herds, in order to supplement 
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phenotypic descriptions and anecdotal evidence of any unique physiological and 
behavioural characteristics. 

 
7. Identify the unique physiological and behaviour traits for each Section A ‘F’ 

(proposed ‘S’) breedline, e.g. Llanhridian Marsh ponies, and determine the 
suitability of specific breedlines for specific conservation grazing tasks under 
specific geographical and ecological conditions.   

 
8. Identify the unique physiological and behaviour traits, if any exist, for each 

unregistered herd, e.g. the Carneddau herds, and determine the suitability of 
unregistered herds for specific conservation grazing tasks under specific 
geographical and ecological conditions. 

 
9. Compare, through anecdotal and empirical investigation, the relative grazing 

abilities, vegetation species preferences and ‘nutrient efficiencies’ of different herds 
of registered and unregistered ponies.  ‘Nutrient efficiency’ here refers to the ability 
of the pony’s digestive system to minimise the environmental impact caused by the 
production of waste products from its foraging. 

 
10. Quantify all informational resources held by the WPCS and its members.  Facilitate 

and standardise the electronic storage and retrieval of all information governing the 
Section A ‘F’ (proposed ‘S’) pony, including all stud-book information.  Encourage 
and assist the WPCS is this process.   

 
11. Create, assisted by the WPCS, a standardised database to monitor population sizes 

and trends, including: 
 

• The WPCS stud-book breeding sub-population of Section A ‘F’ (proposed ‘S’) 
mares and stallions.  

• The effective breeding sub-population of semi-feral ponies not recorded in the 
WPCS stud-book.  

• The sub-populations of colt and filly foals within and without the WPCS stud-
book.  

• Precise geographical locations of breeding and non-breeding individuals and 
herds and their owners.  

• The degree of within-breed and between-bloodline genetic diversity, 
crossbreeding, environmental adaptation and environment-breeding interaction.  

• Breeding populations of registered Section A and unregistered semi-feral ponies 
residing UK-wide and worldwide. 

 
Standardisation techniques should be consistent with those amongst other native 
pony societies within Wales and the UK. 

 
12. Encourage the WPCS to appoint and appropriately train a scientific officer, with 

responsibility for: (a) fund-raising in support of the Pony Improvement Scheme; (b) 
liaison with all relevant scientific and non-scientific organisations regarding the 
future of the Section A ‘F’ (proposed ‘S’) pony in Wales and throughout the UK; (c) 
overseeing for the WPCS the implementation of relevant recommendations within 
the ‘UK Action Plan for FAnGR’ and any proposed Welsh action plan for FAnGR. 
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13. Identify, through independent research, all bloodlines within Wales that might 
contain genetic material of consequence to the survival of the Section A ‘F’ 
(proposed ‘S’) pony. 

 
14. Implement a database to record precise geographical locations and numbers of 

Section A ‘F’ (proposed ‘S’) and unregistered semi-feral ponies in Wales that might 
represent a genetic asset. 

 
15. Identify where and why some Section A ‘F’ (proposed ‘S’) breedlines are most at 

risk and whether such breedlines should be duplicated in a separate geographical 
location in Wales. 

 
16. Conduct a cost benefit analysis of the semi-feral pony to the Welsh economy, taking 

into consideration the pony’s current and potential value as a tourist attraction, 
recreational asset, marketable genetic asset and conservation grazer. 

 
17. Identify future research needs for the Section A ‘F’ (proposed ‘S’) pony and 

development needs for breeders. 
 

18. Monitor the impacts of CAP reform, conservation grazing schemes, agri-
environment schemes, passport regulations for foals and unregistered Welsh 
mountain ponies on the population size and diversity of the Section A ‘F’ (proposed 
‘S’) pony.   

 
19. Monitor positive and negative impacts of recent legislation and published strategies 

on the ability and willingness of: (a) farmer-breeders to conserve Section A ‘F’ 
(proposed ‘S’) herds; (b) farmer-breeders and other land managers to conserve 
unregistered Welsh mountain ponies, particularly those within official conservation 
grazing initiatives or grazing unofficially in support of wildlife.  Impacts of the 
following legislation and published strategies should be monitored: (i) the 
‘Commons Act 2006’; (ii) the ‘Strategy for the Horse Industry in England and Wales 
2005’; (iii) the ‘draft Health and Welfare Strategy for the Horse, Pony and Donkey 
2005’; (iv) the ‘Welsh Animal Health and Welfare Strategy Action Plan 2006–7’. 

 
20. Monitor and develop strategies to alleviate the potential negative impacts on semi-

feral ponies of increased countryside access, including possible deleterious effects on 
commons of the CROW Act and of vehicles on commons. 

 
21. Assess possible negative impacts on registered and unregistered semi-feral ponies of 

the WAG’s strategic policy document on sustainable farming ‘Farming for the 
Future’ (Reference 292). 

 
22. Identify opportunities under the 2007 EAFRD regulation to (Section 12.6.3): (a) 

support semi-feral ponies in Wales; (b) lobby the WAG to ensure that all available 
payments for semi-feral farmer-breeders under 2007 agri-environment measures are 
included in the Welsh RDP. 

 
23. Develop a Wales-wide communication and marketing strategy to promote registered 

semi-feral ponies and to inform all interested organisations of the population’s 
genetic conservation, conservation grazing, heritage, tourism and educational values. 
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23.7 Population trend of the Section A semi-feral pony 
 
 
23.7.1 Semi-feral ponies may be categorised based upon their period of enclosure, i.e. 

period not on a common / hill in any calendar year: 1 = unenclosed throughout the 
year, i.e. always running on an unenclosed common / hill; 2 = spring enclosed, i.e. 
not running on the hill / common for part of the spring for exceptional reasons; 3 = 
winter enclosed, i.e. not running on a hill / common throughout part or all of the 
winter for special reasons; 4 = enclosed, i.e. running on a common that is fully 
enclosed throughout the year.  Such a categorisation will need refining, based upon 
further research, but may be applied to all registered and unregistered semi-feral 
herds and will enhance understanding of the differences amongst herds.  
Reclassification of herds every decade will indicate whether, or not, the majority of 
the sub-population is managing to maintain its niche on the common / hillside 
throughout the year.  Reasons for classifying any herd as ‘winter enclosed’ vary and 
require enumerating in any future population analysis. 

 
23.7.2 The following research is needed to aid future understanding of the registered semi-

feral pony’s population dynamics: 
 

1. Presentation in graphical form of all Section A annual registrations for ponies born 
(a) within Wales / the border counties, (b) within the UK, particularly between 1965 
and 2006. 

 
2. Calculation, presentation and analysis of all Section A semi-feral annual registrations 

between 1902 and 2006, to allow meaningful historical comparison of the semi-feral 
and non semi-feral sub-populations. 

 
3. Estimation of the Welsh and UK-wide Section A populations each year between 

1902 and 2006, based upon registrations throughout that period, by applying an error 
correction formula to take into consideration deaths and other potentially intervening 
variables.  

 
4. Estimation of the registered semi-feral sub-population each year between 1902 and 

2006, based upon available premium scheme, stud-book and other statistics held by 
the WPCS throughout that period, by applying an error correction formula to take 
into consideration deaths and other potentially intervening variables.  

 
 
23.8 Participation by breeders in agricultural support schemes 
 
 

(a) Single Payment Scheme for equidae in Wales 
 
23.8.1 The WAG could formally recognise, through the SPS, that Welsh Mountain and 

Welsh mountain semi-feral ponies are an integral part of the Welsh traditional 
landscape and make an important, presently not estimated, contribution to the Welsh 
rural economy. 
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23.8.2 A financial incentive is required to encourage all owners of equidae in Wales to 
engage in optimal vegetation and wildlife management.  In support of sustainable 
grazing by all equidae throughout Wales, CCW could propose that all equidae 
receive some incentive payment under the SPS to maintain land in GAEC.   

 
23.8.3 This proposal applies to owners of grazing equidae who cannot be supported on the 

historical basis and who are unable or unwilling to purchase entitlements.  Several 
categories of grazing equines might require incentive support.  These are, in 
diminishing degree of priority: (i) Section A semi-feral ponies; (ii) Section A non 
semi-feral ponies; (iii) unregistered semi-feral Welsh mountain ponies; (iv) other 
registered native pony and horse breeds; (v) other unregistered semi-feral ponies and 
horses; (vi) other non semi-feral unregistered ponies and horses. 

 
23.8.4 To receive this suggested single payment, which could be based upon the eligible 

hectarage a farmer has, graziers would meet cross compliance conditions that protect 
soil, wildlife habitats and landscape.  They would also satisfy European laws on 
environment, animal health and welfare, public health and plant health.  Any land of 
at least 0.3 hectares that is grazed by horses or ponies could be eligible under the 
SPS if it is maintained in GAEC and is not used for a non-agricultural purpose 
(Reference 81).  For the purpose of the SPS, horse grazing should be classed as an 
agricultural activity. 

 
23.8.5 To fund this model the WAG might consider deploying a national envelope or other 

incentive for 2007–2013, perhaps using part of the SPS funding to support the 
involvement of Section A ponies particularly, and other equidae generally, in 
positive environmental grazing.   

 
 

(b) SPS restrictions for semi-feral ponies on common land 
 
23.8.6 Where a farmer-breeder of registered or unregistered semi-feral ponies with grazing 

rights has access to a common for greater than nine months but less than 10 months 
of any year, the WAG might re-examine the circumstances of any involuntary 
restriction.  The possibility of awarding single payments proportionate to the length 
of time that the breeder’s ponies are permitted to graze the common might be 
examined.   

 
 

(c) Tir Mynydd 
 
23.8.7 The complete or partial withdrawal of Tir Mynydd in the Welsh uplands post 2008 

may adversely affect the businesses of breeders of registered and unregistered semi-
feral ponies.  Possible consequences of any successor scheme for the futures of Pony 
Improvement Societies might be predicted and investigated.   

 
23.8.8 Potentially negative implications of upland equine reduction for the maintenance and 

enhancement of mountain biodiversity, particularly but not exclusively on commons, 
require assessing. 
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23.9 Participation by breeders in agri-environment schemes 
 
 

(a) Tir Cynnal 
 
23.9.1 Tir Cynnal is a less prescriptive ‘stepping stone’ to Tir Gofal.  It may support some 

farmer-breeders of more intensively grazing Section A ponies or farmer-breeders of 
Section A semi-feral ponies that graze relatively intensively for part of each year.   

 
 

(b) Tir Gofal 
 
23.9.2 “It is true enough that the preoccupation of the farmer must be elsewhere, and that 

pony culture is only a subordinate industry, among many others, but it is a 
subordinate agricultural industry we submit, argue, and emphasise, that is well suited 
to our regions”(Reference 349 p. vii, 1905).  

 
23.9.3 Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral ponies and Welsh mountain semi-feral 

ponies are neither wild nor domesticated.  Additionally, some unregistered Welsh 
mountain ponies might be more properly described as ‘feral’ because, although they 
are owned, they have not, in the past, been subject to routine handling.  Neither are 
registered semi-feral ponies properly regarded as livestock in Wales.  The CCW 
could officially recognise this sub-population of Welsh pure-bred ponies as 
‘agricultural animals’ and might, under specific conditions to be determined, 
similarly recognise some unregistered semi-feral ponies.  This categorisation is 
warranted because: 

 
1. The semi-feral pony is regarded as a beneficial and integral part of many agricultural 

systems, particularly on Welsh commons.  
 
2. There is a demand for some semi-feral ponies, both Welsh Mountain and Welsh 

mountain, for human consumption.  
 

3. Optimal integrated grazing of registered and some unregistered semi-feral ponies 
with sheep may have a beneficial effect upon the grazing habits and meat yield of 
sheep.  The scientific merit of this justification warrants investigation.  

 
4. The Section A semi-feral pony is regarded as a FAnGR (Section 9.1.1).    

 
23.9.4 A major aim of Tir Gofal is to maintain and enhance agricultural landscapes and 

wildlife simultaneously.  Welsh Mountain semi-feral ponies are able to assist in the 
optimal achievement of this dual purpose and should be considered for a direct 
payment under Tir Gofal. 

 
23.9.5 Any premium scheme for equines should be structured to encourage the use of 

Welsh Mountain ponies within Tir Gofal in the following order of priority:  
 

1. Section A semi-feral ponies from herds that are within the Pony Improvement 
Scheme administered by the WPCS. 
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2. Section A semi-feral ponies from herds outside of the WPCS Pony Improvement 
Scheme that are eligible, or might in future become eligible, to participate in the 
Pony Improvement Scheme. 

 
3. Section A semi-feral ponies from herds outside of the WPCS Pony Improvement 

Scheme that are ineligible to participate in the scheme, perhaps because of an 
insufficient number of breeders to form a Pony Improvement Society due to 
geographical isolation.  (Breeders of these ponies must be supported in their 
endeavours to continue to breed pedigree stock.) 

 
4. Section A non semi-feral ponies that are hardier due to the geographical 

circumstances of their grazing. 
 

5. Unregistered semi-feral ponies from herds that might become part of an official sub-
register administered by the WPCS or other recognised organisation. 

 
6. Section A non semi-feral ponies that are less hardy. 

 
23.9.6 Within Tir Gofal, proper husbandry and welfare management of any newly created 

herd will be best accomplished through liaison with Pony Improvement Society 
breeders.  Tir Gofal regulations could ensure that ponies are managed in accordance 
with regulations determined by the Improvement Societies Committee. 

 
 

(c) Native breeds at risk grazing supplement for Wales 
 
23.9.7 A ‘native breeds at risk grazing supplement’, similar to the NBRGS which is 

available in England and which is applicable to all ’at risk’ Welsh native breed 
animals, is needed for Wales. 

 
23.9.8 The Welsh Black cattle supplement, currently used within Tir Gofal, could be 

extended by CCW to become a tailor-made ‘Native Breeds at Risk Grazing 
Supplement for Wales’ (NBRGSW).   

 
23.9.9 Such a supplement would officially recognise that, within Wales, Welsh native 

livestock breeds, including Section A semi-feral ponies, may in many circumstances be 
better suited than other, non-native, non-pedigree breeds: (i) to harsh climatic conditions; 
(ii) to difficult terrain; (iii) to grazing semi-natural vegetation; (iv) to achieving 
conservation objectives (Reference 12).   

 
23.9.10 Such a supplement would officially define a desire and need for the genetic conservation 

of Welsh ‘breeds at risk’.    
 
23.9.11 Any supplement should apply to Section A semi-feral ponies that carry the proposed 

passport and core register identification marker ‘S’ or ‘S – R’.  
 
23.9.12 The supplement should also apply to Section A semi-feral ponies that carry the 

proposed passport and core register identification marker ‘s’ or alternative 
appropriate marker designated by the WPCS.   
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23.9.13 The aims of this supplement would be to: (i) maintain and eventually increase the 
number and size of pedigree herds in Wales; (ii) increase the number of Pony 
Improvement Societies; (iii) encourage younger farmer-breeders to manage pedigree 
herds; (iv) increase the saleable value and demand for pedigree ponies; (v) increase 
the number of conservation grazing schemes involving Section A semi-feral ponies. 

 
 

(d) A pony grazing supplement within Welsh national parks 
 
23.9.14 A proposal for a WAG ‘hardy breed’ semi-feral pony grazing supplement, similar to 

England’s 2006 Cattle Grazing Supplement, could be introduced to assist the 
establishment and maintenance of registered semi-feral ponies on appropriate sites 
within and adjoining Welsh national parks.  The supplement might also support 
‘hardy type’ unregistered Welsh mountain semi-feral ponies that represent valuable 
or potentially valuable genetic stock grazing on enclosed sites under specific and 
controlled circumstances. 

 
 

(e) Organic Farming Scheme 
 

23.9.15 Organic management of semi-feral ponies is to be encouraged.  Pony breeders who 
farm organically should be rewarded, preferably under the Tir Gofal scheme, 
otherwise under the OFS.  Biodiversity rewards could accrue from persuading 
farmer-breeders to carry out whole-farm organic farming.  Under this circumstance, 
a reliable organic worm prophylactic is required and any supplementary feed should 
derive from unimproved hay meadows. 

 
 

(f) Sites of Special Scientific Interest 
 
23.9.16 The constraints and effects of semi-feral pony grazing on NNRs and other Welsh 

SSSIs could be more comprehensively recorded by CCW.  Collected information 
would provide needed insight into the grazing behaviour and biodiversity 
management potential of the Welsh Mountain and Welsh mountain semi-feral pony 
sub-populations.  Adequate Government funding of a publicly available CCW 
database is desirable. 

 
23.9.17 Limitations of this scoping study prevent any systematic determination of the extent 

of negative or positive impacts on Welsh SSSIs employing equines.  All presently 
recorded CCW statistics describing the grazing behaviour of semi-feral ponies on 
SSSIs should be summarised for public reference and could constitute part of an in-
depth assessment of future requirements for grazing involving Welsh Mountain 
ponies.   

 
23.9.18 Systematic monitoring of all Welsh Mountain and Welsh mountain ponies used in 

conservation grazing schemes within Wales is needed, to take into consideration: (a) 
physical characteristics; (b) hardiness characteristics; (c) husbandry requirements; 
(d) grazing characteristics. 
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23.9.19 The number and sexes of semi-feral ponies used in conservation grazing schemes, 
including Section A, Section A – S and unregistered ponies, require monitoring 
nationwide.  Gathered information will allow the CCW to assess more accurately the 
success of conservation grazing schemes involving ponies, and will provide a 
comparison of the relative employments of these three pony groups.   

 
23.9.20 The CCW might coordinate the setting up of a database of all sites grazed by ponies 

that are managed by the CCW, either alone or in collaboration with site owners.  
This database would indicate site locations and descriptions, the grazing regime 
adopted with dates, and the number and description of any ponies grazing the site.  
The NT, RSPB, WWTs and NPAs might consider helping to establish this database. 

 
 

(g) Rural Development Plan 2007–13 
 
23.9.21 Under Article 39 of European Council Regulation 1698/2005, ‘Agri-environment 

payments’, consideration should be given to the granting of environment payments 
to owners of Section A semi-feral ponies and some unregistered semi-feral ponies in 
order to achieve specific environmental objectives (Reference 285, Sub-section 2) on 
Welsh commons and on private land. 

 
23.9.22 Support for the conservation of Section A semi-feral ponies on commons could also 

be provided under Article 39 (Reference 285, Sub-section 5) because the breed, and 
particularly the breed sub-population, should be recognised as an important Welsh 
“genetic resource in agriculture.”  Some unregistered Welsh mountain semi-feral 
ponies might also be afforded some temporary protection, until their genetic worth 
can be irrefutably established. 

 
23.9.23 Funding support of the Welsh Mountain pony must ensure the simultaneous 

recognition of its value as an asset in the conservation of biodiversity and as a 
genetic resource of unique heritage and cultural value to be conserved for future 
generations.  Both aims could be achieved under Article 39. 

 
 
23.10 Implications of existing and proposed common land 

legislation 
 
 
23.10.1 At the earliest opportunity, the Pony Improvement Societies should consider the 

implications of the 2006 Commons Act for the breeding and ‘turning out’ of semi-
feral registered, unregistered and half-bred ponies on Welsh commons.  A corporate 
strategy could then be implemented to represent the views of registered breeders. 

 
23.10.2 The formation of statutory commons councils within Wales may benefit semi-feral 

pony breeders who wish to become involved in agri-environment schemes. 
 
23.10.3 The formation of statutory commons councils, rather than the retention of the status 

quo of voluntary commoners’ associations, may benefit semi-feral pony breeders if 
all non-equine graziers can be educated to appreciate the potential and real value of 
native ponies on commons.   
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23.10.4 A strategy to educate all commoners and to widely publicise the biodiversity and 

agricultural values of ponies must be developed and implemented by the Pony 
Improvement Societies in collaboration with PONT. 

 
23.10.5 Pony breeders with grazing rights on commons should ensure that their interests are 

represented on the executive committee of their voluntary commoners’ association 
or statutory commons council. 

 
23.10.6 A central coordinating body for Wales is recommended and is preferred to regional 

consortia of commons councils. 
 
23.10.7 The ‘Commons Act 2006’ has updated and modernised the consent regime 

(Reference 287, Part 3 p. 21).  Where, as a last resort, preferably ‘natural’ fencing is 
needed around the perimeter of an extensively grazed common in order to protect the 
interests of registered semi-feral breeders, e.g. at Fairwood, this extreme measure 
would be carefully considered by the relevant commoners’ association or commons 
council before seeking the required consent from the WAG.   

 
 

(a) Unregistered stallions on commons 
 
23.10.8 Equine graziers who thwart attempts by others to establish or maintain Pony 

Improvement Societies on Welsh commons should be vigorously encouraged by 
Statutory Local Authorities, by NPAs and by commoners’ associations or commons 
councils to exercise their grazing rights only with Section A ponies and to clear the 
hill of existing scrub stallions and unregistered mares. 

 
23.10.9 It is in the interests of the Section A semi-feral pony, the WPCS, the Pony 

Improvement Societies and animal welfare organisations that all stallions running on 
commons should be licensed by the WPCS.   

 
23.10.10 Where any unregistered stallion may be described by an expert judge as a semi-feral 

Welsh mountain pony, it is recommended that the stallion should be inspected and 
licensed by a recognised (to be determined) authority, but should then be allowed to 
cover mares only under controlled situations outside of the common(s).  This 
practice might help ensure the survival of desirable genetic characteristics and will 
simultaneously encourage expansion of the registered breed sub-population on 
Welsh commons.  Statutory Local Authorities could act as mediators, working with 
commoners’ associations, the WAG, the WPCS, NPAs and PONT to ensure that all 
interests are taken into consideration.  

 
 

(b) Overwintering of ponies on mountains 
 
23.10.11 The WPCS and breeders of registered semi-feral ponies should resist, through 

coordinated negotiation and representation, attempts to have Welsh Mountain pony 
herds forcibly removed from any commons in winter on welfare or other grounds. 
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23.10.12 Statutory Local Authorities should assist animal welfare organisations in attempting 
to ensure, through negotiation with owners, that all unregistered ponies that cannot 
be described by an expert judge as Welsh mountain semi-feral, i.e. animals that are 
more appropriately described as half-bred, are seasonally removed from terrain that 
might constitute a harsh climate and / or vegetation during the winter season. 

 
 

(c) Stallions and colts running with mares 
 
23.10.13 Statutory Local Authorities working with commoners’ associations and commons 

councils, the WPCS and NPAs should endeavour to ensure: (a) the annual removal 
of all stallions from all Welsh commons outside of the time allowed within the Pony 
Improvement Scheme; (b) either the removal of colts from the hill / common onto 
inbye land or the castration of all colts that remain on commons outside of any time 
prescribed by the association or council.  

 
 

(d) Worming and foot care 
 
23.10.14 It is believed that all Section A semi-feral ponies and most Welsh mountain ponies 

receive appropriate worming treatments and hoof care.  Commoners’ associations 
should ensure that all owners of unregistered ponies, including cross-bred ponies, 
comply with veterinary recommendations for worming and foot care on commons. 

 
 
23.11 Horse passport regulations 
 
 
23.11.1 The Pony Improvement Societies Committee, supported by the WPCS, should 

continue to officially petition the WAG for derogation of passport regulations with 
respect to newly born foals that are taken to market from commons, if the Committee 
believes that derogation will be beneficial to breeders.   

 
23.11.2 The WAG should recognise that the concern of some registered breeders for the 

debilitating costs of passports for newly born foals is legitimate.  
 
23.11.3 If the awaited EC decision regarding proposals in respect of possible derogation 

from passports for ponies in Wales is supportive of breeders, the ‘Welsh Animal 
Health and Welfare Strategy Action Plan’ should be amended accordingly.  Any 
final decision from the WAG might consider observations within this scoping report. 

 
23.11.4 If exemption from passports for registered foals is allowed under any circumstance, 

foals of unregistered semi-feral mares that are born on defined commons throughout 
Wales must receive similar exemption.  Conversely, if all pedigree foals must be 
passported, there should be no derogation for unregistered semi-feral ponies. 

 
23.11.5 Pony Improvement Societies might consider that the registered semi-feral sub-

population’s status might be best served by supporting the notion of passports for all 
animals born within the Pony Improvement Scheme apart from newly born foals that 
are destined for the slaughterhouse within the time limit for obtaining a passport. 
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23.11.6 Unambiguous instructions provided by Government to all independent horse 

Passport Issuing Organisations (PIO) should confirm that an unregistered pony 
resembling a Welsh Mountain Section A pony should be described on the passport 
only as ‘Welsh mountain’ or ‘unverifiable breed’.  All veterinary surgeons 
completing breed descriptions for passports should be similarly instructed by PIOs. 

 
23.11.7 The clear naming on Defra’s web site of breeds and part breeds for which the WPCS 

will issue passports is essential to avoid confusion.  The Welsh Mountain pony 
should be described as ‘Welsh Mountain Section A’. 

 
23.11.8 The issuing of passports may help prevent the over production of inferior quality 

unregistered semi-feral ponies (Reference 84) but selective breeding is the preferred 
long-term choice for all breeders in order to attain this goal. 

 
23.11.9 The interests of the WPCS and the Section A pony would be best furthered if the 

Society became the PIO for unregistered ponies in Wales that are described as Welsh 
mountain ponies.  This approach would: (i) advance public education; (ii) ensure 
correct descriptions on unregistered pony passports; (iii) reinforce the value of 
pedigree animals; (iv) provide revenue for needed Section A publicity and genetic 
research.  An ancillary object of the WPCS is (Reference 358 p. 3): “To provide … 
facilities for other purposes connected with the objects of the Society.” 

 
23.11.10 If anticipated compulsory microchipping for all equines in Wales is adopted, the cost 

implication for registered semi-feral breeders and private breeders of unregistered 
semi-feral ponies will require consideration by the WAG.   

 
 
23.12 Animal Health and Welfare Strategy Action Plan 2006–7 
 
 
23.12.1 A statement is required from the WAG indicating whether or not, and under what 

conditions, the WAG regards semi-feral ponies as livestock. 
 
23.12.2  The ‘Animal Health and Welfare Action Plan’ might document EC proposals 

governing derogation when they are received. 
 
23.12.3 New legislation is perhaps needed within Britain that recognises the special status of 

semi-feral animals, including those classified as native breeds, and including Welsh 
Mountain ponies and Welsh mountain ponies.  These animals should be properly 
defined as neither domesticated nor wild, but as semi-domesticated or preferably 
semi-feral.  Native semi-feral ponies should be classified according to environmental 
and genetic criteria (to be determined) and should be treated according to this 
classification for health and welfare purposes. 
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23.13 Potential of the Section A semi-feral pony within grazing 
schemes 

 
 
23.13.1 A preliminary investigation into the grazing characteristics of the Section A semi-

feral pony is urgently required, which will analyse the observations of: (a) breeders; 
(b) land managers. 

 
23.13.2 At the earliest opportunity, a comprehensive analysis of the stud-book, journals and 

other relevant documents held by the WPCS is needed, in order to understand more 
clearly: 

 
1. How the Section A feral (proposed semi-feral) pony has interacted with the Welsh 

landscape and with specific habitats over the last 104 years. 
 
2. How the pony’s hardiness and physical characteristics might be used to optimal 

effect in present and future conservation grazing schemes in support of biodiversity. 
 
23.13.3 Longer-term, empirical, investigations are required based upon: (i) investigator 

observations; (ii) controlled studies; (iii) faecal analyses. 
 
23.13.4 In view of the potential and actual benefits of using registered semi-feral ponies for 

maintaining and enhancing priority biodiversity in Wales, appropriate action is 
required from the WAG, to help ensure this sub-population’s survival.  Appropriate 
measures would satisfy a duty under Section 74 of the CROW Act. 

 
 

(a) Scope of a future preliminary study of grazing characteristics 
 
23.13.5 In order to assess the potential of the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony as a suitable future 

conservation grazer, genetic resource and farm animal, Government, scientific 
organisations, conservation groups and would-be breeders require basic grazing and 
profile information.   

 
23.13.6 Major aims of a grazing characteristics study would be: 

 
1. To collect baseline information that would accurately describe some grazing 

characteristics of Britain’s Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony population: herd 
dynamics, geographical locations and sites of operation, physical characteristics, 
seasonal husbandry practices by breeders, herd grazing restrictions and sub-
population, herd and individual pony grazing preferences. 

 
2. To collate and document relevant anecdotal evidence from semi-feral and non semi-

feral breeders and from land managers who employ semi-feral ponies. 
 

3. To create, by consensus, a definitive Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony breed profile.  
This will summarise and assess the breed sub-population’s hardiness, physical 
attributes, husbandry requirements, peculiar grazing characteristics and suitability for 
grazing on public access sites. 
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4. To prepare a summary report that will: (a) allow better consideration and application of 
the Section A semi-feral pony’s potential as a conservation grazer; (b) encourage use of 
the registered semi-feral pony within present and future sustainable land management 
schemes. 

 
5. To offer proposals for future conservation grazing strategies involving the breed, and 

particularly the breed semi-feral sub-population, indicating where – habitats and 
geographical locations – it might be most advantageously employed. 

 
23.13.7 Section A semi-feral ponies are likely to be increasingly in demand to support a variety of 

Welsh sites that have greater or lesser conservation value.  Any survey and analysis of 
grazing characteristics should consider: (a) the wide range of habitats and vegetation 
types grazed; (b) the elevation at which grazing occurs, i.e. differences between 
lowland and upland grazing; (c) differences in grazing practices among herds and 
among commoners’ associations. 

 
23.13.8 A breed profile is needed which is representative of the Welsh Mountain (Section A) 

semi-feral pony and which is based upon the protocol established by the ‘Breed 
Profiles Handbook’ of the Grazing Animals Project (Reference 143).  A survey 
would assist land managers who wish to utilise Welsh Mountain ponies optimally in 
conservation grazing.  

 
23.13.9 To construct a breed profile, a survey of breeders within the Pony Improvement 

Societies would be supported by surveys of: (a) land managers who participated in 
the preparation of the original GAP breed profile; (b) other land managers who 
employ ponies; (c) opportunity-sampled Section A breeders outside of the Pony 
Improvement Societies; (d) other opportunity-sampled members of the WPCS. 

 
23.13.10 An investigation to compare the grazing and other characteristics of Section A semi-

feral ponies, unregistered semi-feral ponies, and Section A ponies that graze in less 
extensive situations is required, which would include opportunity sampling of 
breeders / owners of unregistered semi-feral ponies. 

 
23.13.11 Surveys to define the grazing characteristics of the breed sub-population and 

unregistered sub-population should minimally include the following descriptions:  
 

• Herds / Pony Improvement Societies. 
• Geographical locations of herds and grazing areas. 
• Habitat types and vegetation types grazed. 
• Seasonal feeding of herds. 
• Grazing restrictions. 
• Grazing preferences: (a) fine grasses; (b) coarse grasses; (c) rushes; (d) sedges; (e) 

woody species; (f) other flowering plants; (g) other plants. 
• Other grazing behaviour. 

 
23.13.12 A survey to define a breed profile should include the following sections: 
 

• Summary profile. 
• Hardiness 
• Physical attributes. 
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• Husbandry. 
• Grazing characteristics. 
• Interaction with the public. 

 
 
23.14 Use of unregistered ponies within grazing schemes 
 
 
23.14.1 Judicious breeding for improvement involving only registered, i.e. Section A, 

stallions should generally be attempted.  However, until the genetic origins and 
interrelationships of unregistered semi-feral bloodlines can be formally established, 
there is a need to conserve unregistered breeding stock that might be considered by 
WPCS judges to be either pure-bred or unique genetic heritage.  Breeding from 
unregistered semi-feral stallions should be considered only under controlled, 
recorded and universally agreed circumstances.  Protocols for future controlled 
breeding of unregistered semi-feral ponies from unregistered bloodlines should be 
agreed by all key players, including the WPCS Council, the Pony Improvement 
Societies Committee and the RBST and unregistered pony owners.  Agreed 
principles should apply to all situations, whether or not unregistered ponies are being 
used for conservation grazing purposes. 

 
23.14.2 The CCW, NT, RSPB and other organisations that manage breeding herds might 

carefully consider the genetic, conservation, economic and cultural implications and 
consequences of breeding from unregistered stock.  Advice on protocols for the 
breeding of ponies from unregistered bloodlines should be sought from the WPCS, 
Welsh Pony Improvement Societies and the RBST.  A unified approach towards 
unregistered pony breeding should be adopted by all government agencies and non-
government agencies throughout Wales, in compliance with protocols to be 
established. 

 
23.14.3 Landowners who traditionally purchase or borrow unregistered semi-feral ponies 

might consider using registered semi-feral ponies for future conservation grazing 
schemes, if suitable ponies can be located. 

 
23.14.4 The CCW might investigate the current and future use of Welsh Mountain ponies in 

conservation grazing schemes within their jurisdiction.  Where there is a requirement 
for youngstock, the provision of registered semi-feral youngstock is an optimal 
solution in order to (a) help preserve genetically important stock that might be 
needed for breeding, (b) support the Pony Improvement Societies and (c) support 
Welsh heritage.   

 
 
23.15 Implications for unregistered Carneddau ponies 
 
 
23.15.1 In order to protect the Carneddau bloodline(s) and support the Carneddau breeders, a 

new sub-section of the WPCS stud-book could be immediately opened.  The WPCS 
Council might reconsider this option, which may prove to be in the long-term 
interests of the WPCS.  One Primary Object of the WPCS, defined in the 
Memorandum of Association, is (Reference 358 p. 1): “To encourage the breeding 
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and improvement of horses and ponies” and “to advance public education in all 
districts and counties in the various arts and sciences connected with the use and 
management of … ponies in general.”  An ancillary object is “to continue to register 
and enter therein animals which are eligible for registration and entry …  and to take 
such action thereon as the Council may decide is in the interests of the Society” 
(Reference 358 pp. 1–2). 

 
23.15.2 If the WPCS Council decide, after due reconsideration, not to recognise the 

Carneddau genetic stock as (a) worthy of immediate and future monitoring, (b) 
potentially valuable genetic stock for the long-term survival of the registered semi-
feral pony, other options are worth considering: 

 
1. The WPCS Council and the Pony Improvement Societies Committee might consider 

assisting the Carneddau Pony Society breeders to open an independent Carneddau 
stud-book to record breeding of all Carneddau bloodlines from 2004 at least.     

 
2. The Carneddau Pony Society breeders could seek dispensation from the WAG to 

record the description of ‘Welsh mountain pony – Carneddau’ on the passports of 
such ponies.  These breeders might also lobby the RBST to recognise the importance 
of this genetic stock and to support a strategy to record future lineage.  Consideration 
should be given to any scheme that might effectively contribute to genetic asset 
retention rather than erosion of the Carneddau genome. 

 
3. Farmer-breeders within the Carneddau Pony Society might consider immediately 

opening a stud-book to record their breeding programmes from 2004.  This stud-
book should document, as far as possible, the early history of these ponies up to 
2006.  Dispensation should be sought from the CCW to record the Carneddau ponies 
within the stud-book as ‘Welsh mountain ponies – Carneddau’. 

 
4. Farmer-breeders within the Carneddau Pony Society might consider applying to the 

WAG for recognition of the ‘Merlod y Carneddau’ as a horse society under EC 
decision 92/353/EEC. 

 
5. Funding in support of an application for recognition might be sought by the WPCS, 

the Pony Improvement Societies Committee or the Carneddau breeders.  Appropriate 
funding would also encourage research that might help identify any unique genetic 
characteristics of the Carneddau herds.  Such research should be carried out in 
consultation with the RBST.   

 
6. Any progeny of ponies sold by Carneddau breeders since 2004 for conservation 

grazing schemes in Wales should be systematically recorded and monitored.  Some 
ponies might be suitable for recording in the stud-book of any newly formed society. 

 
7. Other unregistered Welsh mountain pony herds that might represent pure-bred or 

unique bloodlines within Wales, if any exist, should be identified by the WAG in 
collaboration with the WPCS.  Government could develop a strategy for the short-
term conservation of these ponies.  Such a strategy could be coordinated by the 
WPCS Council or by the Pony Improvement Societies Committee, in association 
with the RBST.  The setting up of an independent organisation or committee to 
oversee such a programme might be appropriate.  Specific, presently unidentified, 
EU research funding may be required to ensure the success of this initiative. 
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23.16 Grazing schemes within national parks 
 
 
23.16.1 It is anticipated that this report will represent a useful discussion document that will: 
 

1. Assist the BBNPA, PCNPA and SNPA in planning future liaison with PONT, with 
the WPCS and with the Pony Improvement Societies. 

 
2. Persuade land managers and conservation officers to utilise Welsh Section A semi-

feral ponies, rather than unregistered Welsh mountain ponies, in conservation 
grazing projects and research trials within the national parks.   

 
23.16.2 The most suitable – hardiest and most locally adapted – native pony to graze within 

Welsh national parks is the Section A semi-feral pony.  The NPAs could assist 
breeders to ensure the future security of herds within park boundaries, since those 
herds are likely to be needed to assist with future conservation grazing programmes. 

 
23.16.3 Pony Improvement Society herds currently graze within the BBNP and PCNP 

boundaries.  No Pony Improvement Society herd is currently grazing within the 
SNP.  Registered upland grazing herds might be formally established within this 
park as a cooperative venture between breeders and the SNPA.   

 
23.16.4 Several herds live outside but in close proximity to national park boundaries.  

Breeders of these herds could provide ponies to assist with conservation programmes 
within the parks.  Future liaison between national park authorities and these breeders 
is desirable. 

 
23.16.5 A financial return to anyone wishing to manage a registered semi-feral herd must be 

guaranteed, since resources are needed for the provision of grazing scheme 
infrastructure requirements.  Additionally, the heritage value of keeping Welsh 
Mountain ponies within Welsh national parks is presently inestimable but might be 
considerable.  A WAG ‘hardy breed’ and ‘hardy type’ incentive allowance under the 
Higher Level Stewardship scheme, for the establishment of new herds and for herd 
maintenance within or in the immediate vicinity of any national park, would 
demonstrate Government support for the pony’s heritage value. 

 
23.16.6 The NPMPs of each Welsh national park could be developed or amended to ensure 

the protection of Wales’ only indigenous pony breed.  New ‘heritage’ herds might be 
established within each park.  The breed should be viewed as part of each park’s 
cultural roots and a unique part of the historic environment.  The breed is not 
currently able to benefit from this heritage status.  An action plan that recognises the 
need for the breed within national parks would appear to be essential. 

 
23.16.7 All Welsh national parks might recognise that the Welsh Mountain pony represents 

important genetic and cultural heritage.  The NPAs could help breeders to ensure the 
future security of the Section A semi-feral pony because this breed sub-population 
will be increasingly needed, post CAP reform, to assist with park habitats 
management.  

 
 



 313

(a) Best grazing practice in national parks  
 
23.16.8 The PCNPA grazing schemes ‘Conserving the Coastal Slopes’ and latterly 

‘Conserving the Park’ represent in many respects best grazing practice using ponies 
within a national park.  Lessons to be learned from these schemes, and from the 
county-wide Pembrokeshire Grazing Network and from other LGSs within and 
without National parks, could assist PONT in facilitating the setting up of future 
LGSs using Welsh Mountain ponies elsewhere in Wales. 

 
23.16.9 PCNPA grazing schemes will offer insight into the grazing characteristics of Welsh 

Mountain ponies.  Future empirical study of selected coastal sites is consequently 
recommended.      

 
 
23.17 Strategy for the horse industry in Wales 
 
 
23.17.1 The current (2005) ‘Strategy for the Horse Industry in England and Wales’ 

(Reference 281) does not comprehensively or satisfactorily represent the interests of: 
(a) English and Welsh native pony breed societies; (b) breeders of native ponies used 
in conservation grazing in England and Wales; (c) the WPCS; (d) breeders of semi-
feral ponies within the Pony Improvement Scheme of Wales; (e) breeders of other 
section A ponies in Wales; (f) breeders of Welsh mountain semi-feral ponies in 
Wales.  In view of the limitations noted within this scoping report, consideration 
might be given to the revision of the Strategy to fully address those interests. 

 
23.17.2 A representative council of British native and indigenous breed societies could be 

formally constituted with an intention of liasing with, and making representation to, 
the BHIC.  It is in the interests of native pony societies that such a constituted body 
should make recommendations to revise the current Strategy to take into fuller 
consideration the interests of native breed ponies and problems faced by native pony 
breeders.  This council might constitute two members from each native breed 
society, including one member from each of the WPCS Council and the Pony 
Improvement Societies Committee. 

 
23.17.3 A unified body of native breed societies should as a priority address Actions 40 and 

49 of the ‘Strategy for the Horse Industry in England and Wales’ (Reference 281 pp. 
84, 98). 

 
23.17.4 A ‘lead body’ representative of Britain’s native pony breeds could be named ‘Native 

Ponies GB’ or similar.  A lead body representative of Britain’s native and indigenous 
pony and horse breeds could be named ‘Native and Indigenous Equine Breeds GB’ 
or similar.  A lead body representative of native and indigenous ponies and horses in 
Wales could be named ‘Native and Indigenous Equine Breeds Wales’ or similar.  
Any lead body for native breeds, whether Wales-wide or UK-wide, should include at 
least one member of the Welsh Pony Improvement Societies Committee and one 
member of the WPCS Council to represent the Section A semi-feral pony.  The 
adequate representation of unregistered Welsh mountain ponies within any lead body 
is also recommended.   
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23.17.5 Only one native breed pony is endemic to Wales, but within that breed exist several 
identifiable sub-populations, each experiencing peculiar difficulties.  The interests of 
these sub-populations and other, non-endemic, native pony sub-populations might be 
best represented by a separate Welsh strategy entitled ‘Strategy for the Horse 
Industry in Wales’, which should be mediated by the WAG and which could be 
incorporated into any revised strategy for England and Wales.   

 
23.17.6 Any strategy for the horse industry in Wales should be coordinated by an 

independent body that is representative of all equine groups in Wales, e.g. the WEC.  
Coordination might be from a central Welsh location, rather than from Stoneleigh in 
Warwickshire, which is geographically and politically disparate from the Welsh 
herds, ponies and breeders that will be most affected by possible future decisions 
based upon that strategy.  

 
23.17.7 An informational resource, detailing all current biodiversity conservation projects 

and agri-environment schemes involving ponies in Wales, and recording the total 
number of Section A semi-feral, Section A non semi-feral and unregistered semi-
feral herds / ponies used, is urgently required.  Such a resource would attempt to 
include current projects of all private landowners and management bodies, 
particularly those of the CCW, RSPB, NT, NPAs and WWTs.  

 
23.17.8 With the co-operation of all interested parties, a uniform code of welfare practice 

could be developed for Wales, facilitated and mediated by PONT (Section 19.2). 
 
23.17.9 The regulation of ponies for any conservation task is needed in order to help 

conserve Wales’ most important equine stock.  The origins of animals, including 
their pedigrees, should be carefully considered (see also Section 23.14.2).  The use 
of unregistered semi-feral bloodlines might be considered if it can be demonstrated 
that they have derived from Section A ponies. 

 
23.17.10 A more judicious but less restrictive use of breeding stock for conservation grazing 

is recommended.  To that end, Pony Improvement Society breeders should be 
consulted to help identify suitable registered mares, stallions and youngstock for 
each grazing regime.     

 
23.17.11 Generational mapping and genetic testing of all unregistered herds used in Welsh 

conservation grazing schemes may help identify any herd / pony that is genetically 
pure, i.e. contains genes that can be traced through the WPCS stud-book or that can 
be traced to identified, acceptable foundation stock. 

 
23.17.12 PONT, the WPCS and the Pony Improvement Societies Committee should 

immediately commence dialogue with the WEC and with the BHIC to determine 
whether the ‘Strategy for the Horse Industry in England and Wales’ can be 
effectively implemented in its present form in Wales, or whether it first requires 
modification. 

 
23.17.13 A comprehensive analysis of implications for the Welsh Mountain pony in Wales of 

the current Strategy’s Action Plan is required.  A working party, consisting of Pony 
Improvement Society breeders and representatives of the WPCS, CCW, WAG, 
Welsh NPAs and PONT, should complete this analysis at the earliest opportunity to 
identify whether improvements to the Strategy are warranted. 
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23.18 Health and welfare strategy for the Welsh Mountain semi-
feral pony 

 
 
23.18.1 Recommendations for a revised horse strategy have implications for a revised health 

and welfare strategy.  A working party representing Welsh native pony breeds, 
perhaps mediated by the WEC, might become actively involved in making corporate 
representations to the industry-led working party that has formulated ‘A Health and 
Welfare Strategy for the Horse, Pony and Donkey’ (Reference 84).   

 
23.18.2 The WPCS Council could actively engage with, and effectively influence, policy of 

any industry-led working party on animal welfare.  The WPCS should actively seek 
the views of Section A semi-feral breeders at all stages via the Pony Improvement 
Societies Committee.  

 
23.18.3 The views of the WPCS honorary Veterinary surgeon and the Pony Improvement 

Societies Committee should be represented in any future formulation and 
implementation of a national health and welfare strategy for equines (Reference 
218). 

 
 

(a) Welsh Mountain pony husbandry and human perception 
 
23.18.4 Consensus could be reached amongst the WPCS, Pony Improvement Society 

breeders and animal welfare societies regarding what constitutes an acceptable 
condition, throughout the year and across a spectrum of peculiar circumstances, for a 
Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony.  Agreed standards should also be set for 
unregistered semi-feral ponies and should be rigorously applied on all Welsh 
commons, mountains and moorlands.  PONT could act as a broker in the setting of 
standards.   

 
23.18.5 When setting requirements for feeding or other husbandry practices, animal welfare 

societies should seek advice from the honorary Veterinary surgeon of the WPCS, 
from the Pony Improvement Societies Committee and from PONT, and should take 
into consideration observations of site managers who habitually work with semi-feral 
ponies, including managers whose ponies graze the wildest sites. 

 
23.18.6 Animal welfare societies and other observers of Welsh Mountain ponies in their 

natural environments should consider, when scoring body conditioning and weight, 
that comparison with domesticated horses may not be a suitable reference point for 
ponies that live in a semi-wild state.  Agreed standards should be set separately for 
unregistered semi-feral ponies that would not be defined as Welsh mountain ponies 
by an expert judge.   

 
23.18.7 A Wales-wide survey that will accurately identify injuries, ailments and any genetic 

abnormalities within each of the semi-feral sub-populations defined within this 
scoping report is desirable.  Such a survey would confirm the state of well-being of 
the breed sub-population, identify genetic irregularities outside of the registered 
herds, identify any areas of welfare concern for each pony group and help confirm, 
and in some cases establish, optimal husbandry practices across Wales. 
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23.18.8 Defra might consider publishing the names of all Working Party members that have 

produced the draft ‘Health and Welfare Strategy for the Horse, Pony and Donkey’, 
together with the names of authors’ representative organisations.  Accountability 
becomes essential if published proposals are to be seriously considered by the target 
audience.  

 
 
23.19 Role of Grazing, Nature and Heritage GAP Wales  

– Pori Natur a Threftadaeth GAP Cymru (PONT) 
 
 
23.19.1 All Pony Improvement Societies might detail for PONT their present roles, if any, in 

current grazing schemes, including any LGSs.   
 
23.19.2 The Pony Improvement Societies Committee could prepare a set of 

recommendations for the PONT executive to consider, based upon grazing and 
breeding concerns described within this scoping report.  Any recommendations 
should indicate how PONT might support the optimal use of registered semi-feral 
ponies for conservation grazing: (i) on nature reserves managed by WWTs; (ii) 
within conservation grazing projects orchestrated by the NT or the RSPB; (iii) on 
National Nature Reserves and other SSSIs managed by the CCW; (iv) on SSSIs and 
other sites which are privately managed; (v) on commons within the Pony 
Improvement Scheme.  

 
23.19.3 A unified approach is proposed that considers the futures of registered and 

unregistered semi-feral stock simultaneously.  Therefore, representatives of site 
managers and breeders who manage unregistered semi-feral herds / ponies might 
similarly prepare breeding and grazing recommendations for PONT to consider.  In 
order to provide optimal solutions, breeders should seek collaborative enterprises 
that could be effectively managed by PONT. 

 
23.19.4 PONT is ideally positioned to facilitate the training of biodiversity officers and other 

site managers in husbandry skills essential to properly manage ponies on a variety of 
habitats and vegetation systems, including wet heathland, cliff and coastal slopes.  
Before traditional husbandry and breeding practices disappear in Wales as stockmen 
retire, a core body of knowledge, agreed by registered breeders, might be recorded 
and transmitted to land managers wishing to use ponies in conservation grazing 
programmes.     

 
23.19.5 Animal welfare principles to be followed by all who are engaged in conservation 

grazing have been outlined by the UK GAP (Reference 142).  However, the 
production of a PONT guide to animal welfare in nature conservation grazing in 
Wales is desirable.  A customised set of guidelines should be developed and widely 
publicised by PONT.  These would accommodate all circumstances that exist under 
which conservation grazing using semi-feral stock and non semi-feral stock is 
practised in Wales.  In the first instance, the guide could address priority issues 
associated with the use of semi-feral ponies. 
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23.19.6 Long-term, PONT could encourage the CCW, NT, RSPB and WWT reserve 
managers to “adopt specific, genetically-managed conservation breeding pools” for 
use in grazing initiatives (Reference 199). 

 
23.19.7 Surplus registered semi-feral foals, if ‘good quality’ stock, should be considered for 

use in conservation programmes outside of the common of birth.  PONT can 
facilitate the matching of youngstock of a suitable minimum age with conservation 
grazing schemes, i.e. with land, throughout Wales.  Wherever possible and 
appropriate, semi-feral youngstock bred within the administrative area of the grazing 
scheme should be used.   

 
23.19.8 New and established LGS projects that involve equines must generate income for 

registered breeders.  The availability of an economically sustainable and viable 
supply of registered ponies for LGS projects must become synonymous with a sale 
outlet, or alternatively a hire payment, for breeders.  All LGSs should preferentially 
employ registered ponies.  

 
23.19.9 If youngstock or other ponies are required for sustainable grazing situations, a 

compensatory payment, to offset the cost of providing and husbanding animals, must 
be ensured by the CCW, NT, RSPB, WWT or whichever organisation or private 
landowner are managing the conservation grazing regime or programme. 

 
23.19.10 PONT is ideally positioned, with the GAP, to help lead the debate on Action 40 

(information on conservation grazing) within the ‘Strategy for the Horse Industry in 
England and Wales’ Action Plan. 

 
23.19.11 PONT could propose that a special category of ‘semi-feral’ or ‘semi-domesticated’ 

animals should be recognised in Wales. 
 
23.19.12 The clarification of whether, or not, equines used in Welsh conservation grazing 

schemes could, under some circumstances, be considered to be ‘agricultural animals’ 
and / or ‘farmed animals’, is needed.  Clarification from the Welsh parliament should 
be sought by PONT.   

 
 
23.20 Value of the Section A semi-feral pony as cultural heritage 
 
 

(a) The role of semi-feral ponies in sustainable tourism 
 
23.20.1 The Welsh Mountain pony is an undervalued heritage asset within Wales.  This 

genetic and historical wealth could, with optimal marketing strategies, become an 
increasingly important tourist attraction throughout the Welsh uplands and lowlands. 

 
23.20.2 The potential role and economic viability of Welsh Mountain pony herds as a part of 

sustainable tourism remain unexamined.  Research is needed because:  
 

1. Whilst ponies are currently used within the tourist industry for trekking and riding, 
Pony Improvement Society breeders derive no income from their ponies as a tourist 
attraction. 
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2. Few tourists may be aware of the breed’s existence within Wales. 

 
3. Visitors to Wales are deprived of learning about one of the Britain’s most ancient 

assets. 
 

4. Semi-feral pony owners could assist visitors in appreciating the aesthetic value of the 
Welsh uplands. 

 
5. The Welsh Mountain pony helps to sustain some upland and lowland farming 

communities, “ensuring that some local people feel a sense of belonging, 
empowerment and opportunity” (Reference 254).  Visitors, too, recognise and 
appreciate a ‘sense of place’. 

 
6. Herds occupy a unique niche within the Welsh uplands and must become an 

economically viable part of any sustainable future that includes tourism within and 
without the national parks. 

 
7. There is a recognised need to conserve tourism assets, particularly within national 

parks, by making tourism environmentally sustainable.  
  

8. Welsh Mountain pony breeding already encompasses landscape management and 
biodiversity conservation.  It could also offer recreational opportunity, as a tourist 
attraction, in the pony’s natural environment. 

 
9. Simply being able to view a semi-feral herd is an experience presently beyond most 

tourists. 
 
23.20.3 An appraisal of the strategies for developing visitor awareness and for deriving 

income from tourism is beyond the remit of this scoping report.  However, the Welsh 
tourism vehicle, Visit Wales (formerly the Welsh Tourist Board), might explore 
possible diversification strategies with the WEC, the CCW, the WPCS, the NPAs, 
Farming and Countryside Education (FACE) and Pony Improvement Societies at an 
early opportunity.  Strategies will include: 

 
• The development of promotional literature and a web site for tourists, indicating 

where and when semi-feral ponies might be observed and / or interacted with.  
 
• Controlled visits to targeted studs throughout Wales at appropriate time(s) of year to 

observe ponies in their natural environments. 
 

• Visitor ‘open day(s)’ specifically targeted at native pony and equine enthusiasts. 
 

• Visitor ‘open day(s)’ for the public, rather than for breed enthusiasts. 
• Entry into a scheme to develop an educational experience for tourists on a working 

farm.  This might include guided walks, talks on pony welfare and practical 
demonstrations of ridden and driven ponies, in addition to observations of groups of 
free-living ponies.  
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• Visits by school parties, arranged through specific educational schemes.  The 
‘Access to Farms Partnership’ promotes educational visits to farms.  Farming and 
Countryside Education (FACE) arranges visits to farms in England (Reference 115).  
This opportunity could be extended and developed by FACE in Wales by targeting 
Welsh farms where ponies are bred. 

 
• The training and accreditation of breeders who wish to offer educational visits.  In 

England, training occurs through the Countryside Educational Visits Accreditation 
Scheme funded by the Vocational Training Scheme.  Training is carried out by 
FACE.  This scheme is presently unavailable in Wales 

 
23.20.4 Research into the tourism potential of the Welsh Mountain pony should be led by the 

WEC in collaboration with Visit Wales. 
 
 

(b) Tourism initiatives and cultural heritage 
 
23.20.5 The WPCS Council, the Pony Improvement Societies Committee and a native breeds 

council representing all British native breed ponies should examine and begin to 
implement strategies to allow breeders to obtain financial reward from tourism 
initiatives.   

 
23.20.6 Farm-based tourism, which could be promoted through local authorities, regional 

tourism councils and Visit Wales, might be implemented as a Wales-wide enterprise. 
 
23.20.7 The Forestry Commission (Wales) might consider promoting the use of Section A 

semi-feral ponies within woodlands as an integral part of a desired “high-quality 
visitor experience.”  There is scope for the development of tourist attractions 
involving grazing ponies as genetic heritage within appropriate woodlands.  Native 
ponies indigenous to Wales should be prioritised for such tourism enterprises.   

 
23.20.8 Current Objective 2 funding and the new structural fund programme post 2006 might 

be harnessed to support tourist enterprises involving grazing ponies. 
 
23.20.9 Formal acknowledgement of the Welsh Mountain pony as an important heritage, 

historical, tourism, genetic and biodiversity management resource is needed within 
the NPMP and LBAP of each national park and within the LBAP of each Welsh 
Unitary Authority.     

 
 
23.21 Utilisation of a local indigenous equine breed in Wales 
 
 
23.21.1 The Welsh Mountain pony is recommended as the most suitable pony breed for 

conservation grazing of a wide variety of habitats and vegetation types within Wales. 
 
23.21.2 Due to its historic isolation, adaptability and genetic characteristics, the breed sub-

population can cope admirably with a wide range of local environmental conditions 
determined by climate, weather, physical geography and topography, grazing 
latitude, grazing altitude and predominant vegetations.   
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23.21.3 The incursion of other, possibly less suitable, British native breeds or non-native 
pony breeds into the traditional stronghold of the Welsh Mountain pony for 
conservation purposes must be resisted.  A strategy of introducing non-indigenous 
pony breeds into Wales:  

 
1. Contradicts a conservation objective of the former TBI (Reference 108), of the new 

‘Native Breeds at Risk Grazing Supplement’ (Reference 256) and of the ‘UK 
National Action Plan on FAnGR’ (Reference 290), which is to utilise the most 
suited, i.e. locally adapted, pony.  

 
2. Might threaten the ultimate survival of some Welsh Mountain pony bloodlines 

because non-intensive grazing opportunities within Wales are currently limited and 
may, in future, be more or less limited. 

 
3. Fails to recognise that the Welsh Mountain pony is, historically, Wales’ original 

native pony.  The breed helps to define the character, history and cultural heritage of 
the country. 

 
23.21.4 Competition amongst rival breeders and managers of British native breeds to 

participate in designated conservation grazing schemes within Wales is undesirable. 
 
23.21.5 Findings have implications for using Welsh Mountain ponies on sites outside of 

Wales.  There is some geographical and historical justification for considering the 
pony as the breed of preference in the border regions adjoining England (Section 
7.1).   

 
23.21.6 Land managers might consider grazing options that employ Welsh Mountain ponies 

in other geographical areas of Britain.  Some habitats in England and Scotland 
demonstrate similarities with Wales’ traditional semi-feral breeding locations.  
However, the most local native pony breed must generally be the preferred choice.  
The Section A semi-feral pony should be used only where no local English or 
Scottish indigenous pony breed is available or where local breeds are proven, 
through empirical investigation, to be unsuitable.  Sites selected should generally be 
compatible with a pony’s ‘natural’ environmental conditions, including climate, 
physical geography, habitats and vegetation types. 

 
 

(a) Exotic pony breeds in Wales 
 
23.21.7 The Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony, rather than foreign pony breeds, should be 

preferred for grazing programmes in Wales since primary objectives of conservation 
grazing (Reference 148) are to: 

 
1. Conserve British genetic stock by its maximal and optimal utilisation.  
 
2. Maintain and re-establish semi-natural grazing systems.  

 
3. Re-establish natural historical grazing regimes, landscapes and breeds, although this 

is an infinitely more difficult agenda.  
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4. Use animals that complement the local economy.   
 
23.21.8 Non-Welsh pony breeds should not be introduced into Welsh national parks unless it 

can be conclusively proven, through empirical enquiry, that no Welsh Mountain 
pony bloodline, or otherwise no Welsh mountain pony, Section B Welsh pony, 
Section C or D Welsh cob or other Welsh native breed (sheep, cattle, goat, etc.) can 
perform the job satisfactorily.  Exotic pony breeds should not be afforded support or 
protection within national parks or as conservation grazers within Wales. 

 
 
23.22 Roles of the WPCS, CCW, NT and RSPB in conservation 

grazing schemes 
 
 

(a) Publicising the Section A semi-feral sub-population for 
conservation grazing 

 
23.22.1 In view of the increasingly important role of the Section A semi-feral pony in 

support of biodiversity and land management in Wales and Britain, the WPCS might 
consider adding an additional object to its Memorandum, to encourage its members 
to assist in the provision of facilities for conservation grazing through the use of 
Sections A ponies.  Section A Stallions and brood mares are awarded premiums 
“with a view to improving the standard of the Welsh breeds and of riding horses and 
ponies in general” (Reference 358 p. 2).  To those aims might be added that of 
improving the standard of Section A semi-feral ponies used in grazing schemes. 

 
23.22.2 The WPCS Council might immediately appoint a subcommittee to oversee the future 

use of the Section A pony in conservation grazing schemes throughout Wales and to 
make appropriate recommendations to the Council and members. 

 
 

(b) CCW, NT, RSPB and WWT conservation grazing schemes 
 
23.22.3 This report identifies some ways in which the CCW, NT, RSPB and WWTs use 

registered and / or unregistered semi-feral ponies in conservation grazing schemes.  
A comprehensive survey of all Welsh projects involving grazing ponies is needed to 
confirm: (1) the number and type of ponies being used; (2) observed grazing 
characteristics; (3) the conservation benefits of using ponies at these sites. 

 
 

(c) Objective 1 funding 
 
23.22.4 Objective 1 funding has been an important catalyst in the setting up of specific 

conservation grazing activities in northern and west Wales involving Welsh 
Mountain semi-feral ponies.  Developed initiatives may be appropriate models in 
some circumstances for the development of Wales-wide grazing initiatives. 

 
23.22.5 When utilising Welsh Mountain ponies for conservation grazing projects operating 

within Objective 1 or other ERDF constraints, land managers should in the first 
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instance consider using Section A semi-feral ‘S’ ponies, Section A semi-feral ‘S – R’ 
ponies or, if these are unavailable, hardier non semi-feral Section A ponies. 

 
23.22.6 The use of Welsh mountain semi-feral ponies is a viable short-term alternative to 

using Section A semi-feral ponies, if insufficient registered ponies are available.  It is 
undesirable that unregistered ponies should be used in uncontrolled breeding 
programmes, as their hereditary bases remain to be clearly established. 

 
23.22.7 Long-term, the use of unregistered ponies in initiatives operating under Objective 1 

constraints, or under any subsequent, similar programme, is to be discouraged.    
 
23.22.8 The preferential use of Section A semi-feral ‘S – R’ ponies and other Section A 

semi-feral or other hardy Section A ponies in Welsh grazing schemes will encourage 
the future conservation and expansion of the original genetic sub-population. 

 
 
23.23 Recommendations for future study and scientific research 
 
 
Much required research has already been identified within these recommendations.  Strategies 
for genetic conservation of the Welsh semi-feral sub-populations may be summarised here. 
 
 

(a) Proposed short-term research strategies  
 
23.23.1 “Among pure-breds, selection towards show-ring success has superseded ancestral 

adaptation to environment and function.”  There is a danger that the breed standard 
will “provide only qualitative and relative descriptors, which by definition change 
with each generation.”  Consequently, ”there is an urgent need to quantify the unique 
diversity, adaptations and attributes … to conserve the heritage of ancestral 
bloodlines for future generations.  Rigorous characterisation”…of the breed and 
breed sub-population…”at genetic, physical (appearance and environmental 
adaptation) and historic (lineage) levels will provide an archive defining the breed 
today and the basis of genetic surveillance into the future” (Reference 199). 

 
23.23.2 Any of the following research areas may satisfy HBLB criteria for additional 

funding and should be considered as a matter of urgency (Reference 199) to avoid 
further genetic erosion (References 284, 302) of the registered semi-feral sub-
population: 

 
1. Kinship analyses of the WPCS Section A stud-book, in collaboration with the RBST, 

to identify over- and under-used bloodlines (Reference 279), in order to prioritise 
aims for the preservation of genetic diversity within the population.  Any bloodline 
in imminent danger of extinction must be quickly identified and breeding 
programmes then instigated.   

 
2. Identification of the conservation grazing characteristics and establishment of a 

breed population profile of registered ponies on hills and commons: (a) within the 
Pony Improvement Scheme, (b) outside of the WPCS scheme, in order to provide 
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anecdotal and empirical evidence that will justify the future protection and expansion 
of this breed sub-population. 

 
3. A study to identify bloodlines and individuals within the Welsh mountain semi-feral 

sub-population in Wales that are (a) phenotypically similar to any breedline of the 
Section A semi-feral sub-population, (b) phenotypically unique, in order to 
understand how unregistered ponies might influence future conservation of the rare 
breed sub-population managed by the Pony Improvement Societies. 

 
4. DNA sampling and archiving (blood and hair samples) of (a) individual semi-feral 

stallions and mares, (b) breedlines, for example, the Carneddau herds of North 
Wales, that are presently (2006) outside of official WPCS registration. 

 
5. Semen banking, including storage from stallions that are from unregistered herds, 

e.g. the Carneddau herds.  The RBST ReGENEration programme or similar 
programme is appropriate for the storage of frozen semen from Section A ‘F’ 
(proposed ‘S’) ponies.  The Pony Improvement Societies Committee is urged, in 
collaboration with the RBST, to identify suitable stallions for participation in the 
programme.  A similar support programme is required, at least short-term, for 
unregistered semi-feral stallions that are potentially valuable genetic stock. 

 
 

(b) Proposed longer-term research strategies  
 
23.23.3 Significant funding is required for the implementation of longer-term strategies.  The 

WAG and the CCW are suggested preferred leaders of such research, to be 
facilitated through an independent organisation, which might, for example, be 
tentatively titled the ‘Welsh Mountain pony Survival Trust’.  This facilitator could 
include representatives of the WPCS Council, Pony Improvement Societies 
Committee, RBST, WEC, PONT and owners of unregistered, breeding Welsh 
mountain ponies.  The mission statement of such a body could incorporate relevant 
aims of the current HBLB, but could be widened to include the implementation, for 
semi-feral ponies, of a proposed ‘Welsh National Plan for Farm Animal Genetic 
Resources’.   

 
 

1. Characterisation 
 
23.23.4 ‘Characterisation’ refers to the identification of biological characteristics that define 

a breed and the different breedlines, or bloodlines, within the breed.  Long-term, the 
following characterisation studies of the registered semi-feral sub-population and 
identified unregistered semi-feral bloodlines are needed (Reference 199): 

 
1. Quantitative breed standards exist for registered semi-feral ponies.  However, each 

breedline should be separately defined and quantitative differences between these 
breedlines and other, non semi-feral, breedlines must be clearly established.  
Additionally, quantitative standards must be defined and established for some 
unregistered semi-feral bloodlines that are worth conserving.  Differences between 
registered and unregistered bloodlines should be clearly documented. 
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2. The variety of colour, conformation and gait that is acceptable within the registered 
semi-feral sub-population has been documented regularly, with occasional, minor 
revisions, since 1902.  However, a phenotype analysis is required that will document 
more precisely the accepted variation that is currently apparent.  Particular attention 
should be paid to differences among breedlines.  Consensus over the acceptability of 
breedlines for breeding purposes is needed. 

 
3. Genotype analyses of the semi-feral sub-populations could begin to provide (a) more 

precise definitions of the Section A breed, Section A semi-feral sub-population and 
unregistered sub-population, (b) an accurate quantitative description of each 
breedline’s desirable and, if any exist, undesirable genetic traits. 

 
 

2. Conservation 
 
23.23.5 The in-situ conservation of semi-feral herds by farmer-breeders is an immediate and 

long-term goal.  However, ex-situ conservation of semi-feral breedlines in Wales 
will also be promoted (Reference 199) through long-term aims:  

 
1. The development of “reproductive techniques (stallion movement schemes, artificial 

insemination, … embryo transfer and embryo cryopreservation where appropriate)” 
(Reference 199; Section 9.1). 

 
2. The “establishment of specific conservation breeding herds” (Reference 199) at 

designated upland and lowland (marsh) sites (Section 19.2.3), to be coordinated by a 
proposed ‘Welsh Mountain pony Survival Trust’ in association with PONT, the 
WPCS and Pony Improvement Society breeders. 

 
 

3. Perpetuation 
 
23.23.6 A need to perpetuate the semi-feral sub-population is closely allied to its 

conservation problems and must highlight: 
 

1. The continuing refinement, enhancement and promotion of the Section A breed and 
Section A semi-feral breed sub-population profiles, based upon additional anecdotal 
and empirical research of physical and grazing characteristics.  Unique 
characteristics that are attributed to different bloodlines, registered or unregistered, 
that may be living under fundamentally different geographical conditions must be 
identified, assessed and documented (Sections 6.2.1, 9.6). 

 
2. The facilitation of conservation breeding herds at PONT sites (see also 23.23.5). 

 
3. The establishment and conservation of a ‘core’ knowledge of the breed sub-

population, including animal handling and husbandry skills, which also defines the 
breed’s heritage value.  Such knowledge can be secured only through adequate 
education (see also 23.23.7–9). 

 
4. The controlled mating of selected registered semi-feral mares with FS1 and FS2 

stallions from selected unregistered herds, e.g. the Carneddau bloodline(s). 
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4. Education 
 
23.23.7 The importance of systematic and ongoing education is advantageous to the Welsh 

tourism industry but is essential to the long-term survival of registered and targeted 
unregistered semi-feral sub-populations.  The following needs have been identified 
for native breeds generally, all of which are applicable to registered semi-feral 
ponies (Reference 199): “Curriculum-linked ‘heritage’ packages for schools; living 
history displays for hands-on learning; artefact sourcing and research; replica 
artefact commissioning; breed-specific literature reviews; breed histories for 
‘heritage’ interpretation; breed publicity and awareness” (which also assists breed 
characterisation). 

 
23.23.8 The funding of genetic research of all semi-feral herds on Welsh commons / hills is a 

priority requirement for achieving the long-term conservation of Wales’ native 
equine genetic diversity. 

 
23.23.9 Transnational research programmes that are likely to benefit the Section A semi-feral 

pony could be match-funded under EU Commission Genetic Resources Regulation 
870/2004. 

 
 
23.24 Conclusion 
 
 
Negative influences that are affecting the current and future status of the Welsh Mountain 
(Section A) semi-feral pony in Wales in 2006 are multifaceted and not fully understood.  This 
scoping study and report has attempted to identify the reasons for the breed sub-population’s 
present decline and lack of recognition, and to offer suggestions for resolution of complex 
issues which are also affecting, to greater or lesser degree, several other UK native pony 
breeds. 
 
In order to halt the decline of the registered semi-feral pony in its traditional habitats and to 
ensure its future survival for conservation and other purposes, a radically different approach 
towards the use and breeding of ponies for conservation grazing programmes is now essential.  
The report has indicated that a coherent strategy for the breed sub-population’s survival, 
supported by deliberate actions from very many organisations and individuals, is needed if the 
semi-feral pony is to maintain its rapidly diminishing niche within the Welsh landscape.   
 
The future of the Welsh Mountain semi-feral pony is intimately and ultimately connected to 
that of the Welsh mountain pony.  Although significant Government resources have recently 
supported the unregistered semi-feral pony within Wales as an important contributor to 
biodiversity management through conservation grazing, there appears to be no comprehensive, 
coherent strategy for the breeding of this pony.  There is apparently only limited awareness of 
the damaging consequences of this sub-population’s use and expansion for the registered semi-
feral pony.   
 
Government support of the Section A semi-feral pony is inadequate, and an infrastructure and 
available sources of funding to ensure that this pony can systematically participate in 
conservation grazing schemes throughout Wales are virtually absent.  Funding to halt 
continuing genetic erosion and the ultimate demise of the semi-feral pedigree sub-population 
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are presently inadequate.  Actions being implemented to support the original sub-population 
are insufficient, although some key players are attempting to address these problems.   
 
The questions of whether and how the Welsh Mountain and Welsh mountain semi-feral sub-
populations can continue to coexist in Wales must be resolved.  In order to ensure even the 
short-term survival of the registered semi-feral pony on Welsh commons and hillsides a 
fundamentally different, more proactive, approach is needed by the guardians of the Welsh 
Mountain pony and breed sub-population.  Whether, and under what circumstances and 
conditions unregistered ponies should be allowed to reproduce must be decided.  Whether the 
Section A semi-feral pony will be harnessed optimally, in support of Welsh biodiversity, will 
depend upon breeders and land managers being able to recognise the animal’s true 
conservation, genetic and heritage values.  To that end, anecdotal and empirical evidence must 
be urgently sought.  
 
  
23.25 Report Availability 
 
 
23.25.1 Availability of printed report 
 
 
(a) Availability from the author 
 
Availability of this report is limited to 15 printed copies: 
 
From 31st October 2006, printed copy and PDF copy are made available to (1) the Countryside 
Council for Wales. 
 
The report is available from 30th November 2006 at (2) The British Library, Boston Spa and at 
(3) the National Library of Wales, Aberystwyth.   
 
Printed copy is provided for: (4) the British Horse Industry Confederation; (5) the British 
Horse Society; (6) the Faculty of Veterinary Science, Liverpool University (Harold Cohen 
Library); (7) the Horserace Betting Levy Board; (8) the Welsh Pony Improvement Societies 
Committee; (9) The International Centre for the Uplands; (10) the Rare Breeds Survival Trust; 
(11) the Royal Geographical Society (Library); (12) the Society for the Welfare of Horses and 
Ponies; (13) the Welsh Equine Council. 
 
 
(b) Availability from the Countryside Council for Wales 
 
Availability of this report through distribution by the Countryside Council for Wales is limited 
by agreement with the author, as specified in the Contract Specification. 
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23.25.2 Availability of report via the Internet 
 
 
(a) Availability via the author’s web site 
 
Several other organisations and individuals have expressed an interest in viewing this report.  
From 30th November 2006 an electronic, PDF version of the report is available for inspection 
at the author’s web site (www.matilda.boltblue.net/Welsh Mountain (Section A) semi-feral 
pony – scoping study). 
 
 
(b) Availability via the web site of CCW 
 
Presentation of this report for viewing on the web site of the Countryside Council for Wales is 
limited by agreement with the author, as specified in the Contract Specification. 
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Section 26 

 
 

26. Appendices 
 
 
Appendix 1:  Project specification 
 
 

Note: This specification is quoted in its entirety from the CCW (Reference 44).  In order to define 
clearly the breed sub-population of interest, and as the project did not specify any original research 
of the breed sub-population’s grazing characteristics, the originally proposed project title was 
amended by agreement with the CCW.  The description of the breed sub-population of interest and 
of the Pony Improvement Societies given in this specification is not the author’s preferred 
description. 

 
 
Potential Use of the Semi-Feral Welsh Mountain (Section A) Hill Pony as a Conservation 
Grazer Following decoupling of Farm Subsidies through CAP Reform in Wales – a 
scoping study 
 
 
Background 
 
The Countryside Council for Wales (CCW) is the statutory adviser to Government on sustaining natural 
beauty, wildlife and the opportunity for the outdoor enjoyment throughout Wales and its inshore waters.  
Together with English Nature and Scottish Natural Heritage, CCW delivers its statutory responsibilities 
for Great Britain as a whole, and internationally, through the Joint Nature Conservation Committee. 
 
The Resource Management Policy team at CCW provide advice to internal staff and expert guidance to 
Government on a range of policy and technical matters relating to land use policy. 
 
The Welsh countryside is undergoing significant changes, major policy structural changes with more 
emphasis on the sustainable agenda.  There is a growing role for agri-environment incentives and public 
demand for sustainable land management is greater than ever before.  Today, equines are used in nature 
conservation throughout Britain and Europe.  The most well known breeds include natives to the UK 
such as the Exmoor, Dartmoor and New Forest ponies, as well as imported equines such as the Konik 
pony. 
 
The semi-feral Welsh Mountain [Section A] Hill Pony (WMHP) is very common in the Welsh 
landscape (e.g. Brecon Beacons) and has a cultural as well as historically a strong economical role in 
Welsh rural life.  Farmers who keep equines to graze unimproved pasture feel that they should be 
recognised for managing land in a positive way.  Also, CCW has received requests from farmers for 
premiums to be paid on habitats in TG (Tir Gofal) that are grazed by WMHP, on a similar basis to 
Welsh Black cattle, as well as other support sought by breeders and graziers to help re-establish pony 
improvement schemes.   
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Press articles have highlighted the decrease in numbers of herds of the WMHP and how little financial 
support they have had from Conservation Organisations.  The recently published ‘Strategy for the Horse 
Industry in England and Wales’ includes an objective to “Encourage the use of horses in conservation 
grazing projects which support wildlife and pasture biodiversity.”  An action to support this objective is 
to “Review existing information, guidelines and codes of practice covering conservation grazing and, if 
necessary, produce a national code to support and encourage this practice.”  The value of hardy native 
ponies in conservation is also recognised within PONT (‘Pori, Natur a Threftadaeth,’ the Welsh 
Grazing Animals Project).  Finally, there is a need to find out more information about what trends are 
likely to occur with farmers breeding ponies following the passport regulation. 
 
Given the recognition that is now being given to the role that equines can play in nature conservation, 
the WMHP should also benefit from this change in emphasis.  With the right knowledge and support, 
we believe this breed may make a significant contribution to nature conservation whilst assisting 
farmers to achieve good agricultural and environmental condition, which is a cross-compliance 
requirement under the new SPS. 
 
 
Project Aim and Scope of Work 
 
The aim of this project is to provide a summary of available knowledge and information to date on the 
potential use of the Semi-Feral Welsh Mountain (Section A) Hill Pony as a conservation grazer 
following decoupling of farm subsidies through CAP reform in Wales. 
 
 
Methodology 
 
The successful contractor should work closely with the Welsh Pony and Cob Society (WPCS), Hill 
Improvement Breeders Societies (HIBS), Farmers and Conservation Organisations, in order to obtain 
good sources of information to be assessed.  The following are examples of the type of information to 
be collected and addressed. 
 
Pedigree 
What is the history and current status of the pedigree of the Welsh Mountain (Section A) Hill Pony?  Is 
there evidence of genetic isolation between lowland Welsh Mountain Ponies and Hill Pony Herds? 
 
Current population trends and use of ponies   
How does this relate to: 
– Social Issues? 
– Environmental Issues? 
– Economic Issues? 
 
To understand and realise the potential of the breed, it is important to find out the current population 
trends and the use of the breed in Wales and the rest of the UK.  A range of information and trends 
might be relevant to these three aspects? 
 
Rare breed status 
Contractors are asked to provide the latest information available on the status of the breed.   
 
Veterinary information 
What form of veterinary care do the WMHP herds receive?  What are the particular health and welfare 
problems?  Is there scope for organic veterinary intervention? 
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Premium schemes 
What schemes are currently available for the promotion of the WMHP? 
What additional support might be appropriate (e.g. training, support at local shows)? 
What possible grants and incentives including agri-environment schemes such as those currently in Tir 
Gofal for the Pedigree Welsh Black cattle are potentially available?   
Are there any opportunities for supporting the WMHP under the new RDP for 2007–2013? 
 
Implementation of the horse passport regulations 
What effects, if any, have the Horse Passport Regulations had on the WMHP and are there notable 
changes following the February 2005 Regulation and what may the possible future trends be? 
 
Common Land and WMHP 
What changes in WMHP grazing might follow the new common land legislation? 
 
Changes in extensive and upland / hill farming in Wales 
Are there likely to be direct changes affecting the WMHP such as decreases in the numbers of breeders 
/ farmers and the amalgamation of farms?  New traditional beef and sheep farmers keeping ponies for 
cross compliance purposes? 
  
What Outputs and information are available from PONT (Pori, Natur a Threftadaeth – Welsh Grazing 
Animals Project)? 
Is PONT a potential network for utilising the WMHP and providing technical expertise and support?  
What is the current and planned extent of using the WMHP in local grazing schemes? 
 
How do current and proposed agri-environment schemes and cross-compliance requirements affect the 
breed? 
Is there need for extra support for WMHPs in recognition of their potential role with GAEC? 
 
 
Expected Outputs 
 
A Report summarizing available knowledge and information to date on the potential use of the Semi-
Feral Welsh Mountain (Section A) Hill Pony as a conservation grazer following decoupling of farm 
subsidies through CAP reform in Wales.  The report will include: 

• Recommendations for conserving the WMHP and its possible increased use post CAP 
Reform. 

• Recommendation for improvements to existing information, for example a breed profile for 
the hill pony, particularly as an upland and lowland conservation grazer. 

• Identification of suitable grant schemes and possible projects with suggestions on how to 
attract new breeders and handlers. 

• Recommendations for future research. 
 
 
Product 
 
The product of this contract will be a report to provide a summary of knowledge and available 
information to date on the potential use of the Semi-Feral Welsh Mountain (Section A) Hill Pony as a 
conservation grazer following decoupling of farm subsidies through CAP reform in Wales. 
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Appendix 2:  Description of the Welsh Mountain pony in 2006 
 
 
 
(Reference 382, pp. 2–3) 
 
Section A of the stud-book 
 
General character: Hardy, spirited and pony-like.  
Height: Not exceeding 12 hands high 
Colour: Any colour, except piebald and skewbald. 
Head: Small, clean-cut, well set on and tapering to the muzzle. 
Eyes: Bold. 
Ears: Well-placed, small and pointed, well up on the head, proportionately close. 
Nostrils: Prominent and open. 
Jaws and Throat: Clean and finely cut, with ample room at the angle of the jaw. 
Neck: Lengthy, well-carried and moderately lean in the case of mares, but inclined to be cresty in the 

case of mature stallions. 
Shoulders: Long and sloping well back.  Withers moderately fine, but not ‘knifey’.  The humerus 

upright so that the foreleg is not set in under the body. 
Forelegs: Set square and true, and not tied in at the elbows.  Long, strong forearm, well developed knee, 

short flat bone below knee, pasterns of proportionate slope and length, feet well-shaped and 
round, hoofs dense. 

Back and Loins: Muscular, strong and well coupled. 
Girth: Deep. 
Ribs: Well sprung. 
Hind Quarters: Lengthy and fine.  Not cobby, ragged or goose-rumped.  Tail well set on and carried 

gaily. 
Hind legs: Hocks to be large, flat and clean with points prominent, to turn neither upwards nor 

outwards.  The hind legs not to be too bent.  The hock not to be set behind a line from the 
point of the quarter to the fetlock joint.  Pasterns of proportionate slope and length.  Feet 
well shaped, hoofs dense. 

Action: Quick, free and straight from the shoulder.  Knees and hocks well flexed with straight and 
powerful leverage well under the body. 
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Appendix 3:  Differences in the description of the Welsh Mountain pony 1908–2006  
 
 
Appendix 3 note: Words in ‘bold italic’ are annotated with a + and were added between 1908 and 
2006.  Words in ‘bold regular’ are annotated with a * and were removed between 1908 and 2006. 

 
 
 (Table 1; References 352, 392) 
 
Height: Not exceeding 12.2 * hands high. 
Colour: Any colour, except piebald and skewbald +.  
Head: Small, clean-cut, well set on, wide between eyes and tapering to the muzzle. 
Eyes: Bold +.  
Ears: Well-placed, small and pointed, well up on the head, proportionately close, not lop-eared *. 
Nostrils: Prominent and open. 
Jaws and Throat: Clean and + finely cut, with ample room at the angle of the jaw +. 
Neck: Fairly * lengthy, well-carried + and moderately lean in the case of mares, but inclined to be 

cresty + with a stronger crest * in the case of mature stallions. 
Shoulders: Long and sloping well back, fine at the points with a deep girth *.  Withers moderately 

fine, but not ‘knifey’ +.  The humerus upright so that the foreleg is not set in + under the 
body.    

Forelegs: Set square and true, and not tied + in at the elbows.  Not too far back * under the body and 
not in at the elbows.  Long, strong forearm, well developed knee, short flat bone below knee, 
pasterns of proportionate slope and length, feet well-shaped and round, hoofs dense. 

Back and Loins: Muscular, strong and well + short * coupled. 
Girth: Deep +. 
Ribs: Well sprung +. 
Hindquarters: Lengthy and fine.  Not cobby, ragged or goose-rumped.  Tail well set on and carried 

gaily. 
Hind legs: Hocks to be wide *, large, flat + and clean, parallel with the body and well let down shank 

flat and vertical.  Neither sickle-hocked nor unduly straight.  Adequately bent with 
long heel or calcis bone *, with points prominent, to turn neither upwards nor outwards.  
The hind leg not to be too bent.  The hock not to be set behind a line from the point of the 
quarter to the fetlock joint +.  Pasterns of proportionate slope and length.  Feet well-shaped 
and round *, hoof dense. 

Action: Quick, free and straight from the shoulder, knees and hocks well flexed with straight and 
powerful leverage well under the body as to the hocks, but with such bending of the knees 
and hocks as will not sacrifice pace and power *. 
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Appendix 4:  Differences in the description of the Welsh Mountain pony 1902–1908  
 
 
Appendix 4 note: Words in ‘bold italic’ are annotated with a + and were added in 1908.  Words in 
‘bold regular’ are annotated with a * and were removed in 1908.  Only those parts of the description 
that have changed are annotated below.  With reference to height, the following differences are 
recorded.  (1) 1902 description for all Section A ponies (Reference 346): “Not to exceed 12 hands 2 
inches.”  (2) 1908 description for Section A Part I (Reference 352): “Not exceeding 12 hands in 
height.”  (3) 1908 description for Section A Part II (Reference 352): “shall also include those of a more 
cobby type, and ranging up to the height of 12 hands 2 inches.” 
 
 
 
 (Reference 346 pp. xix–xx) 
 
Ears: Well-placed, small and pointed, well up on the head, proportionately close, not lop-eared +. 
Eyes: Full, bright and sensible *.  
Hind Quarters: Lengthy and fine.  Not cobby, ragged or goose-rumped +.  Tail well set on and carried 

gaily, undocked and long preferable, but the reverse not a disqualification *.  
Forelegs: Well and truly placed, free at elbows *.  Set square and true, not too far back under the 

body and not tied in at the elbows +.  Long, strong forearm, well developed knee, short flat 
bone below knee, pasterns of proportionate slope and length, feet well-shaped and round *, 
hoofs dense. 

Hocks: Neither sickle hocked nor unduly straight.  Adequately bent with long heel or calcis bone +. 
Action: Quick, free and straight from the shoulder, knees and hocks well flexed with straight and 

powerful leverage well under the body as to the hocks, but with such bending of the knees 
and hocks as will not sacrifice pace and power +. 

 
 
 
 
Appendix 5: Pony Improvement Societies that no longer participate in the Pony 

Improvement Scheme at March 2006 but whose details are maintained by the 
WPCS  

 
 
(References 96, 368, 387, 395) 
 

Pony Improvement Society 
26. Aberyscir 
27. Church Stretton 
28. Cwmgwyn & Medwalleth 
29. Elan & Claerwen 
30. Gilwern Hill 
31. Hundred House 
32. Manmoel 
33. Mynydd Illtyd 
34. Preseli 
35. Rhullen 
 Total = 10  
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Appendix 6:  Pony Improvement Societies that have appeared in the stud-book but whose 
details have been deleted from the WPCS list, as they no longer participate 
in the Pony Improvement Scheme  

 
(Reference 395) 
 

Appendix 6 note: The WPCS does not know whether these societies are still 
acknowledged as being eligible as Hill Improvement Societies. 

 
Pony Improvement Society 

37. Aber Hills 
38. Betws 
39. Cerrigydrudion 
40. Denbigh Moors 
41. Ebbw Vale 
42. Fairwood & Pengwern 
43. Great Forest of Brecon 
44. Gwaun-Cae-Gurwen 
45. Llanbadarn Fynydd 
46. Mynydd Bwlchygroes 
47. Penybont 
48. Radnorshire Beacon Hills 

Total = 12 
 
 
 
 
Appendix 7:  Number of active Pony Improvement Societies 2000–2006  
 
 
(References 368, 370, 380, 386, 395) 
 

Year Number 
2000 18 
2001 21 
2002 Unavailable 
2003 23 
2004 Unavailable 
2005 25 
2006 25 
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Appendix 8:  Expenditure items applicable to HBLB grants 
 
 
(Reference 167) 
 
 
“Stallion premiums and super premiums. 
Mare premiums and super premiums. 
Foal and youngstock premiums. 
Gelding premiums. 
Foal progeny grants (paid to mare or stallion owners). 
Grants, paid to mare or stallion owners, to subsidise premium stallion covering fees. 
Hire by WPCS of premium stallions to stand at stud for members’ use to cross with pure-bred mares 
of the same breed. 
Grants to hiring societies allied to the parent society. 
Grants to premium stallions standing at stud. 
Travel grants to assist with owners’ costs of travelling premium stallions to mares or vice versa. 
Blood typing or DNA testing. 
Subsidies towards the costs of inspection / grading by Veterinary surgeons and / or expert judges. 
Travel grants to owners to assist costs of travel of horses to inspection / grading points. 
Training for judges. 
Occasional breed seminars. 
Subsidies towards registration fees and licensing fees charged to owners. 
Stallion performance testing / awards schemes. 
Testing of stallion fertility and semen freezability. 
Breed prizes. 
Specialised mountain and moor schemes. 
Contribution towards the annual breed show, or premium parade, or affiliated shows at which the 
premium / prestige classes for quality registered stock are held. 
Random drug testing at the annual breed show or premium parade. 
Travel grants to owners to assist costs of travel of horses to the Society’s annual breed show or 
premium parade. 
Advertisement of premium stallions.” 
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Appendix 9:  Questionnaire – Pony Improvement Societies 
 
 
Name:     Society name:  
 
Definitions 
1.  What is a Section A pony?  
2.  What is a Section A lowland pony?  
3.  What is a Section A hill pony?  
4.  What is a Section A hill-type pony?  
5.  What is a semi-feral Section A pony?   
6.  How should semi-feral Section A ponies living outside of Wales be classified?  
7.  What are the differences between upland and lowland ponies?  
8.  Within your Society, how many unregistered females would be classed as Section A?  
 
Pedigree 
9.  What are the special defining characteristics of hill herds?  
10. Do you have any literature on the history of the hill herds?  
11. What is meant by the hill pony pedigree?  
12. What is the extent of the genetic isolation between Welsh lowland and upland herds?  
13. Has any DNA profile or other genetic analysis of any of your ponies or herds ever taken place?  
 
Geographical isolation 
14. Please indicate the locations (hills and grid references if known) of herds in your Society: 
    Herd name  District   Hills grazed     Grid Ref. 
 
Population trends 
15. What is the estimated number of breeding mares (4 yrs+) and stallions in each herd?  
16. Compare your Society’s mare population with 5 / 10 years ago.  
17. What factors, in order of priority, are affecting the total Wales population of hill ponies?  
18. List the ages (years) but not the names of breeders in your Society.  
 
Grazing schemes 
19. List official conservation grazing schemes / incentives that any herds / breeders participate in. 

Herd name  Organisation / Scheme  Location / Vegetation No. / Sex  Yrs. 
20. List any problems of herds grazing on commons.  
 
Economic issues 
21. What subsidy would you welcome for breeders?  
22. Has the saleable value of ponies increased or decreased over the last 5 years?  Give figures if you 

wish.  
23. Rank in order (1 = greatest) the following costs: Veterinary = , Feed = , Transport = , Passports = , 

Other = .  
 
Veterinary and husbandry information 
24. How many times have you used a Veterinary in (a) the last 12 months?  (b) the last 5 years? 
25. List any veterinary treatments carried out on any pony or herd in the last 5 years. 
26. List the ailments (1 = most common) to which hill ponies are susceptible.  (1) (2) (3) (4)  
27. Are there current welfare issues concerning hill breeders and others?  
28. Is there scope for organic veterinary intervention (herbal medicines etc.) in the hill herds?  
 
Premium schemes 
29. What premium schemes are currently available for promotion of the hill pony?  Indicate whether 

support is local or national.  
30. What additional support would you like to see (e.g. training, local support)?  
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Agri-environment schemes, post CAP reform 
31. Which scheme(s) do you participate in?  Give precise details.   
32. Do you receive any other grant or incentive?  Give details.  
 
Passports 
33. What effect has the February 2005 passport regulation had on: (a) the hill pony, (b) unregistered 

herds / ponies? 
34. What future trend in passport regulations would you like to see?  
 
Commons 
35. List all commons that your herds graze.  
36. How many breeders own commons pony grazing rights?  Yes (own):  No (don’t own):  
37. Have you observed any changes on commons / other land following CAP reform? 
(a) Vegetation:  (b) Numbers / types of animals:  
 
Potential use of the hill pony as a conservation grazer 
38. Comment on the potential use of the hill pony as a future conservation grazer.  
 
14th February 2006 
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Appendix 10:  Questionnaire – WPCS Veterinary surgeons 
 
 
Name:      Professional capacity:  
 
Definitions 
1.  What is a Section A pony?  
2.  What is a Section A lowland pony?  
3.  What is a Section A hill pony?  
4.  What is a Section A hill-type pony?  
5.  What is a semi-feral Section A pony?  
6.  How should semi-feral Section A ponies living outside of Wales be classified?  
7.  What are the differences (genetic, hardiness etc.) between Welsh upland and lowland ponies?  
8.  Can unregistered ponies be classified as Section A ponies?  
9.  What today constitutes the original Welsh Mountain pony population?  
 
Pedigree 
10. What are the special defining characteristics of hill herds?  
11. What is the history of the hill herds with reference to the original Welsh Mountain pony population?  
12. What is meant by the hill pony pedigree?  
13. What is the extent of the genetic isolation between Welsh lowland and upland herds?  
14. Has any DNA profile or other genetic analysis of any of Welsh hill ponies or herds ever been 

carried out?  
 
Geographical isolation 
15. Are or have the hill ponies been geographically isolated from other Section A ponies?  
16. Please indicate the locations (hills and grid references if known) of any isolated Welsh Mountain 

pony herds in Wales: 
     Herd name  District   Hills grazed       Grid Ref.

  
Population trends 
17. What factors, in order of priority, are affecting the total Wales population of hill ponies?  

 
Grazing schemes 
18. List any problems of herds grazing on commons.  
19. What effect, if any, will proposed commons legislation have on the hill pony population? 
 
Economic issues 
20. What subsidy would you welcome for hill breeders?  
21. What subsidy would you not welcome for hill breeders?  
22. Why has the saleable value of hill ponies decreased gradually?  
 
Veterinary and husbandry information 
23. List any veterinary treatments carried out on any hill pony or herd in the last 5–10 years.  
24. What veterinary ailments are Welsh Mountain hill ponies susceptible to?  
25. List the ailments (1 = most common) to which hill ponies are susceptible.  (1) (2) (3) (4)  
26. Are there any current welfare issues involving hill ponies that concern you?  
27. What is meant by organic veterinary intervention?  
28. Is there scope for organic veterinary intervention in the hill herds?  
29. Is there scope for organic veterinary intervention in the lowland herds?  
30. Could ‘wilding’ ever be a proposition in Wales for some semi-feral hill herds?  
 
Premium schemes 
31. What premium schemes are currently available for promotion of the hill pony?  Indicate whether 

support is local or national.  
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32. What additional support would you like to see (e.g. training, local support)?  
 
Agri-environment schemes, post CAP reform 
33. Do hill herds receive any other grant or incentive?  Give details.  
 
Passports 
34. What effect has the February 2005 passport regulation had on: (a) the hill pony, (b) unregistered 

herds / ponies?   
35. What future trend in passport regulations would you like to see?  
 
Commons 
36. Have you observed any changes on commons / other land following CAP reform: 

(a) Vegetation?   
(b) Numbers / types of grazing animals?  
(c) Numbers / types of wildlife?  

 
Potential use of the hill pony as a conservation grazer 
37. Comment on the potential use of the hill pony as a future conservation grazer.  
 
1965 Commons Act 
38. What effect has the 1965 Commons Act had on the population of hill ponies?  
39. What effect has the 1965 Commons Act had on the condition of commons and on wildlife?  
40. Any other comments?  
 
16th February 2006        
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Appendix 11:  Questionnaire – Welsh national park ecologists and conservation officers 
 
 

Name:      Position:  
 
Geographical distribution 
1.  How many registered hill pony herds are located within the national park?   
2.   Are the herd locations indicated on any map?  
3. Please indicate the locations (hills and grid references, if known) of hill pony herds within the park: 
      Herd name    District     Hills grazed         Grid Ref.  
4.  How many registered females (4 years+) and registered stallions are there within the park?  
5.  How many unregistered hill pony herds are there within the park?  
6.   How many unregistered females (4+ years) and unregistered stallions are there within the park? 
 
Population trends 
7.  Do you have any statistics on population trends during he last 60 years within the park?  
8.  Since CAP reform, has the number of breeding mares within the park increased or decreased?  
9.  Which traditional pony grazing areas, if any, have been lost to forestry schemes during the last 60 

years?  
 
Agri-environment grazing schemes 
10.  In what ways does or might Tir Gofal help pony breeders, post CAP reform?  
11. How many breeders / herds / ponies are engaged in agri-environment schemes within the park?  
12. What are these schemes called?  
13. List official agri-environment schemes / incentives that any herds / breeders participate in. 

   Herd name  Organisation / Scheme  Location / Vegetation        No. / Sex        Yrs. 
14. Describe the aim(s) of these schemes and any recorded results: 

Location                    Aim                              Result           
15. What new conservation grazing initiatives, if any, are planned in the park, post CAP reform, using 

Section A ponies?  Indicate whether these ponies are hill ponies or lowland ponies.  
16. Who manages any agri-environment grazing schemes within the park?  
17. Do you have any census on what hill / lowland ponies are being used for within the park?  
18. What is the park’s official policy on the use of the hill pony as a conservation grazer? 
19. List any problems of hill / lowland pony herds grazing on commons.  
20. Are any lowland ponies (below 650’) being used in any lowland (below 650’) conservation grazing 

scheme?  Give details – numbers, location(s), aim(s), duration(s). 
21. Are any upland ponies (above 650’) being used in any lowland (below 650’) conservation grazing 

scheme?  Give details – numbers, location(s), aim(s), duration(s).  
22. Do you have any recommendations for future research of the Welsh Mountain Section A hill pony?  
 
Economic issues 
23. What subsidy / subsidies would you welcome for breeders?  
24. How are current cross-compliance schemes affecting the breed in the park? 
25. What grant, if any, has the park identified as being suitable for hill ponies or hill pony breeders? 
 
CAP reform and land condition 
26. What effects of CAP reform, if any, have been observed within the park?  (a) Vegetation = , (b) 

Agricultural animals = , (c) Wildlife = , (d) Integrated grazing on commons = , (e) Number / size of 
farms = . 

27. What potential effect might the proposed Commons legislation have on the hill pony?  
 
Pori Natur a Threftadaeth (PONT) 
28. What are the aims of PONT?  
29. What discussions and policies have taken place within PONT concerning the hill pony?  
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30. How is PONT currently supporting, or how could PONT support, the hill pony and breeders within 

and outside the park?  
31. How does or could PONT assist in the aim of optimal utilisation of the hill pony in conservation 

grazing schemes now or in the future?  
 
Potential use of the hill pony as a conservation grazer  
32. Do you have any empirical or anecdotal data that indicate the potential value of the hill pony or the 

lowland pony as a conservation grazer?  
33. Does the park management plan include reference to the hill pony as cultural heritage, tourism 

value and / or conservation value?  Give details.  
34. Any other comments?  
 
15th February 2006   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 364

Appendix 12:  Questionnaire – RSPB officers 
 
 
Name:      Organisation:  
 
Definitions and descriptions 
1.   How many herds does the RSPB use?   
2.   How many herds does the RSPB own?  
3.   How many ponies does the RSPB use?  
4.   How many ponies does the RSPB own?  
5.   How many of the ponies in Q. 3 are registered?  
6.   How many of the ponies in Q. 4 are registered?   
7.   Howe many of the ponies in Q. 3 are breeding females (4+ years)?  
8.   How many of the ponies in Q. 4 are breeding females (4+ years)? 
9.   How many of the ponies in Q. 3 and Q. 4 are stallions?  Q. 3 =  .  Q. 4 =   . 
10. Who owns the ponies not owned by the RSPB but used by the RSPB?  
11. If RSPB ponies are unregistered, do you know their pedigrees?  Give available information. 
 
Geographical locations 
12. How many of the ponies / herds used by the RSPB graze as lowland ponies (below 650’)?  Lowland 

= , Upland = .  
13. Between which heights do the ponies graze?  
14. Please indicate the locations of herds used by the RSPB.  Indicate when (e.g. Jan–Aug) herds graze. 

Herd   District  Hills grazed     Grid Ref.       Months 
 
Conservation grazing schemes 
15. How many herds / ponies are used by the RSPB for conservation grazing?  
 
Grazing schemes 
16. Are any RSPB herds / ponies / breeders in official agri-environment or other conservation grazing 

scheme(s)?  Describe scheme(s), whether RSPB scheme or other.  Indicate who owns ponies. 
      Herd  Organisation / Scheme Location / Vegetation      No. / Sex           Yrs. 
17. Indicate the aims of any scheme / incentive listed in Q. 16. 
   Herd   Organisation / Scheme   Aim(s) 
18. Does RSPB receive any other incentive(s) / allowance(s) for RSPB ponies?  Explain your answer. 
19. Do farmers / breeders who work with the RSPB receive any incentive(s) for using their ponies? 
20. How long has the RSPB been using ponies for conservation grazing in west Wales?  
21. Describe type(s) of vegetation / habitats grazed by RSPB ponies?  
22. How successful / unsuccessful have ponies been as conservation grazers during the time that the 

RSPB has employed them?  
23. Do you have sufficient ponies for conservation grazing?  
24. How does the RSPB employ ponies (e.g. group size, seasonal work, flying herds etc.)?  
25. Do you know of other parts of Wales, outside your area, where the RSPB are using ponies for 

conservation grazing?  Have you included figures for these ponies in your answers?  
  
Welsh Pony and Cob Society 
26. Does the WPCS hold information on the RSPB-owned ponies or on other ponies used by RSPB? 
 
Pedigree 
27. What are the special defining characteristics of your herds, if any?  
28. What is the extent of the genetic isolation between RSPB ponies and the upland herds?  
29. Has any DNA profile or other genetic analysis of any of the RSPB ponies / herds ever taken place?  
 
Population trends 
30. What is the estimated number of breeding mares (4 yrs+) and stallions in each RSPB herd?  
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31. Compare the RSPB mare population with that of 5 / 10 / 15 / 20 years ago.  
32. What factors, in order of priority, are affecting the total Wales population of RSPB ponies? 
 
Economic issues 
33. Has the saleable value of RSPB ponies increased or decreased over the last 5 years?  Give figures if 

you wish.  If not applicable indicate ‘NA’. 
34. Rank in order (1 = greatest) the following costs: Veterinary = , Feed = , Transport = , Passports  = , 

Other = . 
 
Veterinary and husbandry information 
35. How many times have you used a Veterinary in (a) the last 12 months?  (b) the last 5 years?  (c) the 

last 10 years?  
36. List any veterinary treatments carried out on any pony or herd in last 5 years.  
37. List the ailments (1 = most common) to which hill ponies are susceptible.  
38. Are there any current pony welfare issues that concern the RSPB?  
39. Is there scope for organic veterinary intervention (herbal medicines etc.) in the hill herds?  
40. Would you classify RSPB ponies as feral, semi-feral or domesticated?  
41. Give reason(s) for your answer to Q. 41.  
 
Training / support 
42. What additional support, if any, would you like to see for breeders (e.g. training, local)?  
43. Do you receive any other grant or incentive for your ponies?  Give details.  
 
Passports 
44. What effect has the February 2005 passport regulation had on: (a) the RSPB ponies, (b) other ponies 

used by the RSPB?  
45. What future trend in passport regulations would you like to see?  
46. How many breeders who work with the RSPB own pony grazing rights?  
47. Have you observed any changes on the land RSPB ponies graze following CAP reform?  (a) 

Vegetation: , (b) Numbers / types of animals: , (c) Wildlife: . 
 
Potential use of the hill pony as a conservation grazer 
48. Comment on the potential use of the hill pony as a present / future conservation grazer.  
49. List the results of conservation grazing schemes involving ponies over the last 20 years.  Please 

provide additional reports or summaries or other evidence if available.  
 
17th February 2006 
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Appendix 13:  Questionnaire – CCW officers 
 
 
Name:     Organisation / Position:  
 
Definitions and descriptions of your ponies in your herd(s) 
1.  How many herds does the CCW use and not own?    
2.  How many herds does the CCW own?  
3.  How many ponies does the CCW use and not own?  
4.  How many ponies does the CCW own?  
5.  How many of the ponies in Q. 3 are registered with the Welsh Pony & Cob Society?  
6.  How many of the ponies in Q. 4 are registered with the Welsh Pony & Cob Society?  
7.  Howe many of the ponies in Q. 3 are breeding females (4+ years)?  
8.  How many of the ponies in Q. 4 are breeding females (4+ years)?  
9.  How many of the ponies in Q. 3 and Q. 4 are stallions?  Q. 3 =  .  Q. 4 =  . 
10. Who owns the ponies not owned by the CCW but used by the CCW?  
11. If CCW ponies are unregistered, do you know how they are described in passports?  Give  

available information. 
 

Geographical locations 
12. How many of the ponies / herds used by the CCW in Wales graze as lowland ponies (below 650’)?  

Lowland = , Upland = . 
13. Between which heights do the ponies graze?  
14. Please indicate the locations of Welsh herds used by the CCW.  Indicate months that herds graze. 
     Herd   District  Hills grazed    Grid Ref.    Months 
 
Conservation grazing schemes 
15. How many herds / ponies are used by the CCW for conservation grazing?  Herds =  , Ponies = . 
 
Grazing schemes 
16. Are any of the CCW herds / ponies / breeders in official agri-environment or other conservation 

grazing scheme(s)?  Describe scheme(s).   
      Herd  Organisation / Scheme Location / Vegetation  No. / Sex        Yrs. 
17. Indicate the aims of any scheme / incentive listed in Q. 16. 
      Herd   Organisation / Scheme   Aim (s) 
18. Does the CCW receive any other incentive(s) / allowance(s) for CCW ponies?  Explain your 

answer. 
19. Do farmers / breeders who work with the CCW receive any incentive(s) for using their ponies?  
20. How long has the CCW been using ponies for conservation grazing on your site(s) in Wales?  
21. Describe type(s) of vegetation habitats grazed by CCW ponies?  
22. How successful / unsuccessful have ponies been as conservation grazers during the time that the 

CCW has employed them?  
23. Do you have sufficient ponies for conservation grazing?  
24. How does the CCW employ ponies (e.g. group size, seasonal work, flying herds etc.)?  
 
Welsh Pony and Cob Society  
25a.Can your ponies be traced back to WPCS-registered stock?  Please explain your answer.  
25b.Have all the offspring from your herd(s) been produced from a stallion(s) registered with the 

WPCS?  Please explain your answer.  
25c.If some of the offspring from your herd(s) are from mares or stallions of unknown origin, please 

explain how your breeding occurred.  
26. Does the WPCS hold information on CCW owned ponies or on other ponies used by the CCW? 
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Pedigree 
27.  What are the special defining characteristics of your herds, if any?  
28a.What is the extent of the genetic isolation between CCW ponies and other herds?  
28b.What is the extent of the geographic isolation between CCW ponies and other herds?  
29. Has any DNA profile or other genetic analysis of any CCW ponies / herds ever taken place?  
 
Population trends 
30. What is the estimated number of breeding mares (4 yrs+) and stallions in each of your herds?  
31. Compare your mare population with 5 / 10 / 15 / 20 years ago.  
32. What factors, in order of priority, are affecting the total Wales population of CCW ponies?  
 
Economic issues 
33. What subsidy, if any, would you welcome for breeders?  
34. Has the saleable value of CCW ponies increased or decreased over the last 5 years?  Give  

figures if you wish.  If not applicable indicate ‘NA’.  
35. Rank in order (1 = greatest) the following costs: Veterinary = , Feed = , Transport = , Passports = , 

Other =  .   
 
Veterinary and husbandry information 
36. How many times have you used a veterinary in (a) the last 12 months?  (b) the last 5 years?  (c) the 

last 10 years?  
37. List any veterinary treatments carried out on any pony or herd in the last 5 years.  
38. List the ailments (1 = most common) to which ponies are susceptible.  (1)  (2)  (3)  (4)  
39. Are there any current pony welfare issues that concern the CCW?  
40. Is there scope for organic veterinary intervention (herbal medicines etc.) in the hill herds?  
41. Would you classify CCW ponies as feral, semi-feral or domesticated?  
42. Give reason(s) for your answer to Q. 41.  
 
Training / support 
43. What additional support, if any, would you like to see for breeders (e.g. training, local)?  
44. Do you receive any other grant or incentive for ponies?  Give details.  
 
Passports 
45. What effect has the February 2005 passport regulation had on: (a) CCW ponies, (b) other ponies 

used by the CCW? 
46. What future trend in passport regulations would you like to see?  
47.  How many breeders who work with CCW ponies have pony grazing rights?  
48. Have you observed any changes on the land CCW ponies graze following CAP reform?   

(a) Vegetation?  (b) Numbers / types of animals?  (c) Wildlife? 
 
Potential use of the hill pony as a conservation grazer 
49. Comment on the potential use of the hill pony as a future conservation grazer.  
 
16th March 2006 
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Appendix 14:  Questionnaire – NT officers 
 
 
Name:   Organisation / Position:   Location address:  
 
Definitions and descriptions of your ponies in your herd(s). 
1.  How many herds does NT use and not own?   
2.  How many herds does NT own?  
3.  How many ponies does NT use and not own?  
4.  How many ponies does NT own?  
5.  How many of the ponies in Q. 3 are registered with the Welsh Pony & Cob Society?  
6.  How many of the ponies in Q. 4 are registered with the Welsh Pony & Cob Society?  
7.  Howe many of the ponies in Q. 3 are breeding females (4+ years)?  
8.  How many of the ponies in Q. 4 are breeding females (4+ years)?  
9.  How many of the ponies in Q. 3 and Q. 4 are stallions?  Q. 3 =  .  Q. 4 =  .  
10. Who owns the ponies not owned by NT but used by NT?  
11. If NT ponies are unregistered, do you know how they are described in passports?  Give available 

information. 
 
Geographical locations 
12. How many of the ponies / herds used by NT in Wales graze as lowland ponies (below 650’)?  

Lowland =   Upland =  
13. Between which heights do the ponies graze?  
14. Please indicate the locations of Welsh herds used by NT.  Indicate months that herds graze. 

Herd   District  Hills grazed Grid Ref.    Months 
 
Conservation grazing schemes 
15. How many herds / ponies are used by NT for conservation grazing?  Herds =  Ponies =   
 
Grazing schemes 
16. Are any NT herds / ponies / breeders in official agri-environment or other conservation grazing 

scheme(s)?  Describe scheme(s).   
       Herd Organisation / Scheme Location / Vegetation  No. / Sex        Yrs. 
17. Indicate the aims of any scheme / incentive listed in Q. 16. 

Herd  Organisation / Scheme   Aim(s) 
18. Does NT receive any other incentive(s) / allowance(s) for NT ponies?  Explain your answer. 
19. Do farmers / breeders who work with NT receive any incentive(s) for using their ponies?  
20. How long has NT been using ponies for conservation grazing on your site(s) in Wales?  
21. Describe type(s) of vegetation / habitats grazed by NT ponies?  
22. How successful / unsuccessful have ponies been as conservation grazers during the time that NT has 

employed them?  
23. Do you have sufficient ponies for conservation grazing?  
24. How does NT employ ponies (e.g. group size, seasonal work, flying herds etc.)?  
 
Welsh Pony and Cob Society 
25a.Can your ponies be traced back to WPCS-registered stock?  Please explain your answer.  
25b.Have all the offspring from your herd(s) been produced from a stallion(s) registered with the 

WPCS?  Please explain your answer.  
25c.If some of the offspring from your herd(s) are from mares or stallions of unknown origin, please 

explain how your breeding occurred.  
26.  Does the WPCS hold information on NT owned ponies or on other ponies used by NT? 
 
Pedigree 
27. What are the special defining characteristics of your herds, if any?  
28a.What is the extent of the genetic isolation between NT ponies and other herds?  
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28b.What is the extent of the geographic isolation between NT ponies and other herds?  
29. Has any DNA profile or other genetic analysis of any of NT ponies / herds ever taken place? 
  
Population trends 
30. What is the estimated number of breeding mares (4 yrs+) and stallions in each of your herds?  
31. Compare your mare population with 5 / 10 / 15 / 20 years ago.  
32. What factors, in order of priority, are affecting the total Wales population of NT ponies?  
 
Economic issues 
33. What subsidy, if any, would you welcome for breeders?  
34. Has the saleable value of NT ponies increased or decreased over the last 5 years?  Give figures if 

you wish.  If not applicable indicate ‘NA’.  
35. Rank in order (1 = greatest) the following costs: Veterinary = , Feed = , Transport = , Passports = , 

Other = .   
 
Veterinary and husbandry information 
36. How many times have you used a veterinary in (a) the last 12 months?  (b) the last 5 years?  (c) the 

last 10 years?  
37. List any veterinary treatments carried out on any pony or herd in the last 5 years.  
38. List the ailments (1 = most common) to which ponies are susceptible.  
39. Are there any current pony welfare issues that concern NT?  
40. Is there scope for organic veterinary intervention (herbal medicines etc.) in the hill herds?  
41. Would you classify NT ponies as feral, semi-feral or domesticated?  
42. Give reason(s) for your answer to Q. 41.  
 
Training / support 
43. What additional support, if any, would you like to see for breeders (e.g. training, local)?  
44. Do you receive any other grant or incentive for ponies?  Give details.  
 
Passports 
45. What effect has the February 2005 passport regulation had on: (a) NT ponies, (b) other ponies used 

by NT?  
46. What future trend in passport regulations would you like to see?  
47. How many breeders who work with NT ponies have pony grazing rights?  
48. Have you observed any changes on the land NT ponies graze following CAP reform:  

(a) Vegetation?  (b) Numbers / types of animals?  (c) Wildlife?  
 
Potential use of the hill pony as a conservation grazer 
49. Comment on the potential use of the hill pony as a future conservation grazer.  
 
14th February 2006 
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Appendix 15:  Geographical details of locations of reporting Pony Improvement Societies  
 
 
Appendix 15 note: Where information is missing this was unavailable from questionnaire responses.  
- = Missing information. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Society Herd / Prefix 
name 

District Hills grazed Grid ref. PIS 
(Ref. 
163) 

Blaenavon - Blaenavon - C118  163: 2 
Cefn Bryn - Gower 

 
 

- SS491905 163: 4 

Cefn Edmwnt Cui Brecon Beacons Talybont on Usk  163: 5 
Dowlais Dowlais Mid Glamorgan Dowlais Common S000NE 163: 6 
Llanafan & 
Llanwrthwl 

(3 herds) Southern Cambrian  
Mountains 

- - 163: 11 

Llangoed Newydd 
Little Wern 
Maesgwyn 

Llangoed - - 163: 14 

Llynyfan & 
Gwynfe 

Verdrefawr 
Beddfa 
Talgarth 
Nantfforchog 
Gerdinen 
Pwll 

- - - 163: 17 

Penderyn Wernlas Penderyn Manor Mawr - 163: 20 
Pontlottyn - Pontlottyn Merthyr / Gelligaer 

Commons 
- 163: 21 

Vaynor Pontsarn 
Vaynor 
Abercriban 

Vaynor and Cilsanws 
 
Brecon Beacons 

- CLA80 163: 25 

Twyn y Rodyn Bogey 
Cairngorm 
Ffos-y-fran 

Merthyr / Gelligaer  
Commons 

- 
 

- 163: 26 
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Appendix 16:  Published article appearing in Countryman  
 
 

Appendix 16 note: This article appeared in Countryman, April 2006, 
Volume 112, No. 4, pp. 26–30 (Reference 213). 

 
 
Salvation right under their noses 
 
Fifty years ago thousands of Welsh Mountain ponies roamed the Black Mountains.  Today fewer than 
700 registered breeding mares survive throughout Wales.  Many live a peaceful, traditional, semi-feral 
existence on remote hillsides of Powys, Merthyr Tydfil, Glamorgan, Swansea, Carmarthenshire, 
Blaenau Gwent and Radnor.  
 
Seemingly forgotten by all but dedicated hill-breeders and its most ardent admirers, the Section A hill-
type pony might soon be offered an improbable lifeline.  This aesthetically striking native could acquire 
a new role throughout Wales – as a conservation grazer.   
 
One of Britain’s hardiest, most adaptable native pony breeds, its ancestors lived in Wales three 
millennia ago, probably originating from Europe's wild Celtic pony.  Herds graze happily even beyond 
1500 feet (457 metres) above sea level. 
 
Small, solidly built with well-muscled quarters, the Section A pony stands not exceeding 12 hands high, 
but well-flexed hocks give powerful leverage.  Commonly chestnut, grey, roan, cream, bay or dun in 
colour, a hill mare’s striking features are distinctive and unmistakable: dish-shaped head, medium-sized 
ears, large nostrils, large bright eyes and hard, round hooves.  As winter approaches, a fine summer coat 
becomes thick and woolly. 
 
Recognised as a “priority listed breed,” English Nature categorises the hill-type pony as "rare” and 
“locally adapted.”  Defra acknowledges it as a “breed at risk” with environmental, genetic and heritage 
value.  And Britain’s Rare Breed Survival Trust classifies this original population, foundation stock of 
the Welsh Pony and Cob Society in 1901, as “rare” and “vulnerable.” 
 
Despite its glowing curriculum vitae, the pony’s valuable assets are too often underestimated, even 
ignored.  “Without the hill pony, many lowland breeders may have difficulty in replenishing the Section 
A’s hardiness,” warns Colin Thomas, Secretary of Wales’ Hill Improvement Societies.  “It is vital for 
Welsh heritage and the future of the Welsh Pony and Cob Society, that these ponies continue to run on 
the hills.” 
 
Upland ponies are threatened because hill-breeders, many of whom are farmers, are increasingly 
discouraged from breeding.  Economic incentive is virtually absent.  The ponies’ saleable value has 
declined and the Horserace Betting Levy Board remains, in 2006, the breed’s only source of funding. 
 
The European Union’s passport requirement for all ponies, including foals, encourages some breeders 
to reduce herd sizes or to sell up, eradicating hill bloodlines.  “We are seeing ponies sold in hundreds.  
We expect to see the park ecology decline as a result,” argues Paul Sinnadurai, ecologist of the Brecon 
Beacons National Park. 
 
Equally serious, hill-breeders cannot be easily rewarded under existing agri-environment schemes.  Tir 
Gofal offers additional payments for cattle farmers but none for pony breeders, simply because semi-
wild native ponies are neither ‘wildlife’ nor ‘agricultural’ animals.  And where ponies graze shared 
commons, commoners’ associations must agree to comply with environmental directives, “sometimes 
an unattainable entry condition,” confirms Tom Roberts, Chairman of the Blaenavon Improvement 
Society. 



 372

Appendix 16 (continued): 
 
There is no new generation of farmer-breeders.  Further afforestation of potential hill grazing could also 
exacerbate a critical situation.  “The number of hill ponies will continue to decline,” worries farmer-
breeder Roger Davies of Llanafan and Llanwrthwl Hill Improvement Society.  And “with more lowland 
grazing available, how many breeders will want to run the hill after ponies?” asks farmer-breeder John 
Price from Mynydd Troed and Llangorse Hill Improvement Society.  

 
The Section A hill-type pony’s future is precarious.  Upland herds could disappear before we fully 
appreciate their ecological significance.  The Countryside Council for Wales and Welsh national parks 
recognise this urgency.  “If we want to maintain our moorland and fulfil commitments under local and 
national biodiversity action plans we have to provide a market-robust incentive to graze with ponies,” 
insists Paul, “with individuals and organisations buying and selling animals to improve wildlife in 
Wales and further afield.”  “The availability of appropriately bred hill-type ponies for targeted use in 
Higher Level Scheme habitat management in England benefits conservation,” agrees EN’s Julian 
Hosking.   
 
Why is the hill-type pony important to wildlife?  It is already an ideal 'maintenance grazer' on a wide 
diversity of extensive habitats, including heathland and moorland.  Individuals cope exceptionally well 
on exposed upland sites, and are comfortable negotiating rocky outcrops, ditch systems, peat and salt 
marsh.  Surefooted on steep or uneven terrain, they need only natural shelter – bracken, gorse, hedges, 
trees, gullies or hollows.   
 
Conservationists prefer low-maintenance animals that are resistant to common equine ills.  Hill ponies 
require only routine husbandry.  They can afford to lose up to one-third of body weight in winter, with 
little effect.  Thrifty, a mature, non-breeding mare will thrive, year round, on sufficient poor quality 
forage.  Breeding mares and youngstock less than three years old need supplementary feed only in 
extreme weather. 
 
The long-term environmental implications of Common Agricultural Policy reform are unpredictable.  
Many extensive, ecologically important, upland sites are part of Wales’ farming systems.  Some farms 
may be abandoned.  Some livestock systems may disappear.  Undergrazing is as devastating as 
overgrazing.  How will land managers safeguard landscapes and biodiversity?  “Too few sheep may 
pepper hillsides and commons,” says Tom.  There may also be insufficient cattle grazing under agri-
environment schemes like Tir Gofal, believes Paul.  “So we have to encourage graziers to reactivate 
their pony grazing rights.”   
 
Integrated regimes of indigenous sheep, cattle and equines are required.  The hill pony should be part of 
any solution, not only within the Brecon Beacons, but also within the Pembrokeshire and Snowdonia 
national parks.  “The national parks need Welsh Mountain ponies for conservation grazing,” insists 
Pauline Howells, lowland breeder at the Gleiniant stud.  “If there aren’t enough, conservationists will 
look elsewhere.”      
 
There’s a huge problem, however.  Recent evidence of the breed's hardiness, physical characteristics 
and grazing habits – the Grazing Animals Project breed profile – comes from just a few herds, half in 
England, being used on conservation sites mainly near sea level.  However, “upland ponies graze a 
different variety of herbs and grasses to lowland ponies,” notes Welsh breeder Betty French.  “Herds 
have also evolved separately in different geographical locations.”   
 
How might the hill pony benefit habitats?  It grazes selectively, creating vegetation mosaics of 
interspersed shorter and taller vegetation.  This pattern could help invertebrates, birds of prey, small 
mammals and delicate flowering plants.  But could this pony successfully graze extensive scrub, 
woodland, wetland and mire?  Will it help maintain heather?  Conservationists need to know much 
more, and sooner rather than later.   
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Why do we understand virtually nothing about the grazing preferences and dislikes of endemic semi-
feral herds living above 650 feet (198 metres)?  Nobody has asked the hill breeders what wild species 
their ponies eat!  A grazing survey of existing upland and coastal herds is urgently needed.  
Unfortunately, there is currently no secured Government funding provision for Wales’ only native 
equine breed – either for support of the herds and hill-breeders or for research. 
 
What can Government do?  Legislation to protect bloodlines, passport exemption for foals, a voluntary 
supplement for hill-breeders, an incentive scheme to encourage new breeders, research funding and the 
expansion of traditional grazing sites is a start.   
 
If the worth of the Welsh Mountain hill-type pony is recognised, it will no longer be Wales’ forgotten 
grazer.  It could flourish in its natural home for another 3,000 years. 
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Appendix 17:  Rules for Registration and Entry of Stock in the Stud-book and Appendix 
 
 

Appendix 17 notes: The following rule is quoted from p. 16 of Vol. XXX of the WPCS stud-book 
(Reference 357). 

 
 “RULE 9. 
 
That the following rules and regulations apply to the registration and entry of ponies and cobs in the 
Stud Book and Appendix: 
 

a. Only animals by a registered sire and from a registered dam are eligible for registration in the 
Stud Book. 

 
b. Mares and fillies which are not eligible for registration in the Stud Book may be entered in the 

Appendix to their appropriate sections in that Book provided they comply with the following 
requirements: 

 
(i) They have been passed by an Inspection Judge as being true to type and free from 

hereditary disease.  Animals accepted for entry under this provision shall be known as 
‘FS’ (Foundation Stock). 

 
(ii) They are by a registered sire and from an FS dam and have been passed by an Inspection 

Judge as being true to type and free from hereditary disease.  Animals accepted under this 
provision shall be known as ‘FS1’ (Foundation Stock, Grade 1). 

 
(iii) They are by a registered sire and from an FS1 dam and have been passed by an 

Inspection Judge as being true to type and free from hereditary disease.  Animals 
accepted under this provision shall be known as ‘FS2’ (Foundation Stock, Grade 2). 

 
FS, FS1 and FS2 mares and fillies are eligible for exhibition in Welsh classes and to compete for the 
Society’s medals. 
 
Note – Stallions and mares by a registered sire and from an FS2 dam – that is to say animals directly 
descended from an FS mare and having three or more direct and successive top crosses of registered 
blood – are eligible for registration in the Stud Book.” 
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Appendix 18:  Edited comments by Unitary Authority biodiversity officers and ecologists 
on references to conservation grazing and to native breeds within the 
LBAPs 

 
 

Appendix 18 note: HAP = habitat action plan; SAP = species action plan.  
 
 
Caerphilly: “Our LBAP does refer to overgrazing, undergrazing and the sympathetic management of 
habitats with sheep, cattle and horses but does not mention the breeds.  This detail tends to be included 
in the preparation of management plans for specific sites rather than actions within the LBAP itself.  
We do have a Rare Breeds working farm, Ynys Hywel Farm, which has Welsh Black and Belted 
Galloway cattle along with Welsh Mountain and Badger Faced sheep.  These are used to graze our 
marsh fritillary meadows within our Country Parks as well as the sensitive grazing of the farm itself, 
and the Aberbargoed Grasslands” (Reference 173). 
 
Cardiff: “Maritime Cliff and Slope HAP – Unmanaged grazing by horses is listed as a factor affecting 
habitat.  On Flat Holm Island, livestock are used to maintain the maritime grassland…  There are now 
28 wild Soay sheep grazing over the entire island…  The (31) commercial sheep keep this area (i.e. the 
north half of the island) free from ground nesting birds in order to preserve the maritime grass species.  
Rhos Pasture (Purple Moor-grass and Rush Pasture) HAP – Inappropriate grazing regime, especially by 
sheep, is listed among factors affecting habitat; Pied Flycatcher SAP – grazing of sheep is cited as of 
importance for increasing (numbers of) insects numbers on which flycatchers feed.  Grazing to reduce 
woodland understorey has been shown to help this species; Water Vole SAP – grazing watercourse 
edges is listed as a factor affecting this species” (Reference 158). 
 
Carmarthenshire: “There is no direct reference to conservation grazing or the use of native breeds” 
(Reference 192). 
 
Ceredigion: “The use of farm animal grazing as a method of habitat management is referred to within 
the LBAP, specifically, for example, in relation to: Chough SAP (the use of pony grazing on coastal 
grassland); Hornet Robberfly SAP (changes in stock management practices being an affecting factor); 
Rhos Pasture HAP, currently in preparation, identifies cattle and / or ponies grazing as being essential 
to maintain habitat.  Many of the action plans refer to the encouragement of habitat grazing 
management via agri-environment schemes such as Tir Gofal” (Reference 2). 
 
Conwy: “Quite likely that grazing animals are not emphasised.  The heathland plan (and) our draft 
calcareous grassland plan mention both over and undergrazing …  Proposed objectives refer to 
appropriate management rather than grazing specifically, although grazing is obviously a useful 
management tool on appropriate sites.  So I think grazing is there as a management tool” (Reference 
225). 
 
Denbighshire: “The LBAP does make mention of the benefit of grazing when managed correctly – 
usually seasonal and low-level – to conservation.  It is mentioned in a general sense and more 
specifically in individual habitat and species action plans, including Pearl-bordered Fritillary SAP, 
Welsh Hawkweed SAP, Juniper SAP, Coastal Sand Dunes and Vegetated Shingle HAP, Waxcaps SAP 
and Coastal and Floodplain Grazing Marsh.”   
 
“The action plan is not yet complete.  This includes plans that will mention, possibly in an even more 
specific sense, the benefit of managed grazing.  It does not, however, refer to the use of specific native 
breed grazing” (Reference 26). 
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Gwynedd: “There are plenty of references to the problems of under / inappropriate grazing but 
there are no references to the use of animals for grazing.” 
 
“Upland Oakwoods – Factors affecting: “Inappropriate grazing levels.  Over-grazing, especially by 
sheep, prevents or limits regeneration.  Feral goats may also damage branches and strip bark.  Complete 
absence of grazing is also detrimental to structural diversity and may result in shading out of lower 
plants by the field layer.”  Rhos Pasture – Factors affecting: “Agricultural abandonment, leading to 
rankness and scrub encroachment through lack of grazing.”  Lowland Heathland – Factors affecting: 
“Neglect, particularly lack of grazing, which is an issue on numerous sites on Llŷn and elsewhere in 
Gwynedd.  The lack of appropriate grazing stock, particularly heavy animals such as cattle and ponies 
on Llŷn, is also a problem.”  Lowland Meadows and Pasture – Factors Affecting: “Management neglect 
and undergrazing, leading to the development of a rank sward and encroachment by scrub and 
bracken.”  Lowland Dry Acid Grassland – Factors Affecting: “Management neglect and undergrazing, 
leading to the development of a rank sward and encroachment by scrub and bracken.”  Lowland 
Wetlands – Factors Affecting: “Lack of or inappropriate management of existing fens and reed-beds 
can, and has, lead to drying, scrub encroachment and succession to woodland on some sites, while 
decline in traditional management of coastal and floodplain grazing marsh is detrimental to habitat 
quality”” (Reference 156). 
  
Merthyr Tydfil: “The BAP contains references to the use of appropriate grazing regimes for 
conservation management of habitats (HAP 7 – Ffridd; HAP 10 – Neutral Grassland; HAP 11 – Rhos 
Pasture; SAP Double Line Moth; SAP High Brown Fritillary; SAP Marsh Fritillary; SAP Narrow-
bordered Bee Hawk Moth; SAP Bumblebee).  The LBAP does not refer directly to the use of native 
traditional breeds as grazing stock, nor is there any reference to the use of, need for or protection of 
traditional Welsh mountain ponies” (Reference 32).  
 
Monmouthshire: “The LBAP contains reference to conservation grazing, specifically in relation to 
species rich grassland and the work of the Monmouthshire Meadows Group” (Reference 191). 
 
Neath Port Talbot: “There is no mention of the Welsh mountain pony for conservation grazing.  The 
plan outline refers specifically to Coastal Floodplain and Grazing Marsh at Margam Moors and the 
Neath Estuary.  Grazing and overgrazing is mentioned.  Fir clubmoss is one of the species affected by 
sheep.  It (i.e. the BAP) mentions cattle and ponies in very little detail” (Reference 29). 
 
Newport: “Salt Marsh conservation refers to the use of grazing animals” (Reference 27). 
 
Pembrokeshire: “The LBAP doesn’t specifically mention using either native breeds or Welsh 
Mountain ponies for conservation grazing.  However, it does refer to maintaining and extending 
positive management prescriptions for some habitats … through specific agri-environment schemes 
(ESA and Habitat Schemes, Tir Gofal, CCW management agreements, PCNPA’s  ‘Conserving the 
Coastal Slopes’ project, Pembrokeshire Grazing Network and Pembrokeshire Heathland Partnership 
programme).”   
 
 “Several of these schemes would encourage the use of native breeds.  There is also reference in two 
published SAPs to “the reintroduction of grazing” (southern damselfly) and “appropriate grazing 
regimes” (marsh fritillary)” (Reference 56). 
 
Powys: “There are numerous mentions of grazing as conservation ‘threats’, covering both 
undergrazing or overgrazing by sheep cattle and horses, but I have just listed the occasions where 
positive / proactive references to grazing are made or where pony grazing may have a negative impact.” 
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Appendix 18 (continued): 
 
“Scrub and Ffridd HAP – “Provide management advice to commoners grazing / cutting bracken on 
areas of common and containing ffridd and scrub.”  Brown Hare SAP – “Use Tir Gofal and existing 
ESA agreements to provide less intensive grazing and more mixed farming systems.  Provide advice 
leaflet for farmers and graziers on common land regarding the requirements of the hare.”  Water Vole 
SAP – “Establish suitable stretches of riparian habitat for at least 10 occupied sites to encourage the 
spread of water vole.  Fence areas to prevent grazing and disturbance.  Monitor sites annually.”  
Nightjar SAP – “Nightjars require extensive areas of suitable feeding habitat, especially extensively 
managed land – low grazing and low inputs.”  Fairy Shrimp SAP – “Fairy shrimp live in mesotrophic or 
eutrophic seasonal pools, known as mawn pools in Powys.  Historically these ponds are associated with 
hard grazed pastoral areas, mostly commons…  Reinstate appropriate grazing and other management in 
and around at least 10 mawn pools.”  High Brown Fritillary SAP – “Promote sympathetic methods for 
management of bracken particularly on south facing hillsides.  Promote appropriate grazing of bracken 
hillsides.  Promote woodland coppicing in deciduous woodland particularly close to existing colonies…  
Ensure that all existing sites, and potential sites in colonising distance, are appropriately managed for 
high brown fritillary with appropriate levels of grazing, scrub clearance and fencing where necessary…  
Monitor the vegetation, especially violet abundance and grazing at known and potential sites every five 
years…  Implement management plans for common land and ensure adequate liaison with graziers is 
undertaken to ensure success.”  Pearl-bordered Fritillary SAP – “Promote pearl-bordered fritillary 
methods in the management of bracken particularly on south facing hillsides.  Promote appropriate 
grazing of bracken hillsides.”” 
 
“Sheep – Waxcap Grasslands SAP – “Possibly one of the most important and extensive areas of 
Waxcap Grassland occurs on the Ministry of Defence’s Eppynt Ranges.  Here sheep grazing has 
preserved the short turf whilst military usage has precluded the development of damaging forms of 
modern grassland management.”  Cattle – Curlew SAP – “They favour land kept under low intensity 
cattle grazing regimes where a mosaic of tall and short semi-natural pasture vegetation is created.”  
Pillwort SAP – “Former habitats included cattle ponds and mill ponds.  The species prefers habitats 
subjected to some disturbance, for example by cattle grazing, which benefits its survival.”  Ponies – 
Fairy Shrimp SAP – “Grazing ponies at the Powys site may have been treated with Avermectin.  This 
chemical is persistent in dung and is known to be lethal to aquatic crustacea and other invertebrates.”  
Rhos Pasture HAP – “Rhos Pasture depends on light grazing (except by sheep) for maintenance in good 
condition of its inherent high ecological value.  Controlled, low intensity grazing by cattle or ponies on 
an extensive basis in the summer or autumn months is particularly beneficial.”  Mesotropic Waters 
HAP – “Current factors affecting the habitat: sheep and, to a lesser extent, cattle grazing pressure, as 
sheep densities have generally increased over recent years.  Ponies may be important to sustain the 
mud-bottomed environment of some pools otherwise only subject to sheep grazing.”  Pillwort SAP – 
“Current factors affecting the species: decline of beneficial land uses such as … pony and cattle 
grazing, … site disturbance being beneficial to pillwort.  Action: … Liase with commoners to undertake 
grazing of cattle or ponies where pillwort occurs on common land”” (Reference 100). 
 
Rhondda Cynon Taff: “The LBAP contains various references to the development of cattle grazing 
units to maintain rhos pasture and dry grasslands, the threats caused by the cessation of grazing, 
compliance with good management practices on horse-grazed pastures and an action called 
‘Conservation Grade Beef’ which tried to devise a scheme to increase farmers’ returns for traditionally  
reared beef cattle grazed on rhos pasture and other species-rich grasslands.  The LBAP makes reference 
to “traditionally reared beef cattle” which was what we meant as traditional beef breeds (Welsh Blacks 
being the most obvious).  We refer to horse grazing as an “important opportunity” but … (are) primarily 
talking about typical urban edge pasture grazing, not Mountain ponies.” 
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Appendix 18 (continued): 
 
“We have made progress since the LBAP was adopted in 2000.  Grazing animal projects are seen as the 
only way to effectively manage and maintain our resource of rhos pasture and much of our drier neutral 
and acid grassland.  Rhondda Cynon Taff has the highest density of rhos pasture for any LBAP area in 
Wales and we have the highest concentration of marsh fritillary butterfly colonies.  Grazing with 
suitable hardy cattle and Welsh Mountain ponies is the only way we are going to conserve these 
nationally important habitats” (Reference 410). 
 
Swansea: “Problems caused to habitats by changing grazing patterns and stock type are mentioned 
regularly through the text…  We have commons that are grazed fairly effectively and, as a result, the 
introduction of stock has not featured in the discussions of the management of Gower commons.  The 
only direct reference … in our BAP is “floristic impoverishment due to heavy grazing pressure and 
changes in stock species and breeds.”  Discussions at the moment revolve more around the management 
of existing stock.  The more urban commons do tend to be undergrazed.  Returning grazing to these 
would be advantageous.  Using traditional breeds of ponies would be something we would consider 
with grazing schemes as they are often eminently suitable for conservation grazing, being relatively low 
maintenance and hardy.  These would be considered for inclusion in a future review of our BAP.  There 
is also the … plus of maintaining a genetic pool that would otherwise be lost” (Reference 409). 
 
Torfaen: “The closest thing (to conservation grazing) is an action under the dwarf shrub heath plan 
which states, “Encourage environmentally sensitive farming through agri-environment schemes, which 
would allow sustainable grazing without loss of income.”  The dwarf shrub and tree grassland plans all 
consider that over- / undergrazing and the cessation of grazing are some of the current factors affecting 
the habitats, but do not suggest specific actions related to grazing.  Another reference to grazing is in 
the BAP for cruet collar-moss, Splachnum ampulaceum, which relies on well-decayed dung on wet acid 
conditions: “encourage appropriate habitat management including cattle grazing on known Splachnum 
sites.”  Grazing is continued in upland areas of Torfaen especially by sheep and ponies, but never for 
the soul reason of conservation grazing” (Reference 101).   
 
Wrexham: “There are six links to grazing animals (in the LBAP): in the River, Stream and Canal 
HAP habitats section – “Aim to have a rough grassland buffer along 10% of watercourses;” in the 
Upland Moorland HAP management section – “Through agri-environment grant schemes and other 
partnerships ensure that grazing levels are beneficial to upland moorland habitats;” in the Wood-Pasture 
and Veteran Tree HAP site and safeguard section – “Promote re-establishment of grazing where 
appropriate in derelict wood-pasture” (and) “Promote the restoration of wood-pasture and parkland 
where old trees remain in former sites that are now arable fields of forestry plantations;” additional to 
the LBAP, in the lesser silver water beetle … information leaflet – “encourage the beetle by allowing 
cattle-access to ponds – the trampling helps” (and) – “partial cattle access is better than none.”  There 
are no links to the Welsh Mountain pony in the LBAP” (Reference 260). 
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Appendix 19:  Abbreviations and acronyms used within the text 
 
 
AGM:  Annual General Meeting 
AHWS:  Animal Health and Welfare Strategy 
ARA:  Agriculture and Rural Affairs 
AWB:  Animal Welfare Bill 
BBNPA:  Brecon Beacons National Park Authority 
BEF:  British Equestrian Federation 
BEVA:  British Equine Veterinary Association 
BHIC:  British Horse Industry Confederation 
BHS:  British Horse Society 
BWT:  Brecknock Wildlife Trust 
CAP:  Common Agricultural Policy 
CCW:   Countryside Council for Wales 
CROW:  Countryside and Rights of Way Act (England and Wales) 
DA:  Disadvantaged Area 
DCMS:  Department of Culture, Media and Sport  
Defra:  UK Government Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 
DNA:  Deoxyribonucleic Acid 
EAGGF: European Agricultural Guidance and Guarantee Fund 
EC:  European Commission 
EN:  English Nature 
EPC:  Welsh Department for Environment, Planning and Countryside 
ERDF:  European Regional Development Fund 
ESA:  Environmentally Sensitive Area 
EU:  European Union 
FACT:  Forum for the Application of Conservation Techniques 
FAnGR:  Farm Animal Genetic Resources 
FBDP:  Farm Business Development Plan 
FEG:  Farm Enterprise Grant 
FIG:  Farm Improvement Grant 
FS:  Foundation Stock (referred to as ‘F.S.’ by WPCS) 
FS1:  Foundation Stock Grade 1 (referred to as ‘F.S.1’ by WPCS) 
FS2:  Foundation Stock Grade 2 (referred to as ‘F.S.2’ by WPCS) 
FWPS:  Farm Woodland Premium Scheme 
GAEC:  Good Agricultural and Environmental Condition 
GAP UK: UK Grazing Animals Project 
GB:  Great Britain 
HAP:  Habitat action plan 
HBLB:  Horserace Betting Levy Board 
HIBS:  Hill Improvement Breeders Societies 
HLF:  Heritage Lottery Fund 
HLS:  Higher Level Stewardship 
IACS:  Integrated Administration and Control System 
ID:  Identification 
INTERREG: Interregional project 
LBAP:  Local Biodiversity Action Plan 
LFA:  Less Favoured Area 
LGS:  Local Grazing Scheme 
LU:  Livestock Unit 
MAFF:  Ministry of Agriculture, Fisheries and Food 
MoD:  Ministry of Defence 
MP:  Member of Parliament 
NBNPA: Norfolk Broads National Park Authority 
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Appendix 19 (continued): 
 
NBRGS:  Native Breeds At Risk Grazing Supplement 
NC:  National Coordinator (for Farm Animal Genetic Resources) 
NED:   National Equine Database 
NNR:  National Nature Reserve 
NPA:  National Park Authority 
NPMP:  National Park Management Plan 
NSA:  National Sheep Association 
NSC:  National Steering Committee (for Farm Animal Genetic Resources) 
NT:  National Trust (Wales) 
OFS:  Organic Farming Scheme 
PCNPA:  Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Authority 
PIO:  Passport Issuing Organisation 
PIS:  Pony Improvement Society 
PONT:  Pori Natur a Threftadaeth GAP Cymru (Grazing, Nature and Heritage GAP for 

Wales) 
RBST:  Rare Breeds Survival Trust 
RCT:  Rhondda Cynon Taff (Unitary Authority) 
RGS:  Royal Geographical Society 
RRM:  Regional Reserves Manager 
RSPB:  Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (Wales) 
RDP:  Rural Development Plan (Wales) 
RDS:  Rural Development Service 
RRM:  Regional Reserves Manager 
RSPCA:  Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals 
RTE:  Rhaglen Tir Eryri (Snowdonia Land Management Program) 
SAC:  Special Area of Conservation 
SAP:  Species action plan 
SDA:   Severely Disadvantaged Area 
SEERAD: Scottish Executive Environment & Rural Affairs Department 
SFP:  Single Farm Payment 
SNPA:  Snowdonia National Park Authority 
SPS:  Single Payment Scheme 
SPA:  Special Protection Area 
SRM:  Senior Reserves Manager 
SSSI:  Site of Special Scientific Interest 
SW:  South-west 
SWHP:  The Society for the Welfare of Horses and Ponies 
THH:  Tomorrow’s Heathland Heritage 
UK:  United Kingdom 
UELN:  Unique Equine Life Number 
VAT:  Value Added Tax 
WAG:  Welsh Assembly Government 
WDA:  Welsh Development Agency 
WEC:  Welsh Equine Council 
WMHP:  Welsh Mountain Hill Pony 
WPCS:  Welsh Pony and Cob Society 
WWT:  Welsh Wildlife Trust 
YHA:  Youth Hostels Association 
 
 
 
 
End of Report 


