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Case Study 4.8: Providing benefits to biodiversity- Barry Town Council 

Barry Town Council has responsibilities for the cemeteries in Barry, South Wales (including one of 20 acres and another 
of 4 acres), which form the main green sites remaining in Barry.  Cliff Lewis, the Council’s Deputy Executive Officer, 
noticed declines in wildlife in the cemeteries and initiated action to reverse this trend.  This included producing 
biodiversity management plans for each of the cemeteries, based on survey work undertaken specifically to inform this 
work.  The council policy is to implement these plans with the aim of improving the environment and to provide a better 
environment for the community to grieve.  Works include planting local native trees, creating ponds and encouraging 
fauna. Monitoring is now undertaken on a weekly basis by Cliff.  This work was done independently of the duty, as the 
council was not aware of it prior to receiving the questionnaire for this study.  Cliff’s personal passion for the cemeteries 
and improving their quality for the local community was the main driver for the delivery of these enhancements, 
combined with support from the council for his ideas. 

The biodiversity works have resulted in unforeseen benefits.  For example, the council needed to extend one of the 
cemeteries, which was expected to require land drainage at a cost in excess of £300,000 to dispose of surface water 
into the relevant unitary/water authority’s sewer system.  The council had already commenced an ongoing programme 
of improvements to and expansion of an existing pond to enhance the biodiversity within the Cemetery and be a benefit 
for the inhabitants of the Town of Barry.  It was found that these works reduced the requirements for land drainage, and 
will result in significant savings far exceeding the £15-£20,000 anticipated to be spent on the pond improvements. 

 

 

 

Case Study 4.9: Providing benefits to biodiversity- Snowdonia National Park Authority 

Biodiversity is ingrained in the function and remit of every National Park, 
irrespective of the biodiversity duty, and Snowdonia National Park is no 
different.  As such, unrelated to the duty, Snowdonia NPA has undertaken 
a very wide range of actions to conserve and enhance biodiversity.  
Examples of this work are listed below. 

• Funding a grant for land managers to undertake positive land 
management for biodiversity. 

• Producing two interpretation panels and a recording card for 
chough, with the aim of raising recreational users’ and land 
managers’ awareness of this species, and obtaining additional 
information about its distribution. 

• Being part of a wildlife gardening partnership, which aims to 
enhance the biodiversity value of gardens in Snowdonia by motivating the public to get involved with 
gardening for wildlife and providing the necessary information, guidance and examples of good practice to 
enable this.  

• Involving volunteers in a park-wide water vole project, involving survey and habitat enhancement. 

• Undertaking the Gwynedd River Habitat Improvement and Restoration Project, which involves an extensive 
programme of river habitat improvements to maximise in-stream productivity and to ensure that fisheries in 
Gwynedd are healthy, productive and biologically diverse thus providing a valuable, sustainable natural 
resource used by the local community and visitors. 

• Working with landowners to develop management plans for targeted areas of land within the National Park to 
aid delivery of the Park’s BAP. 

• Developing a strategy for rhododendron control in Snowdonia, including both land within the NPA’s ownership 
and that within private ownership, through partnership with landowners and managers. 

As a result of its commitment to biodiversity, Snowdonia National Park Authority won an Excellence Wales Award for 
being “committed to delivering environmentally friendly services both through its internal activities and through joint 
projects.” 
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Whilst most public bodies (with the exception of community councils) have undertaken at least 

some actions designed to benefit biodiversity (see Table 4.13), the outcome of these for 

biodiversity was often not known due to a lack of monitoring.  For example, only a quarter to a 

half of the public bodies that responded to the online questionnaire, in each of the five 

categories of public bodies, reported that they “often” implemented monitoring to ensure that 

measures put in place to conserve/enhance biodiversity are successful.  The monitoring that 

does take place is typically focused on assessment against targets. 

AONB boards/National Park Authorities were most likely to report benefits for biodiversity as a 

result of their actions, followed by Government and agencies public bodies and “other” public 

bodies, whilst community councils and universities were least likely to report benefits (see 

Table 4.14). 

Table 4.14  Benefits to biodiversity reported by public bodies 

Benefit  % (no.) of public bodies which reported benefits to biodiversity  

  Government 
and 
Agencies 

Community 
Councils 

AONB 
Boards/ 
National 
Park 
Authorities 

Universities Other 
public 
bodies 

Due to duty 23% (3) 0% (0) 30% (3) 0% (0) 35% (5) Improved 
‘condition’ status 
of an SSSI (e.g. 
Recovering to 
Favourable)

1
 

Total 42% (5) 25% (2) 80% (8) 0% (0) 64% (9) 

Due to duty 11% (2) 2% (2) 13% (1) 0% (0) 12% (3) Designation of 
land that they 
own as a wildlife 
site (including 
SSSI/NNR/LNR/
Local Wildlife 
Site etc.) 

Total 17% (3) 9% (8) 50% (4) 4% (1) 28% (7) 

Due to duty 37% (7) 2% (2) 30% (3) 9% (2) 24% (6) Contributed 
towards UK, 
country, regional 
or local 
biodiversity plan 
objectives 

Total 68% (13) 18% (16) 80% (8) 26% (6) 52% (13) 

Due to duty 47% (9) 3% (3) 22% (2) 9% (2) 28% (7) Other beneficial 
biodiversity 
impacts  Total 68% (13) 29% (26) 67% (6) 70% (16) 68% (17) 

1
 percentage given is based on number of authorities which owned or managed a SSSI 
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Table 4.15  Measuring progress against targets 

Target  % (no.) of public bodies which reported that they had measured 
progress against biodiversity targets or performance indicators 

  Government 
and Agencies 

Community 
Councils 

AONB 
Boards/ 
National 
Park 
Authorities 

Universities Other 
public 
bodies 

Due to duty 23% (7) 3% (3) 20% (3) 9% (2) 15% (4) Internally agreed 
performance 
indicators/targets Total 50% (15) 7% (8) 100% (15) 35% (8) 38% (10) 

Due to duty 3% (1) 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) Biodiversity 
Benchmark 

Total 10% (3) 0% (0) 7% (1) 4% (1) 4% (1) 

Due to duty 10% (3) 0% (0) 0% (0) 4% (1) 12% (3) As part of ISO 
14001 

Total 33% (10) 0% (0) 7% (1) 22% (5) 31% (8) 

Due to duty 10% (3) 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 4% (1) As part of EMAS 

Total 13% (4) 0% (0) 7% (1) 0% (0) 4% (1) 

Due to duty 7% (2) 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) As part of the 
Green Dragon 
Environmental 
Standard

1
 

Total 10% (3) 0% (0) 20% (3) 0% (0) 0% (0) 

Due to duty 10% (3) 1% (1) 27% (4) 0% (0) 11% (3) UK, country, 
Regional or LBAP 
species and 
habitat targets 

Total 33% (10) 4% (4) 100% (15) 0% (0) 26% (7) 

Due to duty 10% (3) 0% (0) 7% (1) 13% (3) 12% (2) Other 

Total 20% (6) 1% (1) 13% (2) 22% (5) 15% (4) 

1
 only applicable to public bodies in Wales 

 

    

Of the public bodies that responded to the online questionnaire, AONB boards/National Park 

Authorities were most likely to report against targets, followed by Government and agencies, 

“other” public bodies and universities, whilst only 11% of community councils reported against 

any targets, of which the majority (8) reported against internal targets (see Table 4.15).  As with 

other actions, most reporting against targets was unrelated to the biodiversity duty.  

The most popular targets against which progress were measured by the public bodies that 

responded to the online questionnaire, were internally agreed performance indicators/targets 

(see Table 4.15).  UK BAP targets were reported on by all AONB boards/National Park 

Authorities and around a third of Government and agencies and “other” public bodies, whilst 

ISO 14001 management system targets were also reported on by around a third of these types of 

public bodies.  Other targets which public bodies used for measuring progress were: 

• AONB boards and National Park Authorities: PSA (Public Service Agreement) 

target to have 95% of the SSSI area in favourable or recovering condition by 2010. 

• Universities: EcoCampus targets. 
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It should be noted that there is a disparity between the number of public bodies which reported 

that they measured progress against BAP targets (see Table 4.15) with those which reported that 

they contributed towards UK, county, regional or local BAP objectives (see Table 4.14).  It is 

likely that this is due to some public bodies undertaking biodiversity work which contributes to 

targets whilst not formally measuring progress against such targets. 

Integration with the Biodiversity Action Plan process 

A key way in which public bodies can deliver benefits for biodiversity is through the BAP 

process.  As with other actions, the questionnaire survey results suggest that AONB 

boards/National Park Authorities were most likely to have had contact with a BAP partnership 

or to have contributed to the BAP process, followed by Government and agencies and “other” 

public bodies, whilst community councils and universities were least likely (see Table 4.16).  

Public bodies were more likely to have had contact with a biodiversity partnership than to have 

been a member of such a partnership, although the majority of AONB boards/National Park 

Authorities reported membership of a biodiversity partnership.  Engagement of community 

councils in the BAP process was low, with only 14% having had contact with a biodiversity 

partnership. 

Table 4.16 Involvement of public bodies with the BAP process 

Action  % (no.) of public bodies which reported that they had involvement with 
the BAP process 

  Government 
and Agencies 

Community 
Councils 

AONB 
Boards/ 
National 
Park 
Authorities 

Universities Other 
public 
bodies 

Due to 
duty 

17% (5) 5% (5) 27% (4) 17% (4) 48% (13) Authority has had 
contact with the 
UK, country or 
regional 
biodiversity 
partnership or a 
local BAP 
Partnership 

Total 57% (17) 14% (15) 100% (15) 43% (10) 74% (20) 

Due to 
duty 

10% (3) 2% (2) 27% (4) 4% (1) 31% (8) Authority has 
been a member 
of the country or 
regional 
biodiversity 
partnership or a 
local biodiversity 
partnership 

Total 43% (13) 5% (5) 93% (14) 9% (2) 50% (13) 

Due to 
duty 

10% (3) 0% (0) 13% (2) 0% (0) 15% (4) Authority has 
been a member 
of a national BAP 
priority species or 
habitat steering 
group 

Total 41% (12) 2% (2) 60% (9) 13% (3) 26% (7) 
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4.5 Barriers to implementation of the duty 

4.5.1 Main barriers identified 

Around a quarter of the public bodies that responded to the online questionnaire, under each of 

the five public body types, reported experiencing barriers to implementing the duty.  Where 

details were provided, the barriers experienced fell into seven main categories (Table 4.17).  

community councils were the public body type least likely to report barriers (18% reported 

barriers); however, this may reflect their lower awareness of the duty, and their responsibilities 

in relation to it.  The most commonly experienced barriers reported by those authorities which 

took part in both the questionnaire survey and follow-up interviews differed between public 

bodies, with the key barriers being: 

• Government and agencies: lack of money/resources. 

• Community councils: lack of awareness of the duty. 

• AONB boards/National Park Authorities: lack of money/resources, lack of 

awareness and conflicts with other duties. 

• Universities: when the duty first came into force universities were unsure whether 

it applied to them and sought legal advice, which confirmed that it did apply to 

universities.  Notwithstanding this, 10% of universities that responded to the online 

questionnaire survey reported that they did not consider the duty to be relevant to 

them. 

• “Other” public bodies: various reasons dependent upon their function. 

Table 4.17 Barriers to the implementation of the biodiversity duty experienced by public bodies 

Barrier % (no.) of public body respondents that reported the barrier 

 Government 
and Agencies 

Community 
Councils 

AONB 
Boards/ 
National  
Park 
Authorities 

Universities Other 
public 
bodies 

Lack of money/resources 12% (3) 3% (3) 7% (1) 5% (1) 4% (1) 

Authority was not aware of the 
biodiversity duty 

4% (1) 7% (6) 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 

Lack of awareness by some personnel 4% (1) 5% (4) 7% (1) 0% (0) 0% (0) 

Biodiversity duty not considered 
relevant to public body 

4% (1) 0% (0) 0% (0) 10% (2) 0% (0) 

Perceived weakness of the biodiversity 
duty 

4% (1) 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 0% (0) 

Conflicts with other duties/functions 0% (0) 1% (1) 7% (1) 0% (0) 4% (1) 

Lack of knowledge/information 0% (0) 1% (1) 0% (0) 5% (1) 7% (2) 
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Barrier % (no.) of public body respondents that reported the barrier 

 Government 
and Agencies 

Community 
Councils 

AONB 
Boards/ 
National  
Park 
Authorities 

Universities Other 
public 
bodies 

Other 0% (0) 1% (1) 7% (1) 0% (0) 11% (3) 

Not specified      

Total % (no.) of public body 
respondent s that reported 
experiencing any barriers

1
 

30% (8) 18% (15) 27% (4) 24% (5) 26% (7) 

1 
Some public bodies reported more than one type of barrier. Also, not all authorities which reported experiencing 

barriers provided details of the barrier experienced. 

 

Additional barriers to implementation of the duty by public bodies perceived by those 

interviewed and the NGOs that took part on the NGO workshop were as follows. 

• Lack of enforcement: public bodies have many duties and often have to give 

priority to actions relating to duties over which they are most likely to be 

prosecuted.  Hence the biodiversity duty may not be implemented as readily as 

others.   

• Lack of a drive and commitment from central government on the importance of 

biodiversity and implementation of the duty. 

One barrier to implementation highlighted by both the public bodies questioned and the NGOs 

was the perceived weakness of the duty.  The wording of the duty was seen to be rather vague, 

and to provide public bodies with a get-out clause, i.e. “as far as is consistent with the proper 

exercise of the function”.  An example was given at the NGO workshop where a harbour 

authority had actively opposed the RSPB’s interpretation of the public body’s requirements 

under the duty, as it felt that all it had to do was “have regard to biodiversity” rather than to 

conserve and enhance it, as highlighted in the guidance accompanying the NERC Act.  The 

New Forest National Park Authority also reported challenging a local authority decision to 

permit the expansion of Bournemouth airport as being contrary to the requirement for local 

authorities to “have regard to” the aims of National Parks contained in the National Parks Act. 

This was lost on the basis of the vagueness of the wording have regard to. 

4.5.2 Usefulness of the guidance 

One potential barrier to the duty was awareness of the guidance documents relating to the 

biodiversity duty available to public bodies, and the perceived usefulness of this guidance.  

There was wide variation between public body types in their awareness of relevant publications 

(Table 4.18).  Of the public bodies that responded to the online questionnaire, between half and 

two thirds in three of the five categories were aware of (and found useful) the main guidance 

document Guidance for Public Authorities on Implementing the Biodiversity Duty (Defra 2007).  

However, for universities and community councils, only 39% and 11% respectively were aware 

of the guidance and found it useful. 
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Table 4.18 Awareness and usefulness of guidance relating to the biodiversity duty 

Publication % (no.) of public bodies which were aware of guidance and found it 
useful 

 Government 
and Agencies 

Community 
Councils 

AONB 
Boards/ 
National 
Park 
Authorities 

Universities Other 
public 
bodies 

Publications relevant to 
public bodies operating 
in both England and 
Wales 

     

Guidance for Public 
Authorities on 
Implementing the 
Biodiversity Duty (Defra, 
2007) 

 69% (22) 11% (13) 53% (8) 39% (9) 63% (19) 

Other 13% (4) 5% (6) 7% (1) 13% (3) 7% (2) 

Publications relevant to 
public bodies operating 
in England only

1
      

Defra Guidance on the 
Improved Local 
Biodiversity Indicator (NI 
197) (Defra 2008)

1
 

30% (9) 4% (4) 75% (9) 19% (4) 25% (7) 

Guidance on Section 41 
NERC Act 2006 - habitats 
and species of principal 
importance in England: 
https://www.ukbap-
reporting.org.uk/news/ 
details.asp?X=45 

 

 

50% (15) 8% (8) 83% (10) 24% (5) 46% (13) 

Publications relevant to 
public bodies operating 
in Wales only

2
 

     

Wales Biodiversity 
Framework (Wales 
Biodiversity Partnership 
2008) 

46% (6) 7% (1) 100% (3) 50% (1) 50% (2) 

Biodiversity Checklists 
(Wales Biodiversity 
Partnership) 

31% (4) 7% (1) 67% (2) 50% (1) 75% (3) 

1
 percentage based on authorities operating in England only 

2
 percentage based on authorities operating in Wales only 

 

Views on the usefulness of the guidance obtained through the follow-up interviews were mixed; 

some public bodies said that they had found it useful, whilst a number of others said that they 

had not had time to read some or all of it due to limited time resources and the size of the 
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document.  A number of public bodies interviewed, in particular community councils, and One 

Voice Wales, which represents community councils in Wales, commented that they did not find 

the Defra guidance particularly relevant to their public body type and that it would be useful to 

have guidance targeted at their type of public body. 

The NGOs consulted at the project workshop were of the opinion that there was plenty of good 

guidance available on implementing the duty and biodiversity in general, and that they did not 

see any need for additional guidance.  Some public bodies also expressed this view during the 

interviews.  However, some of these bodies commented that there was a need for existing 

guidance to be taken more seriously at the senior level within public bodies. 

Other guidance which public bodies reported finding useful included: 

• Government and agencies: 

- Planning Policy Statement 9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation and the 

accompanying Circular and Good Practice Guidance. 

- Conserving Biodiversity – The UK Approach  (Defra  2007) 

• Community councils: 

- Parish Councils and the Duty to Conserve Biodiversity.  Guidance on the 

implications of the NERC Act 2006 (Bucks, Berks & Oxon Wildlife Trust).  

Those community councils which received this information said it was very 

useful, as it was specifically targeted at them. 

- Local Authority BAP and biodiversity policy guidance. 

• AONB boards/National Park Authorities: 

- UK Biodiversity Action Plan Regional Biodiversity Strategies. 

• Universities: 

- UK Biodiversity Action Plan. 

- Biodiversity on Campus - An EAUC Practical Guide (Environmental 

Association for Universities and Colleges, undated). 

- Guidance on the duty circulated by the Environmental Association for 

Universities and Colleges, following legal advice sought by the Higher 

Education Funding Council for England on whether the duty applied to 

universities. 

• “Other” public bodies: 

- Duty Bound? Biodiversity conservation in London Boroughs - expanding the 

agenda (Mayor of London, London Biodiversity Partnership & Natural 

England, 2008). 

- UK Biodiversity Action Plan Regional Biodiversity Strategies. 
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4.5.3 Availability of biodiversity information 

Another potential barrier to implementation of the duty is lack of access to the information 

required to inform decisions relating to biodiversity, for example, protected species records, 

habitat inventories, designated site information and biodiversity information on land under their 

ownership or control.  AONB boards/National Park Authorities typically made the most use of 

existing information, and were most likely to undertake surveys to inform development 

proposals or land management activities, whilst community councils made the least use of such 

information (see Table 4.19).  

When questioned regarding whether public bodies had access to all the information they 

required to have regard to biodiversity, the majority of public bodies that took part on the 

follow-up interviews stated that they had all the information required through their relationship 

with the local biological records centre, although some reported that they lacked the resources to 

access information held by the records centre.  Lack of access to biodiversity information at a 

regional level was cited as an issue by public bodies which act at a regional level (at present 

most information is based at county records centres, if one is in place for the county). 

Whilst the results of the survey suggest that the majority of authorities have access to species 

records and designated site information through online sources and biological records centres, 

authorities were less likely to have biodiversity information on land under their ownership or 

control.  Whilst all AONB boards/National Park Authorities, around three quarters of 

Government and agencies and “other” public bodies, and two thirds of universities reported that 

they had undertaken surveys to inform land/estate management, only a quarter of community 

councils had undertaken surveys.  Furthermore when questioned, the extent of such surveys was 

often limited to surveys of specific sites to inform development proposals or management plans, 

rather than surveys of the whole of the authority’s estate.  With the exception of AONB 

boards/National Park Authorities, typically half or less of each type of authority reported 

“often” using biodiversity surveys or pre-existing biodiversity information to inform 

development proposals.  
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Table 4.19 Use of biodiversity information by public bodies 

% (no.) of public bodies which reported that they used biodiversity 
information 

Information used/ 
obtained 

Government 
and 
Agencies 

Community 
Councils 

AONB 
Boards/ 
National 
Park 
Authorities 

Universities Other public 
bodies 

Records of protected or 
Biodiversity Action Plan 
priority species and 
habitats 

53% (17) 15% (18) 100% (15) 35% (8) 63% (19) 

Information on 
designated nature 
conservation sites (e.g. 
SSSIs/Local Wildlife 
Sites etc.) 

56% (18) 14% (17) 100%(15) 17% (4) 77% (23) 

Guidance documents on 
biodiversity (e.g. relating 
to legally protected 
species) 

66% (21) 15% (18) 93 (14) 48% (11) 67% (20) 

Other biodiversity 
information 

16% (5) 8% (9) 33% (5) 4% (1) 17% (5) 

“Often” commissioned/ 
undertook biodiversity 
surveys to inform 
development proposals 

50% (6) 20% (1) 80% (4) 57% (12) 8% (53) 

“Often” used pre-existing 
biodiversity information 
to inform development 
proposals 

42% (5) 0% (0) 80% (4) 33% (7) 53% (8) 

Biodiversity surveys to 
inform land/estate 
management 

79% (15) 26% (24) 100% (10) 65% (15) 76% (19) 

      

4.6 Lessons learnt 

Discussions with public bodies during the telephone interviews and with the NGOs at the 

workshop identified a number of important lessons that public bodies had learnt with regards to 

implementing the duty.  These are listed below. 

• Buy-in from senior management is required to push implementation of the duty up 

the agenda within the public body. 

• Regular reminders from Defra/Government/WAG of the importance of the duty 

would assist in keeping the biodiversity duty on public bodies’ agendas and 

demonstrating the political will to make it happen. 

• Targeted guidance in the form of short leaflets aimed at specific types of public 

body (e.g. parish councils) explaining how they can incorporate biodiversity into 
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their activities could be very useful in promoting awareness and encouraging the 

integration of biodiversity across public bodies. 

• Having someone with responsibility for biodiversity (even if this only forms part of 

their remit) can play an important role in implementing the duty.  

• The drive of the person with responsibility for biodiversity within the public body 

is important; if they are passionate about their subject, then implementation of the 

duty by the public body is likely to be greater. 

• Working in partnership with local landowners and nature conservation 

organisations can be very effective, enabling public bodies to achieve much more 

with limited resources than by working alone. 

• Membership of a local environment group or biodiversity partnership can be very 

helpful in providing guidance on measures which public bodies can take to enhance 

biodiversity.  For example, London Metropolitan University has only one small 

courtyard space, and so felt there was little they could do with respect to 

biodiversity.  However, through their membership of the London Environment 

Group they have found out about (and have subsequently implemented, or are 

planning to implement) various measures to ‘green’ their estate, including 

providing green roofs on new buildings, replanting the courtyard with native 

plants, planting in pots etc. 

• Implementing the duty has benefits other than for biodiversity, including: 

- increasing communication with colleagues in other departments and senior 

officers; 

- contributing to staff enthusiasm and job satisfaction; 

- providing good PR; 

- helping to attract and retain staff (and students for universities) by providing a 

pleasant working environment and environmentally-aware culture; 

- encouraging access to green spaces, thereby providing socio-economic and 

health benefits; 

- benefiting the local economy, by, for example, biodiversity enhancement works 

providing work for local contractors; 

- encouraging community engagement and education; 

- delivering reduced management costs (e.g. by reducing mowing frequency); and 

- providing biodiversity services (e.g. drainage provided through installation of 

ponds rather than costly land drainage systems, see Case Study 4.8). 
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5. Comparison of the different approaches 
to implementing the duty in England 
and Wales 

5.1 Introduction 

The duty to “have regard to biodiversity” contained within the NERC Act 2006 applies to 

public authorities operating in both England and Wales.  The way in which the duty has been 

promoted by Government differs between the two countries. 

In England, promotion of the duty was primarily via a letter and issue of guidance
5
 from Defra 

to chief executives (or equivalent) in local authorities and public bodies.  This was followed by 

a programme of work that was undertaken by Natural England, with part-funding from Defra, 

which was designed to promote the duty and the guidance.  This involved supporting the work 

of Regional Biodiversity Co-ordinators in promoting the duty in various ways including through 

regional workshops/seminars/conference papers, encouragement to Local Biodiversity Action 

Plan co-ordinators to engage with local authorities over the duty, and a series of other activities 

including published material.  Some Wildlife Trusts also played a role in promoting the duty. 

In Wales, the Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) has also issued guidance
5,6 

on the duty to 

public authorities, including circulating a leadership brief on the biodiversity duty to all staff in 

July 2007.  A series of workshops were held for public authorities when the duty was first 

introduced, which were addressed by  the WAG Minister for Environment, Sustainability and 

Housing, and on-going training is provided to local authorities by biodiversity officers within 

other public authorities (for example by biodiversity officers from Brecon Beacons National 

Park Authority).  In addition to these measures, which mirror those in England, WAG and the 

Wales Biodiversity Partnership have introduced a number of measures which are unique to 

Wales, which are summarised below. 

• During 2006, a WAG officer contacted each local authority to explain the duty and 

encourage the authority to identify a member to become the local authority’s 

Biodiversity Champion.  The Biodiversity Champion was charged with the role of 

promoting biodiversity within the local authority, and bringing biodiversity up the 

local authority’s agenda (with the aim of it achieving as high a profile as, for 

example, health and safety or climate change).  Each local authority in Wales now 

has a Biodiversity Champion amongst its elected members, with all bar one being 

at the cabinet level (William Somerfield, WAG, pers. comm). 

                                                      
5
 Guidance for Public Authorities on Implementing the Biodiversity Duty (Defra 2007) and Guidance for 

Local Authorities on Implementing the Biodiversity Duty (Defra 2007). 

6
 The Habitats Regulations and Biodiversity Duty Enforcement: Support and Intervention Regime; Welsh 

Local Government Association, Partnership for Action Against Wildlife Crime, CCW, WAG, undated 
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• WAG and the Welsh Biodiversity Partnership also hold annual audits of local 

authorities with the Biodiversity Champion and local authority ecologist(s) where 

they review what the local authority has done with respect to implementation of the 

duty and identify actions for improving implementation.  Participation in the audits 

is voluntary.  Welsh local authorities interviewed commented that the audits have 

been very effective in encouraging implementation of the duty, and also assist 

communication between officers and council members.  WAG is now working on 

encouraging local authorities to identify a director level officer champion in 

addition to the current member level Biodiversity Champion. 

• The Wales Biodiversity Partnership has developed bullet point ‘biodiversity 

checklists’, which were approved by the Minister for Environment, Sustainability 

and Housing in July 2007 and have also been endorsed by the Partnership Against 

Wildlife Crime in Wales. 

This section of the report considers whether these different approaches to promoting the duty 

have resulted in differences in its implementation by English and Welsh public authorities. 

5.2 Study participants 

Responses to the online questionnaire survey were submitted by 264 English public authorities 

(181 local authorities and 84 public bodies), and 30 Welsh public authorities (7 local authorities 

and 23 public bodies)
7
.  Breakdowns of the number and type of local authorities and public 

bodies that responded to the questionnaire and those that took part on the follow-up interviews 

are provided in Tables 3.2 and 4.2 respectively.  A summary of the key differences in 

implementation of the duty is provided below. 

5.3 Impact of the duty 

Awareness of the duty was higher amongst English than Welsh public authorities, with 72% of 

the English public authorities and 66% of the Welsh public authorities that responded to the 

online questionnaire reporting that they were aware of the duty. 

The percentage of public authorities that reported undertaking actions either as a result of the 

duty or in total were typically very similar between England and Wales.  Notable differences 

were that: 

•  a higher proportion of Welsh public authorities had: 

- organised a training event (37% compared with 18% of English public 

authorities); 

- been a member of a national species or habitat steering group (32% compared 

with 18% of English public authorities); 

- measured progress against UK BAP country, regional or LBAP species and 

habitat targets ( 48% compared with 32% of English public authorities); 

                                                      
7
 It should be noted that these numbers exclude authorities that operate in both countries, as these cannot 

be used in comparing the performance in the two countries. 
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-  “often” commissioned biodiversity surveys and used pre-existing biodiversity 

information to inform development proposals (73% for both compared with 

56% and 52% respectively of English public authorities); 

- addressed the conservation and enhancement of land that they own or manage 

through grounds maintenance contracts (81% compared with 67% of English 

public authorities);  

- perceived that the duty has had a significant impact in clarifying and 

consolidating existing biodiversity commitments (26% compared with 14% of 

English public authorities); and 

• A higher proportion of English authorities reported incorporating measures to 

conserve and enhance biodiversity in new developments (68% compared with 55% 

of Welsh authorities). 

These results suggest that Welsh public authorities are more likely to take action which 

contributes towards the objectives of the duty, although both the results of the questionnaire 

survey and the interviews found that in many cases such action was taken independently of the 

duty.  

Just under half of both English and Welsh public authorities reported that their actions in 

response to the duty had resulted in the conservation or enhancement of biodiversity.  Around 

30-40% of both English and Welsh public authorities perceived the biodiversity duty as having 

had an impact in respect to its four key objectives (Table 5.1), with a higher proportion of 

Welsh public authorities reporting that the biodiversity duty has had a significant impact, 

compared with those in England. 

Table 5.1 Perceived effectiveness of the biodiversity duty in meeting its objectives 

English authorities Welsh authorities Objective 

% (no.) of 
authorities 
which 
reported the 
duty had 
some 
impact 

% (no.) of 
authorities 
which 
reported 
the duty 
had 
significant 
impact 

% (no.) of 
authorities 
which 
reported the 
duty had 
some 
impact 

% (no.) of 
authorities 
which 
reported 
the duty 
had 
significant 
impact 

Raise the profile or visibility of biodiversity 43% (104) 10% (23) 32% (9) 18% (5) 

Clarify and consolidate existing biodiversity 
commitments 

36% (86) 14% (33) 30% (8) 26% (7) 

Increase the integration of biodiversity issues with 
the authorities’ everyday functions 

34% (81) 7% (18) 30% (8) 15% (4) 

Have a beneficial impact on biodiversity 
conservation 

40% (95) 8% (19) 36% (10) 11% (3) 
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The results of the follow-up telephone interviews were useful to identify some of those areas 

where Welsh local authorities and public bodies perceived that the duty has made a difference to 

the way in which they treat biodiversity.  The overall impression gained was that Welsh 

Government bodies, local authorities and National Park Authorities had found that the measures 

taken by the WAG to promote the duty has had a significant effect in promoting the duty and 

encouraging them to integrate biodiversity within their functions and to implement actions to 

conserve and enhance biodiversity.  The promotion of the duty by WAG was seen to have raised 

biodiversity up the agenda within the organisation and kept it there, whilst a number of 

authorities cited a perceived commitment to biodiversity of the WAG Minister for the 

Environment, Sustainability and Housing, Jane Davidson, as having helped to raise the profile 

of biodiversity within the local authority or public body, and make senior management and 

members aware of its importance.  

The appointment of a Biodiversity Champion within each local authority was seen as important 

for both raising the profile of biodiversity within the local authority and facilitating integration 

within its functions.  The NGOs consulted at the project workshop also commented that 

Biodiversity Champions appeared to have been quite successful in achieving ‘regard to 

biodiversity’ in local authority decision-making in Wales. 

The annual audits undertaken by WAG/Wales Biodiversity Partnership were also seen to be 

helpful in this regard, as well as in providing a continued impetus for implementation of the 

duty, and a mechanism for measuring its delivery.  The audits also enable development of routes 

of communication between the public authorities’ biodiversity officer (or equivalent), council 

members and senior management.  WAG noted that the short lines of communication between 

local authorities and WAG, and the small number of local authorities in Wales facilitate 

communication with local authorities and the carrying out of annual audits.  It was also noted 

that the larger and more complex local government system in England would make it 

challenging to implement the Welsh approach. 

It appears that promotion of the duty in Wales has not extended to community councils; One 

Voice Wales, the organisation that represents the 735 community councils in Wales, was 

unaware of the duty, and the duty was not raised at its conference on sustainability in 2008 

(pers. comm.).  Furthermore, the Community councils that were interviewed as part of the study 

could not recall receiving any guidance on the duty.  A slightly lower proportion of Welsh 

Community Councils were aware of the duty, compared with those in England (36% compared 

with 43%).  It was not possible to identify particular trends with regards to implementation of 

the duty by universities or “other” public bodies in Wales, due to the low number of these public 

authority types which took part in the questionnaire survey.  No public authorities of these types 

were interviewed. 

In summary, the results of this study suggest that greater promotion of the duty in Wales has 

been successful prompting greater action for biodiversity by Government and agencies, local 

authorities and National Park Authorities in Wales.  Within these public authority types, this has 

resulted in raising the profile of biodiversity, in achieving greater integration of biodiversity 

within public authority functions and in more action being taken to conserve and enhance 

biodiversity.  However, this promotion of the duty in Wales has not extended to community 

councils, and there are a number of opportunities for improving implementation of the duty by 

Welsh community councils which will be explored in section 7. 
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5.4 Barriers to implementation of the duty 

Similar proportions of both English and Welsh public authorities (33% and 38% respectively) 

reported experiencing barriers to the implementation of the duty.  The main barriers reported by 

public authorities in both countries were a lack of money/resources, and to a lesser extent lack 

of awareness by some personnel.  In the telephone interviews, Snowdonia National Park 

Authority also mentioned that they had found language to be a potential barrier, as they are 

located in a bilingual area, and many of the local people and land managers preferred to speak in 

Welsh, whilst capacity to do so within the public authority was limited.  This is an issue that 

may affect other Welsh public authorities, particularly those operating in more rural areas.  
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6. Comparison with the Scottish duty to 
“further” biodiversity 

6.1 Introduction 

Whilst the NERC Act biodiversity duty does not apply in Scotland, a similar duty applies to 

Scottish local authorities and public bodies under the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004.  

Section 1 [1] of the Act states that: 

“It is the duty of every public body and office-holder, in exercising any functions, to further the 

conservation of biodiversity so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions.” 

The main differences between this and the NERC Act duty are in respect of the requirement to 

“further” rather than “have regard to” conserving biodiversity, and in that the duty applies to all 

staff within public bodies rather than just the body itself. 

The Scottish Government has produced a web based guidance document on implementing the 

duty (Delivering the Biodiversity Duty.  A Step by Step Guide
8
), in addition to guidance 

provided in Best Value and Biodiversity in Scotland:  A Handbook of Good Practice for Public 

Bodies (the Scottish Executive 2004) and the Scottish Biodiversity Strategy
9
. 

This section of the report considers whether the information that has been gathered for this 

study indicates that the different duties have resulted in any differences relating to the 

conservation and enhancement of biodiversity and its integration within public authorities. 

6.2 Study participants 

A comparison was undertaken of the questionnaire responses from public authorities operating 

in England and Wales versus those operating in Scotland.  This excludes those authorities which 

operate in both England and/or Wales and Scotland (i.e. those which operate across the UK or 

GB are excluded from the comparison).  Details of the number and type of Scottish local 

authorities and public bodies which responded to the online questionnaire and were interviewed 

are provided in Table 6.1.  Similar breakdowns for public authorities operating in 

England/Wales are provided in Tables 3.1 and 4.1. 

 

                                                      
8
 http://www.biodiversityscotland.gov.uk/duty/index.htm 

9
 The Scottish Executive (2004) Scotland’s Biodiversity.  It’s in your hands.   
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Table 6.1 Number of public bodies operating in Scotland which completed the questionnaire 
survey and took part in the telephone interviews  

Type of public authority No. of public 
authorities which 
took part in the 
online 
questionnaire 
survey 

No. of public 
authorities which 
took part in the 
telephone 
interviews  

No. of public 
authorities invited 
to take part in the 
study (and no. 
that took part in 
the questionnaire 
survey as a % of 
the no. of invitees) 

Local authorities ( all unitary 
authorities) 

8 3 32 (25%) 

Government and agencies 23 7 90 (25%) 

Scottish Government 6 3 - 

Central Government Department 2 1 - 

Departmental Executive Agency 3 0 - 

Non-Departmental Public Body 8 3 - 

Commissioner/Ombudsman 4 0 - 

Community Council 1 1 1200 (<1%) 

National Park Authority
1
 1 1 1 (100%) 

University 1 1 14 (7%) 

“Other” public bodies 7 NA 95 (7%) 

Police Authority 0 NA 20 

Fire Authority 0 NA 9 

NHS Trusts 4 NA 24 

Utility company 1 NA 3 

Sea Fisheries Committee 0 NA 1 

Harbour Authority 2 NA 16 

Public Corporations 0 NA 5 

Other significant national bodies 0 NA 18 

Total 41 13 1432 (3%) 

1 
There are no AONB boards in Scotland    

 
   

Due to the low number of responses from some types of public authority (for example, only 

eight local authorities operating in Scotland responded), it was not possible to make a 

comparison between responses of different types of public authority in England and/Wales 

versus Scottish public authorities. 
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6.3 Differences between impact of the duty in Scotland 
compared with England and Wales 

The Scottish duty to ‘further biodiversity’ was discussed at the NGO workshop and was thought 

likely to be better.  However, there is no clear evidence from this study that this is the case.  

Levels of awareness of the duty and the principal guidance documents were very similar 

between English/Welsh public authorities and Scottish public authorities.  Just under half of 

both Scottish and English/Welsh public authorities reported that their actions in response to the 

duty had resulted in conservation or enhancement of biodiversity, and around 40% of both 

Scottish and English/Welsh public authorities reported that the duty has had some impact in 

respect to its four key objectives, although only a relatively small proportion reported that the 

duty has had a significant impact. 

The most notable difference was that whilst typically a similar proportion of both 

English/Welsh and Scottish public authorities reported undertaking action on any given subject, 

a higher proportion of Scottish public authorities which undertook the action had undertaken 

this as a result of the biodiversity duty.  For example (see Box 6.1), of those public authorities 

that responded to the online questionnaire, 48% of English/Welsh public authorities which 

undertook land management activities that were specifically designed to benefit biodiversity did 

so as a result of the duty, in comparison to 63% of Scottish public authorities.  

Other notable differences were that a higher percentage of Scottish public authorities had: 

• introduced an Environmental Management System which incorporates biodiversity 

considerations (55% compared with 33% of English/Welsh public authorities); and 

• organised a training event to raise awareness of the duty (33% compared with 20% 

of English/Welsh public authorities). 

Box 6.1  Differences in impact of the duty between Scottish versus English and Welsh public 
 authorities 

70% (179) of English/Welsh public authorities and 68% (19) of Scottish public authorities that responded to the online 
questionnaire which own or manage land or buildings have undertaken land or estate management activities specifically 
designed to benefit biodiversity, with only 34% (86) and 43% (12) respectively having implemented these measures in 
response (at least in part) to the relevant duty. 

This equates to 48% (86) of the 179 English/Welsh public authorities which undertook the activities having done so in 
response to the duty, compared with 63% (12) of the 19 Scottish public authorities. 

 

This may indicate that English/Welsh public authorities had greater regard to biodiversity prior 

to implementation of the duty than Scottish public authorities, and/or that the Scottish duty 

and/or guidance has been more effective in encouraging action by public authorities.  Both of 

these possibilities, but especially the latter, might most readily be explained by the fact that the 

Scottish duty was introduced two years before the English and Welsh duty, giving more time for 

it to have effect.  However, it could also be explained by other reasons, which could include 

differences in the wording of the duty, its promotion or the associated guidance.  However, there 

was no direct evidence from the questionnaire survey or the telephone interviews to support any 

one conclusion. 
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7. Conclusions and recommendations 

7.1 Conclusions 

7.1.1 Overview 

Many public authorities have undertaken work relating to biodiversity, though the findings of 

the online survey and follow-up interviews suggest that, in many cases, this has been undertaken 

independently of the duty, or that the public authority was unclear about the extent to which it 

was a result of the duty.  This is because the duty is just one of many drivers that influence 

public authorities’ biodiversity action.  However, regardless of the reasons for which 

biodiversity action was taken, such action still contributes to the objectives of the duty.  It is the 

level of action taken to promote biodiversity, integrate biodiversity into the authority’s 

functions, and conserve and enhance biodiversity which are important, rather than the reasons 

for undertaking this action. 

There is considerable variation in awareness of the duty and in the level of biodiversity action 

(whether as a result of the duty or independently of it) that is being taken by the public 

authorities that responded to the online questionnaire.  Those public authorities for which 

biodiversity is a part of their core functions, such as AONB boards and National Park 

Authorities, some government bodies (such as Natural England, CCW and the Environment 

Agency) and local authorities generally performed better than other public authorities in relation 

to the objectives of the duty.  Community councils generally performed worse in relation to the 

objectives of the duty, with many lacking awareness of the duty or what they can do with 

regards to the conservation and enhancement of biodiversity. 

The findings of this study demonstrate that although many public authorities were undertaking 

work that is relevant to the duty, this does not always indicate a high level of performance 

relating to biodiversity as, in many areas of work, there were opportunities for further action to 

implement the duty.  Integration of biodiversity across the whole suite of public authorities’ 

functions is one of the main opportunities for improvement, with the production of an 

overarching biodiversity strategy, biodiversity objectives or a corporate BAP being one 

mechanism that can help to achieve this. 

A summary of the findings of the study in relation to delivery of the four objectives of the duty 

is provided below, followed by a summary of barriers experienced by public authorities in 

implementing the duty, lessons learnt from implementation of the duty in Wales, and a 

comparison with the Scottish duty to “further” biodiversity. 

In interpreting the findings it is important to recognise the self-selecting nature of the sample of 

public authorities that completed the online questionnaire (see section 1.3), which might have 

lead to a bias towards public authorities that have done most to implement the duty.  However, 

it should be noted that some of the public authorities that responded to the online questionnaire 

had undertaken little or no action in relation to the duty.  Furthermore, Steering Group members 

noted that some public authorities that they know are performing very well in relation to the 

duty, had not completed the questionnaire. 
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7.1.2  Delivery of objectives 

Objective A: To raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity 

Local authorities 

Two-thirds of local authorities that took part in the online questionnaire survey reported that the 

duty has had some impact in raising the profile and visibility of biodiversity.  Typically around 

half of local authority respondents that reported undertaking a particular action to raise the 

profile and visibility of biodiversity had done so as a result of the duty.  The majority of those 

local authorities included in the interview sample said that one of the main benefits of the duty 

was in providing an opportunity to raise the profile of biodiversity with colleagues and senior 

managers within the local authority.  A key aspect to promoting the duty was seen by many of 

the local authorities that were interviewed as being the availability of a member of staff with 

responsibility for biodiversity; in some instances staff had been appointed as a result of the duty. 

Other public bodies 

Community councils were least likely to have undertaken awareness-raising activities, whilst all 

AONB boards/National Park Authorities reported having taken such actions.  As with local 

authorities, many of the public bodies interviewed saw the availability of a member of staff with 

responsibility for biodiversity as being key to raising the awareness of biodiversity.  With the 

exception of community councils, most public bodies had someone with this responsibility, 

even if this was only part of their duties. 

Objective B: To clarify and consolidate public authorities’ existing biodiversity 
commitments 

Local authorities 

Around two thirds of local authorities which took part in the questionnaire survey reported that 

they had clarified and consolidated their existing biodiversity commitments through production 

of an overarching biodiversity strategy, biodiversity objectives or a corporate BAP, although 

under 40% had undertaken this action as a result of the duty. 

Other public bodies 

Less than half of any type of public body reported that the duty has had some impact in 

clarifying and consolidating their existing biodiversity commitments, and typically less than half 

reported producing an overarching biodiversity strategy, biodiversity objectives or corporate 

BAP.  The exception was AONB boards/National Park Authorities, almost all of which had 

produced such documents.  

Objective C: To stimulate a culture change in the public sector so that biodiversity issues 
become a natural part of the delivery of public authority functions (so far as is consistent 
with the proper exercise of these functions) 

Local authorities 

Over half of local authorities that responded to the online questionnaire said that the duty has 

had some impact in increasing the integration of biodiversity within the authority’s functions.  

However, information obtained through the telephone interviews suggests that integration is 

greatest in relation to those functions which have traditionally been linked to biodiversity, for 

example planning and land management.  There are still significant opportunities for many 
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authorities to improve integration of biodiversity within other functions, such as health, housing, 

highways, and education. 

Other public bodies 

The majority of Government and agencies, universities and AONB boards/National Park 

Authorities interviewed had taken some action to integrate biodiversity into their functions (with 

AONB boards/National Park Authorities most likely to have undertaken such actions), whereas 

relatively few community councils had taken such action.  Where such action had been taken, 

this was often independent of the duty, as reflected in the relatively low percentage (less than 

half) of each public body type that reported that the duty has had some impact with regards to 

the integration of biodiversity within the public body’s functions.  There were some notable 

exceptions, particularly in Welsh Government and agencies where significant changes had been 

brought about as a result of the duty. 

Objective D: To have a beneficial impact for biodiversity conservation 

Local authorities 

The majority (95%) of local authorities which responded to the online questionnaire reported 

undertaking actions specifically to benefit biodiversity, although only around half undertook 

these actions as a result of the duty.  However, the outcome of these actions was often not 

known, as many local authorities interviewed reported insufficient resources to monitor sites 

following implementation of habitat management or biodiversity enhancement works. 

Other public bodies  

All AONB board/National Park Authorities, over three quarters of universities and “other” 

public bodies and over half of  Government and agencies reported undertaking projects with the 

specific aim of conserving or enhancing biodiversity, although typically less than half this 

number reported that this action was as a result of the duty.  Community councils were notably 

less likely than other public bodies to undertake projects to benefit biodiversity.  As for local 

authorities, the outcome of these actions was often not known due to a lack of monitoring. 

7.1.3 Barriers to implementation 

Local authorities 

Just over half of all local authorities reported experiencing barriers to the implementation of the 

duty, the most common of which was a lack of money and resources.  The majority of local 

authorities reported finding the Defra guidance on the duty useful, although the view was 

expressed by some authorities that short accessible guidance (e.g. a leaflet) targeted at specific 

local authority departments would be useful.  Almost all local authorities reported that they had 

access to all of the biodiversity information they required, predominantly through the local 

biological records centre.  However, this may reflect a lack of awareness of the breadth of 

biodiversity information required to fulfil their responsibilities under the duty, as very few of 

those authorities questioned reported that they had up to date biodiversity survey information 

for all land within the ownership or control or their administrative area (for example a county 

wide Phase 1 habitat survey, which is the standard method for surveying habitats
10

). 

                                                      
10

 JNCC (2007) Handbook for Phase 1 habitat survey - a technique for environmental audit. 
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Other public bodies 

Around a third of all public bodies reported experiencing barriers to the implementation of the 

duty. Community councils were least likely to report barriers (possibly as a result of their lower 

awareness of the requirements of the duty).  The barriers experienced differed between public 

body types, with lack of money and resources being the most common barriers reported by 

Government and agencies and AONB boards/National Park Authorities, lack of awareness of 

the duty the key barrier for community councils, whilst universities and “other” public bodies 

reported a wide variety of barriers.  There was wide variation between public body types in 

awareness of the guidance relating to the duty, with only 39% of universities and 11% of 

community councils being aware of it.  Some public bodies reported that it would be useful to 

have guidance targeted at their particular type of public body.  The majority of public bodies 

interviewed said they had access to the information they required, although some said they 

lacked the resources to purchase information from the local biological records centre.  However, 

whilst the majority of authorities reported having access to species records and designated site 

information through online sources and biological records centres, authorities were less likely to 

have biodiversity information on land under their ownership or control. 

7.1.4 Implementation of the duty in Wales 

The measures taken to promote the duty and facilitate its implementation, in particular the 

annual audit, appointment of member Biodiversity Champions and active promotion by WAG 

and the Minister for the Environment, Sustainability and Housing may explain the higher 

proportions of Welsh authorities undertaking some actions to promote, conserve and enhance 

biodiversity than English authorities.  However, this improved implementation of the duty 

appears to be limited to local authorities and National Park Authorities, which were the focus of 

this action.  In contrast, Welsh community councils had a lower awareness of the duty than 

those in England.  

7.1.5 Comparison with the Scottish duty to “further” biodiversity 

There is no evidence from the online questionnaire survey of any overall difference in the levels 

of awareness of the duty by public authorities in Scotland compared with those in England and 

Wales, or in the overall actions that they had taken with regard to biodiversity.  Whilst the 

overall level of action was similar, there are, however, a number of actions where a greater 

proportion of Scottish authorities cited the duty as a driver for action than in England and 

Wales.  This suggests that the Scottish duty has been more effective in eliciting action from 

public authorities than the NERC duty has in England and Wales.  Although the reasons behind 

this were explored in the telephone interviews, it is not clear whether the difference is a result of 

the Scottish duty having been introduced two years before the English and Welsh duty or 

because of other reasons, which could include differences in the wording of the duty, its 

promotion or the associated guidance.  

7.1.6 Overall conclusions 

This study demonstrates that a lot of benefits for biodiversity have been delivered in response to 

the duty, although there are areas where implementation of the duty by different types of public 

authority could be improved, through action taken by the public authority itself, or by 

Government.  The main constraints to implementation of the duty reported by public authorities 

relate to funding, which many acknowledged is unlikely to improve in the foreseeable future, as 
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many were anticipating budget cuts. There is no evidence to support a change in wording of the 

duty to mirror the Scottish duty. 

The examples of good practice identified through the telephone interviews, lessons learnt by 

public authorities as set out in sections 3.6 and 4.6, and input from the NGOs consulted at the 

project workshop have been used to inform the development of recommendations for improving 

implementation of the duty which are set out in section 7.2. 

7.2 Recommendations 

This study has identified a number of opportunities for improving awareness and 

implementation of the biodiversity duty in England and Wales.  Based on our review of these 

opportunities, we set out below a series of recommendations for Defra and WAG to pursue with 

public authorities; the evidence base for each recommendation base is also provided.  

Recommendations relating to all public authorities are listed in Table 7.1, whilst those relating 

only to local authorities are listed in Table 7.2.  Recommendations are also made that would 

involve work being undertaken directly by Defra and WAG in order to support implementation 

of the duty (Table 7.3).  

It should be noted that there is a wide range of types and sizes of public authorities, and it will 

therefore be necessary to apply the recommendations in a flexible manner that reflects this 

variation.   

Table 7.1 Recommendations relating to public authorities 

Recommendation Rationale and evidence base 

Have a corporate biodiversity strategy or biodiversity 
element in its corporate environmental or sustainability 
strategy (or equivalent), which sets out what actions the 
public authority will take to implement the duty and to 
conserve and enhance biodiversity.  This should address 
how biodiversity should be integrated into all relevant 
functions of the authority. 

Having a strategy document which sets out how the 
conservation and enhancement of biodiversity will be 
addressed across all the functions of an authority is 
essential to provide a framework for such an integrated 
approach. However, only 62% of local authorities, 47% 
of Government and agencies and 6% of community 
councils reported having such a document (sections 
3.4.2 and 4.4.2). 

Have a Biodiversity Champion amongst its senior managers, 
who has responsibility for biodiversity, including 
implementation of the duty.  In most authorities, it is 
envisaged that this role would be an additional duty for an 
existing member of staff.  However, in some authorities, it 
may be appropriate for another senior person, such as a 
non-executive director or a trustee, to take on the role.  The 
Champion would ideally volunteer to take on the role, 
reflecting a personal interest in biodiversity.  Key 
responsibilities would be to drive biodiversity up the agenda, 
aid integration within the public authority and demonstrate a 
high level commitment to biodiversity.  In order to undertake 
this work effectively, a formal structure should be devised for 
the role and appropriate training provided, if required. 

A lack of commitment from senior managers to 
conservation and enhancement of biodiversity was 
perceived as a barrier to implementation of the NGOs 
consulted  (section 3.5.1, 4.5.1) The perception of the 
Welsh authorities interviewed was that Biodiversity 
Champions had been highly effective in raising 
biodiversity up the authorities’ agenda (see sections 
3.4.1,  5.3). This was supported by the survey results, 
where higher percentages of Welsh authorities had 
undertaken a number of actions contributing towards 
implementation of the duty (section 5.3). 
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Recommendation Rationale and evidence base 

Have access to ecological advice.  It is recognised that in 
smaller public authorities, especially those in which 
biodiversity does not form part of their remit, it will often be 
unrealistic to employ an ecologist and reliance may 
therefore need to be placed on ecologists in larger public 
authorities (e.g. parish councils may be able to draw on the 
services of a county council ecologist), or ecological 
consultants.  In larger authorities, there may already be an 
ecologist, although their time may be fully utilised.  If this is 
the case, it may be necessary to appoint another ecologist 
or obtain advice from elsewhere (see Table 7.2 for advice 
relating specifically to local authorities). 

Access to ecological advice is essential for authorities to 
meet their responsibilities under the duty. This was 
recognised by many of the authorities interviewed and 
the NGOs consulted, which reported that a key aspect 
to promoting biodiversity within an authority was the 
availability of staff with responsibility for biodiversity 
(sections 3.4.1., 4. 4.1). Whilst there was usually 
someone within the authority with responsibility for 
biodiversity, they did not necessarily have specialist 
knowledge in this area (particularly where biodiversity 
was not a part of an authority’s remit) or, where the 
authority employed an ecologist, they were often 
already fully utilised in meeting existing commitments 
(section 3.4.2, 3.4.3) 

Produce management plans incorporating a biodiversity 
element for all land and buildings in its ownership or control; 
any Sites of Special Scientific Interest should be treated as 
the highest priority for the preparation of management plans, 
followed by sites that are designated as local wildlife sites.  
Plans should be based on appropriate biological survey 
work, and should be updated every five years, with regular 
monitoring to determine the effectiveness of the 
management plan in achieving its objectives. 

A readily achievable way for authorities to have a 
beneficial impact on biodiversity (Objective D of the 
duty), is through the management of the land and 
buildings within their ownership or control. However, 
although 87% of local authorities and the majority of 
public bodies reported addressing biodiversity in 
management plans (section 3.4.3 and 4.4.3), when 
interviewed most authorities reported that management 
plans had only been prepared for specific sites, rather 
than all the land in the authorities’ control (section 3.4.3, 
4.4.3). 

Have access to protected species records, habitat 
inventories and designated site information through online 
sources and biological records centres, and have up to date 
biodiversity survey information for the land within their 
ownership or control. 

This information is required to ensure that public 
authorities have the information required to fulfil their 
responsibilities under the duty. This study found (see 
section 4.5.3) that not all public authorities had access 
to information held at biodiversity records centres (due 
to the cost of purchasing such information) and where 
surveys had been undertaken, these were usually 
restricted to specific sites (section  3.5.3, 4.5.3). 

 

Table 7.2 Recommendations relating to local authorities 

Recommendation Rationale and evidence base 

Appoint a council member as a member-
level ‘Biodiversity Champion’ who promotes 
biodiversity within the authority and 
particularly to other council members. 

The perception of the Welsh authorities interviewed was that member 
Biodiversity Champions had been highly effective in raising biodiversity 
up authorities’ agendas (see sections 3.4.1, 5.3). This was supported by 
the survey results, which show higher percentages of Welsh authorities 
compared with English authorities having undertaken a number of 
actions contributing towards implementation of the duty (section 5.3).  
Lack of a drive from elected members was identified as a barrier to 
implementation by the NGOs consulted (3.5.1). 

Be an active member of its local biodiversity 
partnership, making a demonstrable 
commitment to implementing the duty, and 
conserving and enhancing biodiversity. 

Although 97% of local authorities reported being a member of their local 
biodiversity partnership (section 3.4.4), the perception of the NGOs 
consulted and Steering Group members was that many were not active 
members. 
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Recommendation Rationale and evidence base 

Maximise the extent of eligible council-
owned land that is entered into higher level 
tiers of agri-environment schemes (i.e. 
Environmental Stewardship in England and 
Tir Gofal in Wales). 

A readily achievable way for authorities to have a beneficial impact on 
biodiversity (Objective D of the duty), is through the management of the 
land within their ownership or control. Although 93% of local authorities 
reported undertaking land management activities to benefit biodiversity, 
when interviewed most authorities reported that such action was limited 
to specific sites (section 3.4.4). Agri-environment schemes provide an 
opportunity for providing wide scale benefits for biodiversity. 

Employ sufficient suitably qualified 
ecologists to meet its responsibilities under 
the duty. This includes being able to 
address a full range of biodiversity 
considerations over and above those 
relating to the planning system. If it is not 
possible to employ an ecologist directly, the 
authority should employ the services of an 
ecologist in another authority (e.g. the 
relevant county council or a neighbouring 
authority) or ecological consultants.   

Access to ecological advice is essential for authorities to meet their 
responsibilities under the duty. Given the breadth of functions of local 
authorities, and the need to incorporate biodiversity into all of them, 
whilst also delivering the biodiversity input into the planning process and 
land management, it is difficult to see how local authorities can 
effectively meet their responsibilities under the duty without employing at 
least one in-house ecologist. This was recognised by many of the 
authorities interviewed (section 3.4.1). It may be necessary for larger 
authorities to employ more than one ecologist; a key barrier reported by 
local authorities was a lack of resources to implement the duty (Table 
3.9), and of those authorities interviewed, many reported that their time 
was already fully utilised in meeting existing commitments (for example 
commenting on planning applications-section 3.4.2, 3.4.3). 

County councils and unitary authorities: 
Provide a biodiversity service to district/ 
borough/community councils within its 
administrative area, which do not have 
sufficient resources to have an in-house 
biodiversity advice.  In the case of 
district/borough councils, such a service 
would normally be funded by contributions 
from these local authorities. 

Whilst ideally all local authorities would have an in-house ecologist, it is 
recognised that this may not be possible for all local authorities, in 
particular smaller district and borough councils. It is important that such 
authorities have access to relevant ecological advice, and an effective 
means of providing this is for such advice to be provided by a larger 
authority, typically the county council within which the district/borough 
lies.  

Have up to date biodiversity survey 
information for the land within their 
administrative area. 

This information is required to ensure that local authorities have an 
adequate evidence base for biodiversity (as set out in Defra 2007

11
). 

This study found (see section 3.5.3) that only a few local authorities had 
access to such information. 

 

Table 7.3 Recommendations for Defra/WAG 

Recommendation Rationale and evidence base 

Develop a framework for local authorities to review their 
implementation of the duty.   This could involve the use of 
standards, benchmarks or checklists relating to planning, which 
might be based upon existing information such as the British 
Standards Institution’s Publicly Available Specification 2010 or the 
‘1App’ standard planning application system which many 
authorities already use.  Preferably, though, the approach adopted 
would extend to a wide range of authorities’ work relating to 
biodiversity.  Consideration should be given as to how public 
authorities would be encouraged to carry out regular audits, and 
whether there should be some mechanism for monitoring whether 
these have taken place. 

This is recommended as an alternative to central 
government auditing local authorities’ 
performance in implementing the duty, which, 
although having worked well in Wales (section 
5.3), would be unlikely to be taken forward in 
England as it would run counter to the trend over 
recent years for central government to devolve 
responsibility to local government, and to reduce 
the number of controls that it imposes.   

                                                      
11

 Defra (2007) Guidance for Local Authorities on Implementing the Biodiversity Duty.  
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Recommendation Rationale and evidence base 

Provide an easily searchable website with practical information 
and case studies on the actions that different types of public 
authorities can take to both implement the duty, and conserve and 
enhance biodiversity more generally.  The online biodiversity 
toolkit that is being developed by ALGE (see 
http://www.biodiversityplanningtoolkit.com/biodiversity.asp) will go 
a long way to assist local planning authorities in this regard, and 
much of the information that it holds will also be of relevance to 
others in local authorities as well as public bodies.  The proposed 
website could provide a link to the ALGE website and to a wide 
range of other websites/web pages, thereby making it quicker and 
easier for public authorities to access relevant biodiversity 
information.  Authorities could be invited to add to the website 
information about successes (and perhaps failures) relating to the 
implementation of the duty, where they feel that such case study 
information may be of interest to others.  The website could also 
host a discussion forum that would enable individuals in public 
authorities to ask others for information about particular topics or 
for answers to questions.  In addition, the website could provide 
regular updates about the duty to public authorities, confirming 
that there is a strong political will to conserve and enhance 
biodiversity, and seeking to ensure that it remains high on public 
authorities’ agendas. 

There is a lot of information already available 
online, but a number of public authorities 
commented that they do not always have the time 
to search for it, or know where to find it (sections 
3.5.2, 4.5.2) A number of authorities also noted 
that Defra’s guidance documents relating to the 
duty are lengthy and time-consuming to search 
through. Consequently it would be useful if the 
information they contain could be made more 
accessible (sections 3.5.2, 4.5.2)- this could be 
readily achieved on a website. Provision of such a 
resource would make authorities more aware of 
their responsibilities under the duty and of the 
actions that can be taken by their type of authority. 

Produce a series of short guidance booklets on the duty aimed at 
different types of public authorities (in particular community 
councils) and different departments of local authorities (e.g. 
highways, education, housing, planning), designed to inform them 
of the duty, what it means for them, and how they can meet their 
responsibilities under the duty.  This should include: case studies 
of what other departments/public authorities of the same type 
have done; information about where public authorities can access 
existing biodiversity data (e.g. species records and habitat 
inventories); where and how to access funding for biodiversity 
projects; and guidance on using volunteers for conservation works 
and monitoring.  The guidance should highlight other benefits 
arising from implementing the duty (e.g. health and climate 
change benefits).  It could also be a useful vehicle for introducing 
the concept of ecosystem services.  There would be scope for the 
booklets and the website proposed above to share content, as 
well as for the booklets to be downloadable from the website, to 
which the booklets should also make reference. 

Many of the authorities interviewed expressed a 
need for more targeted and accessible guidance 
aimed at specific types of authority or departments 
within an authority (sections 3.5.2, 4.5.2). Such 
guidance is needed to address the low levels of 
implementation of the duty recorded by some 
types of authority (in particular community 
councils- section 4.3) and integration of 
biodiversity within some types of authority (section 
3.4.3, 4.4.2, 4.4.3). 

Collate a list of public authorities in England and Wales, and 
maintain a contacts’ database for these.  The list will need to be 
caveatted in that there is no legal definition of all of the public 
authorities to which the duty applies.   

Although the relevance of the duty to many 
authorities is clear cut, there are other 
organisations that might be unclear about whether 
the duty applies to them (as was the case with 
universities - see 4.5.1).  Inclusion on the list 
might prompt authorities that are unclear about 
whether they should be considered to be public 
authorities under the NERC Act to follow the lead 
of the universities in seeking legal advice.  The 
preparation of a list would facilitate the distribution 
of guidance on biodiversity to public authorities 
(as well facilitating any future research studies into 
the implementation of the duty - recognising the 
difficulties that were faced in compiling a list of 
public authorities and obtaining contact details for 
use in this study -section 2.1.2). 

Undertake a review of legal and ombudsmens’ cases relating the 
duty as they become available. Information about these cases 
could be held on the proposed website. 

A number of local authorities and the NGOs 
consulted raised concerns about the wording of 
the duty, and whether it was enforceable in a court 
of law (section 3.5.1). A review of legal cases 
would inform the debate about whether revised 
wording would make the duty more effective.   
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Recommendation Rationale and evidence base 

Investigate the most appropriate and effective means of promoting 
the duty and making guidance available to community councils. 

The results of this study highlighted a lack of 
awareness of the duty by community councils 
(sections 4.3, 4.5.1). 
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Appendix A  
Review Framework 

 

Objective A: Raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity 

 Framework Question Addressed 
via 

A1) 

 

 

What have been the effects of any new biodiversity policies, publications or 
flagship biodiversity projects that have been developed as a result of the duty in 
raising the profile and visibility of biodiversity? 

Online 
questionnaire: 
Q3.1 

A2) How, if at all, has the duty influenced engagement with the UKBAP/LBAP 
process? 

Q9 

A3) Are there other examples of initiatives/activities that have had the effect of 
raising the profile and visibility of biodiversity, whether or not as part of the duty? 

Q 4, Q5 

A4) Is there a member of staff responsible for promoting biodiversity, who has been 
appointed as a result of the duty? 

Stage 2: 
telephone 
interviews and 
NGO 
workshop 

A5) Are there other means by which the profile and visibility of biodiversity could be 
raised? 

Stage 2 

A6) How effective has been the national guidance relating to the duty in assisting 
authorities in raising the profile and visibility of biodiversity? 

3.1 

A7) What barriers, if any, are there to raising the profile and visibility of biodiversity in 
public authorities? 

12.1/Stage 2 

 

Objective B: Clarify and consolidate public authorities’ existing biodiversity commitments 

 Framework Question Addressed 
via 

B1) Have authorities produced new policies or position statements, as a result of 
the duty, which clarify or consolidate their existing biodiversity 
commitments? 

Q4 

B2) Are there other examples of initiatives/activities that have had the effect of 
clarifying or consolidating authorities’ existing biodiversity commitments, 
whether or not as part of the duty? 

Q4 

B3) Are there other means by which authority’s biodiversity commitments could 
be clarified/consolidated? 

Stage 2 

B4) How effective has been the national guidance relating to the duty in assisting 
authorities in clarifying and consolidating their biodiversity commitments? 

 

3.1 



 

 

 

 
 

  
  
 

 

 

 

B5)
  

What barriers, if any, are there to clarifying and consolidating authorities’ 
biodiversity commitments? 

 

12.1/Stage 2 

 

 

Objective C: Stimulate a culture change in the public sector, so that biodiversity issues 

become a natural part of the delivery of public authority functions (so far as is consistent 

with the proper exercise of these functions) 

  

 Framework Question Addressed 
via 

C1) Have any new internal procedures been introduced as a result of the duty 
that have changed the way in which biodiversity is addressed by public 
authorities in the delivery of all of their functions (for example, new internal 
accountability or auditing procedures relating to biodiversity, or new data 
collection/storage/dissemination procedures or increased use of 
EMAS/ISO14001, The Biodiversity Benchmark, Green Dragon standards 
etc.)? 

Q4, 5.2, 5.3, 
5.4, 5.5, 7.1, 
8.1, 8.2 

C2) Are there other examples of initiatives/activities that have had the effect of 
changing the way in which biodiversity is addressed by public authorities in 
the delivery of all of their functions, whether or not as part of the duty? 

Q 4, Q5 

C3) 

 

Are there other means by which authorities can change the way in which 
biodiversity is addressed across all of their functions? 

Stage 2 

C4) How effective has been the national guidance relating to the duty in assisting 
authorities in changing the way in which biodiversity is addressed across all 
of their functions? 

3.1 

C5) What barriers, if any, are there to public authorities addressing biodiversity 
across all of their functions? 

 

12.1/Stage 2 

 

Objective D: Have a beneficial impact for biodiversity conservation 

 Framework Question Addressed 
via 

D1) How, if at all, has public authority performance in respect to relevant 
biodiversity indicators changed following the introduction of the duty (for 
example, National Indicator 197 for Local Authorities; SOGE targets for 
Government; EBS targets and indicators for England; Biodiversity 
Benchmark; Green Dragon standards etc.)? 

Q10.1 

D2) Is there any other evidence of changes in the extent/condition of designated 
nature conservation sites or valuable habitats, or in the size of species 
populations on land that is owned/managed/controlled, or influenced, by 
public authorities following the introduction of the duty? 

Q5.5 

 



 

 

 

 
 

  
  
 

 

 

 

Appendix B  
Questionnaire survey 

 

 



 

 

 

 
 

  
  
 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

Review of Section 40 NERC Act Biodiversity Duty: online 
questionnaire 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

Survey Opening Page 

 

Thank you for taking part in this survey, which aims to review how public authorities in England and Wales have responded to the duty to have regard to conserving 

biodiversity which was introduced in the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006. This study has been commissioned by Defra, working closely with 

the Scottish Government and Welsh Assembly Government, to meet a Government commitment to review the impact of the duty within three years of it coming into 

force. The study will also consider how Scottish public authorities have responded to the similar Scottish duty to further conservation of biodiversity, introduced in the 

Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004.   The outcomes of the study will be used to assess how effective the biodiversity duty has been and whether further measures 

are needed to help deliver its objectives. 

 

This survey takes the form of an online questionnaire which should take about 20 minutes to complete. We suggest that, for Local Authorities, the questionnaire is 

completed at Director of Environment level. For other public authorities, we suggest a broadly equivalent level though there is likely to be more variation in what is 

appropriate depending on the nature of the authority.  

 

We appreciate that, in order to obtain the information that is required to complete the questionnaire, you may need to consult with colleagues. To aid this, we have 

included a 'Save and continue survey later' button (in the top right hand corner), which will allow you to save your answers and then return to the questionnaire when 

you have obtained the necessary information from your colleagues. The ‘Save and continue’ option works by generating an email to an address of your choice from 

which there is a link to the partially completed questionnaire. This could either be your email address or that of a colleague you wish to add a response to one or more 

questions. In this case we would recommend you send a separate email to your colleague advising them which sections you wish them to complete. 

The survey will be available for completion until 7 August 2009. 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

1 Basic details 

1.1) What is the name of your public authority? 

1.1.1)  Please select your public authority type. 

Central Government and Agencies 

• Central Government department 

• Departmental executive agency 

• Government Office (England) 

• Non-departmental public body 

• Non-Ministerial Government department 

Devolved Administrations 

• Welsh Assembly Government 

• The Scottish Government 

London Borough and Regional Government 

• Mayor of London 

• Greater London Authority 

• The London Assembly 

• London Borough 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

Regional/Local Government, National Park Authorities, AONB Boards 

• AONB Board 

• County council 

• District council 

• National Park Authority 

• Regional assembly 

• Regional Development Agency 

• Town/Parish/Community council 

• Unitary authority 

 

Other 

• Commissioner/Ombudsman 

• Fire authority 

• Harbour Authority 

• NHS bodies 

• Police authority 

• Police/fire college 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

• Public Corporation 

• Sea Fisheries Committee 

• Tribunal 

• University 

• Utility company 

• Other 

1.2) Which country/countries and regions do you operate in: 

• England; 

o All regions 

o East Midlands 

o East of England 

o London 

o North East 

o North West 

o South East 

o South West 

o West Midlands 

o Yorkshire and the Humber 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

• Wales;  

• Scotland;  

• Northern Ireland; 

• Overseas. 

 

1.3) What is your role within this public authority? 

• Chief Executive (or equivalent) 

• Director of Environment (or equivalent) 

• Other, please specify 

2 Awareness of duty 

2.1) Before receiving this questionnaire, were you aware of the duty under Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 

2006 for public authorities to have regard to conserving biodiversity? [This Question only if: England/Wales ticked in 1.2.] 

2.2) Before receiving this questionnaire, were you aware of the duty under Section 1 of the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 for public 

authorities to further the conservation of biodiversity? [ This question only if Scotland ticked in Q1.2] 

2.3) Do you believe biodiversity is relevant to the function of your authority (YES/NO)? 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

3 Awareness/utility of guidance and training 

3.1)  Are you aware of any the following guidance documents relating to the biodiversity duty? If YES, have these documents been useful in 

implementing the duty? 

.   

Yes  

Useful Not useful 

No Not Applicable 

England [If England ticked in 2.1] 

3.1.1Guidance for Public Authorities on Implementing the Biodiversity Duty (Defra, 2007) 

3.1.2Guidance for Local Authorities on Implementing the Biodiversity Duty (Defra, 2007) 

3.1.3 Defra Guidance on the Improved Local Biodiversity Indicator (NI 197) (Defra 2008)  

3.1.4Increasing the Momentum (Association of Local Government Ecologists 2004) 

3.1.5 Guidance on Section 41 NERC Act 2006- habitats and species of principal importance in 

England:      https://www.ukbap-

reporting.org.uk/news/details.asp?X=45 

3.1.6  Other, please specify (limited free text box) 

Wales [If Wales ticked in 2.1] 

3.1.7  Wales Biodiversity Framework (Wales Biodiversity Partnership 2008) 

3.1.8  Guidance for Public Authorities on Implementing the Biodiversity Duty (Defra, 2007) 

    



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

Yes  

Useful Not useful 

No Not Applicable 

3.1.9 Guidance for Local Authorities on Implementing the Biodiversity Duty (Defra, 2007) 

3.1.10 Biodiversity Checklists (Wales Biodiversity Partnership) 

3.1.11 Increasing the Momentum (Association of Local Government Ecologists 2004) 

Scotland [If Scotland ticked in 2.1] 

3.1.12 Best Value and Biodiversity in Scotland (The Scottish Executive 2004) 

3.1.13 Scottish Biodiversity Forum 

www.biodiversityscotland.gov.uk/pageType2.php?id=19&type=2&navID=59 

3.1.14 Biodiversity Communications Toolkit  

http://www.snh.org.uk/biodiversitycommstoolkit/index.html   

 

3.2)  To your knowledge has your public authority: 

 Yes No Don’t know 

a) attended any workshop, training or publicity event specifically relating to the duty  

b) organised any workshop, training or publicity event specifically relating to the duty 

c) taken any other action to raise awareness of the duty among staff and managers?. 

   

For any other action, please specify: 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

4 Policy, strategies and biodiversity 

4.1) Has your public authority done any of the following?   

Yes  

In response to the duty Partly in 

response to 

the duty 

Not in response to 

the duty 

No Don’t 

know 

Not 

Applicable 

Specifically incorporated the 

protection/enhancement of biodiversity in 

new strategies and policies for which 

biodiversity is not the main focus (for 

example, in relation to procurement or 

operations or in planning policy)? 

      

Introduced any overarching biodiversity 

policy or strategy to clarify or consolidate 

your existing biodiversity commitments? 

      

Introduced any corporate biodiversity 

objectives or a corporate Biodiversity Action 

Plan? 

      

Introduced an Environmental Management 

System that incorporates biodiversity 

considerations? 

      

 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

5 Land and estate management 

5.1) Does your public authority own or manage any of the following (tick box): [If No to both – proceed to Q6.] 

• Land 

• Buildings 

• Land and buildings 

• neither 

5.1.1) If YES to LAND: Does this include any of the following (tick box): 

 Yes No Don’t 

know 

Site(s) of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)  

National Nature Reserve(s) (NNR) 

Local Nature Reserve(s) (LNR) 

Local Wildlife Sites 

Other wildlife/nature conservation site(s) (such as a Wildlife 

Trust reserve or a RSPB reserve) 

   

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

5.1.2B) If YES to BUILDINGS: [If Buildings only – answer this question, then proceed to Question 6.] 

Yes  

In response to 

the duty 

Partly in 

response to the 

duty 

Not in response to the 

duty 

No Don’t 

know 

Not 

Applicable 

Has your public authority undertaken any actions to 

design or modify your buildings or offices to benefit 

biodiversity 

      

 

5.2) In relation to land and buildings, is conservation and/or enhancement of biodiversity addressed in any of the following where appropriate? 

Yes  

In response 

to the duty 

Partly in 

response to the 

duty 

Not in 

response to the 

duty 

No Don’t know Not 

Applicable 

Land or estate management policy (or equivalent)?       

Grounds maintenance and/or facilities management 

contract(s)? 

      

Plan or specification for management activities (e.g. 

timing of works)? 

      

other, please specify (restricted free text)       

 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

5.3)  

Yes  

Influenced by 

the duty 

Partly in 

response to the 

duty 

Not in response to the 

duty  

No Don’t 

know 

Not 

Applicable 

Has your public authority undertaken any biodiversity 

surveys to inform your land/estate management 

      

 

5.4)   

Yes  

Influenced by 

the duty 

Partly in 

response to the 

duty 

Not in response to the 

duty 

No Don’t 

know 

Not 

Applicable 

Does your public authority undertake any land or 

estate management activities specifically designed to 

benefit biodiversity 

      

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

5.5) Have any of the land/estate management activities that your public authority has undertaken in response to the biodiversity duty resulted in: 

 Yes No Don’t Know Not Applicable 

Improved ‘condition’ status of a SSSI (e.g. Unfavourable Declining to Unfavourable Recovering)     

Designation as a Wildlife Site (including SSSI/NNR/LNR/Local Wildlife Site etc.)     

Contributed towards UK, County, regional or local biodiversity plan objectives.     

Other beneficial biodiversity impacts      

6 Planning, infrastructure and development  

6.1)  Is your public authority responsible for a building programme? (YES/NO) [If NO-proceed to Q7] 

If YES – 

 Often Sometimes Rarely 

Has your public authority commissioned/undertaken biodiversity surveys to inform any development proposals?    

Has your public authority used pre-existing information (e.g. from a Local Records Centre) to inform any 

development proposals? 

   

Has your public authority ensured that measures to conserve and enhance biodiversity are incorporated into any new 

development? 

   

Does your public authority implement monitoring to ensure measures put in place to conserve/enhance biodiversity 

are successful? 

   

 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

7 Education, advice and awareness 

7.1) Has your public authority done any of the following?: 

 Yes   

Influenced by 

the duty 

Partly influenced 

by the duty 

Not in response to the 

duty 

No Don’t 

know 

Not Applicable 

Issued internal guidance to your staff/personnel 

on biodiversity? 
      

Issued guidance for the general public, businesses 

or land managers on biodiversity? 
      

Produced or commissioned any other new 

biodiversity publications? 
      

Held training event(s) on biodiversity with your 

staff/personnel? 
      

Held any public consultation or education events 

incorporating biodiversity? 
      

Set aside time for staff members to undertake 

voluntary conservation work? 
      



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

 Yes   

Influenced by 

the duty 

Partly influenced 

by the duty 

Not in response to the 

duty 

No Don’t 

know 

Not Applicable 

Incorporated the conservation and enhancement 

of biodiversity in any advice you provide either 

internally or externally (e.g. to the public, 

businesses or land managers)? 

      

Undertaken any other activities to promote 

understanding, awareness and/or conservation of 

biodiversity?  

      

For any other activities, please specify: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

8 Implementation: Local Authorities 

8.1) Has your local authority done any of the following?: 

 Yes   

Influenced by the 

duty 

Partly influenced 

by the duty 

Not in response to the 

duty 

No Don’t 

know 

Not Applicable 

Worked in partnership with other 

organisations/land owners to promote land 

management to enhance/conserve biodiversity? 

      

Addressed biodiversity within partnership 

arrangements such as Community Strategies and 

Local Area Agreements? 

      

Provided or hosted a Local Records Centre that 

holds biodiversity information? 

      

Provided support for or worked in partnership 

with Local Record Centres that hold 

biodiversity information? 

      

Provided support for or worked in partnership 

with Local Wildlife Sites partnerships? 

      



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

 Yes   

Influenced by the 

duty 

Partly influenced 

by the duty 

Not in response to the 

duty 

No Don’t 

know 

Not Applicable 

Addressed biodiversity considerations when 

planning how to respond to climate change, e.g. 

in climate change adaptation strategies. 

      

Provided guidance and/or support to schools to 

encourage inclusion of biodiversity in education 

or enhancing biodiversity on school grounds? 

      

Incorporated use of biodiversity resources in the 

delivery of services to the public including: 

 social care 

community development 

health 

recreation  

      

8.2) Has the way in which your local authority ensures the conservation and enhancement of biodiversity through the planning process (i.e. in the 

way you implement PPS9) changed in response to the duty? 

• Yes 

• No 

• Don’t know 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

9 Commitment and contribution to Biodiversity Action Plans 

9.1) Has your public authority done any of the following?: 

 Yes   

Influenced by the 

duty 

Partly influenced 

by the duty 

Not in response to the 

duty 

No Don’t 

know 

Not Applicable 

Undertaken any projects with the specific aim 

of conserving or enhancing biodiversity? 
      

Had contact with the UK, Country or Regional 

Biodiversity Partnership or a Local 

Biodiversity Action Plan Partnership? 

      

Been a member of the Country or Regional 

Biodiversity Partnership or a Local 

Biodiversity Action Plan Partnership? 

      

Been a member of a national species or habitat 

steering group? 
      

 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

10 Measuring progress 

10.1) Has your public authority measured progress against any of the following biodiversity indicators and targets?: 

Yes  

Influenced 

by the duty 

Partly 

influenced by 

the duty 

Not in response 

to the duty 

No Don’t 

know 

Not Applicable 

Internally agreed performance indicators/targets       

NI 197       

Biodiversity Benchmark       

As part of ISO 14001       

As part of EMAS       

As part of British Standard (BS) 8555       

As part of the Green Dragon Environmental Standard       

UK, Country, Regional or LBAP species and habitat targets?       

Other, please specify:       



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

11 Use of biodiversity information 

11.1) Has your public authority used any of the following biodiversity information in exercising your functions? 

• Records of protected or Biodiversity Action Plan priority species and habitats 

• Information on designated nature conservation sites (e.g. SSSIs/Local Wildlife Sites etc.) 

• Guidance documents on biodiversity (e.g. relating to protected species) 

• Other, please specify 

12 Impact of the duty 

12.1)  Has your public authority experienced any major barriers to the implementation of the duty? 

• No 

• Yes (please state) 

 

12.2)  Have any of your public authority’s actions in response to the duty resulted in: 

 YES NO DON’T KNOW NOT APPLICABLE 

Conservation of biodiversity     

Enhancement of biodiversity     

 



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

12.3)  Overall, within your public authority, do you feel that the introduction of the duty has: 

 Little/no 

impact 

Some 

impact 

Significant 

impact 

Don’t know 

Raised the profile or visibility of biodiversity?     

Clarified or consolidated your existing biodiversity 
commitments? 

    

Increased the integration of biodiversity issues with your 
everyday functions? 

    

 Had a beneficial impact on biodiversity conservation?     

 

13 Clarification and further consultation 

13.1)  Please provide a contact details in case we need to contact you for clarification of any of your answers (free text). 

Name: 

Job title: 

Telephone number: 

Email address: 

13.2) Are you willing to take part in a follow-up telephone interview (YES/NO)?   



 

 

 

 

 

  
  
   

 

[The telephone interviews will take place in September, and will explore in further detail the actions that you have taken in response to the duty. There 

will be a particular focus on identifying good practice experience that may be of interest to others and any barriers to meeting the requirements of the 

duty.  Each interview will take approximately 15-20 minutes, and we will contact you beforehand to agree a convenient date and time for the interview.  

We will be interviewing a sample of 72 public authorities, selected to represent a stratified sample (e.g. by authority type and country) of the authorities 

that have agreed to take part in the telephone interviews.] 

 

 

 

 



  

 

 
 

  
  
   

 

Appendix C  
Telephone Interview Proforma 

 

 



  

 

 
 

  
  
   

 

 

 

 

 

 



  

 

 
 

  
  
   

 

 

 AUTHORITY NAME   

 INTERVIEWEE NAME AND POSITION   

 DATE OF INTERVIEW   

 TIME OF INTERVIEW   

  INTERVIEWER   

  INTRODUCTIONS   

OUTLINE OF WHAT THE INTERVIEW WILL INVOLVE     

We would just like to ask you a few questions on your authority’s 
experience of implementing the duty[1]. The aim of this is to 
explore some of the areas covered in the questionnaire in more 
depth and ask some more open questions that could not be 
explored through the questionnaire.   
REVIEW OF QUESTIONNAIRE ANSWERS     

Firstly we would just like to explore some of your answers to the 
online questionnaire in more detail 

  

 Did the authority state that they did not believe biodiversity 
was relevant to their function? 

 

Q2.3 If YES: You said that you didn’t believe biodiversity was relevant 
to your authority’s function. Please could you explain why that is? 

 

 Has the authority addressed biodiversity in any of the 
following ways: incorporation of biodiversity in new 
strategies and policies/introduced any overarching 
biodiversity strategy or policy/introduced corporate 
biodiversity objectives or Biodiversity Action Plan/introduced 
an Environmental Management System? 

 



  

 

 
 

  
  
   

 

Q4 If YES:  You said that your authority has addressed biodiversity 
through the incorporation of biodiversity in new strategies and 
policies/introduced an overarching biodiversity strategy or 
policy/introduced corporate biodiversity objectives or Biodiversity 
Action Plan/introduced an Environmental Management System 
(delete as applicable). Please could you tell me a bit about what 
has been done, what prompted this action, and what the outcome 
has been for biodiversity? 

  

 Has the authority undertaken actions to design or modify 
their buildings to benefit biodiversity? 

 

Q5.1.2 If YES:  You said that your authority has undertaken actions to 
design or modify their buildings to benefit biodiversity. Please 
could you tell me a bit about these, what prompted this action, and 
what the outcome has been for biodiversity? 

  

 Has the authority undertaken any biodiversity surveys to 
inform land estate management? 

 

Q5.3 If YES:  You said that your authority has undertaken biodiversity 
surveys to inform land estate management. Please could you tell 
me a bit about the extent of such surveys, for example, are they 
done on all sites that you own or manage, or just selected ones? 
And what prompted this action? 

  

 Has the authority addressed conservation or enhancement of 
biodiversity in relation to management activities? 

 

Q5.2 If YES:  You said that your authority has addressed biodiversity in 
land management plans or policy. Please could you tell me a bit 
about what has been done and, what prompted this action? 

 

 Has the authority undertaken any land or estate management 
activities specifically designed to benefit biodiversity? 

 

Q5.4 If YES:  You said that your authority has undertaken land or 
estate management activities specifically designed to benefit 
biodiversity. Please could you tell me a bit about what has been 
done, what prompted this action? 

 

Q5.2A What has been the outcome for biodiversity of this action?   



  

 

 
 

  
  
   

 

 Did the authority say that their land/estate management 
activities have resulted in other beneficial biodiversity 
impacts? 

 

Q5.5.4 If YES:  You said that the land/estate management activities that 
your public authority has undertaken in response to the 
biodiversity duty have resulted in other beneficial biodiversity 
impacts.  Please could you tell me a bit about what has been 
done, what prompted this action, and what the outcome has been 
for biodiversity. 

  

 Has the authority undertaken any projects with the specific 
aim of conserving or enhancing biodiversity?  

 

Q9.1.1 If YES:  You said that your authority has undertaken projects with 
the specific aim of conserving or enhancing biodiversity.  Please 
could you tell me a bit about what has been done, what prompted 
this action, and what the outcome has been for biodiversity. 

  

Q9.1.3 Has the authority said that it has been a member of a Country 
or Regional Biodiversity Partnership or a Local Biodiversity 
Action Plan Partnership? 

 

  If YES:  You said that your authority has been a member of a 
Country or Regional Biodiversity Partnership or a Local 
Biodiversity Action Plan Partnership. Please could you tell me a bit 
about what partnership the authority is involved with and how long 
it has been involved for? 

  

 Has the authority said that it has been a member of a national 
species or habitat steering group? 

 

Q9.1.4 If YES:  You said that your authority has been a member of a 
national species or habitat steering group. Please could you tell 
me a bit about what partnership the authority is involved with and 
how long it has been involved for? 

  

 Has the authority stated that it has experienced barriers to 
the implementation of the duty?  

 

Q12.1 If YES, and details of barriers were provided: You mentioned 
that your authority had experienced barriers to the implementation 
of the duty (give brief description of type): what do you think 
could be done to overcome them? 

 



  

 

 
 

  
  
   

 

Q12.1 If YES, but no description was provided: You mentioned that 
your authority had experienced barriers to the implementation of 
the duty: what were these and what do you think could be done to 
overcome them? 

 

 [give brief description, under the headings of the main 
barriers reported in the survey ] 

 

 1 Authority not aware of it  

 2 Lack of money/resources  

 3 Duty not considered relevant to authority  

 4 Lack of awareness by some personnel  

 5 Conflicts with other duties/functions  

 6  Lack of knowledge/information  

 7 Weakness of the duty  

  8 Other   

 Did the authority say that its actions in response to the duty 
have resulted in conservation or enhancement of 
biodiversity? 

 

Q12.2 If YES:  You said that your authority’s actions in response to the 
duty have resulted in conservation or enhancement of biodiversity. 
Please could you tell me a bit about what has been done, and 
what the outcome has been for biodiversity? 
 

 

  QUESTIONS FOR LOCAL AUTHORITIES ONLY   

Q8.1.2 To what extent has biodiversity been incorporated into specific 
high priority local authority documents, for example Community 
Strategies, corporate strategies, Local Area Agreements? 

 

Q8.1.5 What involvement have you had with Local Wildlife Sites 
Partnerships? 

 

Q8.1.6 To what extent is biodiversity being integrated within the wide 
range of considerations relating to the quality of life, for example, 
health, climate change adaptation, green infrastructure, place-
shaping activities? 

 



  

 

 
 

  
  
   

 

Q8.1.8 To what extent is the duty is embedded across different 
departments of your authority? What (if anything) has been done 
to enable this? 

 

  QUESTIONS FOR ALL AUTHORITIES   

 Additionality   

Q1 How has the introduction of the biodiversity duty changed your 
authority’s consideration of the enhancement and conservation of 
biodiversity? 

 

Q2 If your authority has addressed aspects of the conservation and 
enhancement of biodiversity independently of the duty, what are 
these aspects, what were the drivers for addressing them, and 
were these aspects undertaken before or after the duty came into 
force? 

 

 Best Practice   

Q3  We are looking for examples of best practice with regards to 
implementing the duty. Is there anything that your authority has 
done specifically as a result of the duty which has been 
particularly successful and which may be relevant to other 
authorities? And what was the outcome of this (i.e. have you 
found that it has resulted in the conservation or enhancement of 
biodiversity)? 

 

 Promoting biodiversity   

Q4 How was your authority made aware of its responsibilities under 
the duty?  

 

Q5   What information was provided and how useful did you find it?  

Q6 Is there a member of staff responsible for promoting biodiversity 
within your organisation (this could be their sole remit, or just part 
of their responsibilities) (Note to interviewer e.g. a Biodiversity 
Champion in Wales)? 

 

 If YES, were they appointed as a result of the duty?  

 If the authority has such a member of staff: What has been the 
effect of having such a member of staff within your authority with 
regards to implementation of the biodiversity duty? 

 



  

 

 
 

  
  
   

 

 Barriers   

Q7 What information do you think your authority needs to make 
decisions in relation to the conservation and enhancement of 
biodiversity, and does your authority have access to this 
information?  

 

 Improving implementation of the duty   

Q8 Are there opportunities for improving your authority’s 
implementation of the duty? 

 

 If so, what are the main opportunities and are there any plans to 
implement these? 

 

Q9 What could be done external to the authority (e.g. by 
Defra/WAG/SG as appropriate) to assist you in improving 
implementation of the duty? 

 

 Benefits   

Q10 Have you experienced any benefits of implementing the duty other 
than those related to biodiversity (e.g. improving other functions of 
your authority)? 

 

 Consultation   

Q11 Did you consult with anyone in completing the online 
questionnaire, or before this interview? If so, who? 

 

  END   

  Thank you for your help with the questionnaire and this 
interview. The results of this study will be published in a 
report in spring, which will include recommendations for 
ways of improving implementation of the duty and examples 
of best practice to help other authorities with implementation.  

  

   

 Any other info  



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  
   

 

Appendix D  
Participating authorities 
 

Authorities which took part in the telephone interview are shown in bold 

Authority Name Type of Authority Region 

England    

Leicestershire County Council County Council East Midlands 

Lincolnshire County Council County Council East Midlands 

Cambridgeshire County Council County Council East of England 

Essex County Council County Council East of England 

Suffolk County Council County Council East of England 

Cumbria County Council County Council North-west England 

Lancashire County Council County Council North-west England 

East Sussex County Council County Council South-east England 

Hampshire County Council County Council South-east England 

Kent County Council County Council South-east England 

Oxfordshire County Council County Council South-east England 

Surrey County Council County Council South-east England 

Devon County Council County Council South-west England 

Dorset County Council County Council South-west England 

Somerset County Council County Council South-west England 

Warwickshire County Council County Council West Midlands 

Worcestershire County Council County Council West Midlands 

Peterborough City Council Unitary Authority East of England 

Halton Borough Council Unitary Authority North-west England 

Knowsley Unitary Authority North-west England 

Oldham Council Unitary Authority North-west England 

Sefton Metropolitan Borough Council Unitary Authority North-west England 

Trafford Council Unitary Authority North-west England 

Wigan Council Unitary Authority North-west England 

Bracknell Forest Council Unitary Authority South-east England 

Isle of Wight Council Unitary Authority South-east England 

Milton Keynes Council Unitary Authority South-east England 

Bristol City Council Unitary Authority South-west England 

Cornwall Council Unitary Authority South-west England 

Herefordshire Council Unitary Authority West Midlands 

Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council Unitary Authority West Midlands 

Sheffield City Council Unitary Authority 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Rochdale Borough Council Unitary Authority 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Brent Council/London Borough of Brent London Borough London 

City of London Corporation London Borough London 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  
   

 

Authority Name Type of Authority Region 

City of Westminster London Borough London 

Hackney Council London Borough London 

London Borough Of Camden London Borough London 

London Borough of Ealing London Borough London 

London Borough of Greenwich London Borough London 

London Borough of Hillingdon London Borough London 

London Borough of Islington London Borough London 

London Borough of Lambeth London Borough London 

Royal Borough of Kensington and Chelsea London Borough London 

Southwark Council London Borough London 

Wandsworth Council London Borough London 

Bolsover District Council District Council East Midlands 

East Lindsey District Council District Council East Midlands 

Oadby and Wigston Borough Council District Council East Midlands 

Rushcliffe Borough Council District Council East Midlands 

Chelmsford Borough Council District Council East of England 

Ipswich Borough Council District Council East of England 

Maldon District Council District Council East of England 

Mid Sufffolk District Council District Council East of England 

St Edmundsbury Borough Council District Council East of England 

Tendring District Council District Council East of England 

Redcar & Cleveland Borough Council District Council North-east England 

Eden District Council District Council North-west England 

Fylde Borough Council District Council North-west England 

Preston City Council District Council North-west England 

Ribble Valley Borough Council District Council North-west England 

Rossendale Borough Council District Council North-west England 

South Ribble Borough Council District Council North-west England 

West Lancashire Borough Council District Council North-west England 

Wyre Borough Council District Council North-west England 

Chichester District Council District Council South-east England 

Chiltern District Council District Council South-east England 

Eastbourne Borough Council District Council South-east England 

Eastleigh Borough Council District Council South-east England 

Lewes District Council District Council South-east England 

Maidstone Borough Council District Council South-east England 

New Forest District Council District Council South-east England 

Reading Borough Council District Council South-east England 

Rochford District Council District Council South-east England 

Test Valley Borough Council District Council South-east England 

Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council District Council South-east England 

Cotswold District Council District Council South-west England 

East Dorset District Council District Council South-west England 

Sedgemoor District Council District Council South-west England 

South Somerset District Council District Council South-west England 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  
   

 

Authority Name Type of Authority Region 

Taunton Deane Borough Council District Council South-west England 

East Staffordshire Borough Council District Council West Midlands 

Newcastle under Lyme Borough Council District Council West Midlands 

Ryedale District Council District Council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Department for Culture, Media and Sport Central Government Department All 

Department of Health Central Government Department All 

Home Office Central Government Department All 

Cabinet Office Central Government Department More than 1 region 

Ofwat Commissioner/Ombudsman West Midlands 

Highways Agency Departmental Executive Agency All 

Independent Case Examiner's Office (DWP) Departmental Executive Agency All 

Rural Payments Agency Departmental Executive Agency All 

The Royal Parks Departmental Executive Agency London 

Government Offices for the South East Government Office All 

Government Office for the West Midlands Government Office West Midlands 

Government Office for Yorkshire & the Humber Government Office 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

East of England Regional Assembly Regional Assembly East of England 

East of England Development Agency Regional Development Agency East of England 

East Midlands Development Agency Regional Development Agency East Midlands 

Anonymous Regional Development Agency Not specified 

English Heritage Non-Departmental Public Body All 

Natural England Non-Departmental Public Body All 

National Forest Company Non-Departmental Public Body More than 1 region 

Forestry Commission England 
Non-Ministerial Government 
Department All 

Alderton Parish Meeting Community council East Midlands 

Ashby St Ledgers Parish Meeting Community council East Midlands 

Barby and Onley Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Billing Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Chipping Warden & Edgcote Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Dingley Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Everdon Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Holbech Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Isham Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Long Buckby Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Paulerspury Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Quinton Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Roade Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Steppingley Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Sulgrave Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Weedon Bec Parish Council Community council East Midlands 

Wilbarston Parish Council Community council East Midlands 
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Association of 
Local Councils Community council East of England 

Campbell Park Parish Council Community council East of England 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  
   

 

Authority Name Type of Authority Region 

Carlton Colville Parish Council Community council East of England 

Eggington Parish Council Community council East of England 

Harlington Parish Council Community council East of England 

Harpenden Town Council Community council East of England 

Oakley Parish Council Community council East of England 

Woughton Parish Council Community council East of England 

Wrestlingworth and Cockayne Hatley Parish Council Community council East of England 

Acklington Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Bardon Mill Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Bellingham Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Broomley & Stocksfield Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Felton Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Haltwhistle Town Council Community council North-east England 

Hexham Town Council Community council North-east England 

Lesbury Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Loftus Town Council Community council North-east England 

Newton on the Moor/Swarland Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Norham Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Peterlee Town Council Community council North-east England 

Rudby Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Slaley Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Stainton & Thornton Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Stillington and Whitton Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Thirston Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Whittingham Callaly Alnham Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Woolsington Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Wylam Parish Council Community council North-east England 

Anonymous Community council North-west England 

Anonymous Community council North-west England 

Arkholme with Cawood Parish Council Community council North-west England 

Bulkeley and Ridley Parish Council Community council North-west England 

Burtonwood and Westbrok Parish Council Community council North-west England 

Freckleton Parish Council Community council North-west England 

Holmes Chapel Parish Council Community council North-west England 

Mickle Trafford & District Parish Council Community council North-west England 

Middlewich Town Council Community council North-west England 

Poynton Town Council Community council North-west England 

Ribby with Wrea Parish Council Community council North-west England 

Yate & Pickup Bank Parish Council Community council North-west England 

Brill Parish Council Community council South-east England 

Bierton with Broughton Parish Council Community council South-east England 

Chalfont St Peter Parish Council Community council South-east England 

Chesham Town Council Community council South-east England 

Dorney Parish Council Community council South-east England 

Enstone Parish Council Community council South-east England 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  
   

 

Authority Name Type of Authority Region 

Ivinghoe Parish Council Community council South-east England 

Nettlestone and Seaview Parish Council Community council South-east England 

Sandown Town Council Community council South-east England 

Stewkley Parish Council Community council South-east England 

Stony Stratford Town Council Community council South-east England 

Thatcham Town Council Community council South-east England 

Thornborough Parish Council Community council South-east England 

Totland Parish Council Community council South-east England 

Wendover Parish Council Community council South-east England 

Anonymous Community council South-west England 

Ferndown Town Council Community council South-west England 

Kings Stanley Parish Council Community council South-west England 

Rodborough Parish Council Community council South-west England 

Swallowfield Parish Council Community council South-west England 

Burntwood Town Council Community council West Midlands 

Chaddesley Corbett Parish Council Community council West Midlands 

Clee St. Margaret Parish Council Community council West Midlands 

Denstone Parish Council Community council West Midlands 

Elford Parish Council Community council West Midlands 

Heath Hayes And Wimblebury Parish Council Community council West Midlands 

Hednesford Town Council Community council West Midlands 

Redditch Borough Council Community council West Midlands 

Stanton Parish Council Community council West Midlands 

Appleton Wiske Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Barnby Dun with Kirk Sandall Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Bishopthorpe Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Bradfield Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Bramley Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Burley Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Dinnington St. John's Town Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Eastfield Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Hebden Royd Town Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Ilkley Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Kippax Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Laughton en le Morthen Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Newton on Ouse Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Redmire Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Topcliffe Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Upton & North Elmsall Parish Council Community council 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  
   

 

Authority Name Type of Authority Region 

Norfolk Coast Partnership AONB Board East of England 

Blackdown Hills AONB AONB Board South-west England 

Cranborne Chase and West Wiltshire Downs AONB AONB Board More than 1 region 

Malvern Hills AONB Partnership AONB Board More than 1 region 

Broads Authority National Park Authority East of England 

Northumberland National Park Authority National Park Authority North-east England 

Lake District National Park Authority National Park Authority North-west England 

New Forest National Park Authority National Park Authority South-east England 

Dartmoor National Park Authority National Park Authority South-west England 

North York Moors National Park Authority National Park Authority More than 1 region 

Peak District National Park Authority National Park Authority More than 1 region 

Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority National Park Authority More than 1 region 

Loughborough University  University East Midlands 

University of Derby  University East Midlands 

University of Cambridge  University East of England 

London Metropolitan University  University London 

London School of Economics & Political Science University London 

Newcastle University  University North-east England 

Northumbria University  University North-east England 

University of Sunderland  University North-east England 

Anonymous University North-west England 

Liverpool Hope University  University North-west England 

London South Bank University  University South-east England 

Royal Holloway, University of London University South-east England 

University for the Creative Arts University South-east England 

University of Sussex  University South-east England 

Aston University  University West Midlands 

Coventry University  University West Midlands 

University of Warwick  University West Midlands 

University of Worcester  University West Midlands 

Leeds Metropolitan University  University 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Sheffield Hallam University  University 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Nottinghamshire Fire & Rescue Service Fire Authority East Midlands 

Bedfordshire And Luton Fire and Rescue Service Fire Authority East of England 

London Fire Brigade Fire Authority London 

Cheshire Fire & Rescue Service Fire Authority North-west England 

Wiltshire Fire & Rescue Service Fire Authority South-west England 

Shropshire and Wrekin Fire Authority Fire Authority West Midlands 

Leicestershire Constabulary Police authority East Midlands 

Lancaster Port Commission Harbour Authority North-west England 

Chichester Harbour Conservancy Harbour Authority South-east England 

Dover Harbour Board Harbour Authority South-east England 

Yarmouth (Isle of Wight) Harbour Commissioners Harbour Authority South-east England 

Falmouth Harbour Commissioners Harbour Authority South-west England 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  
   

 

Authority Name Type of Authority Region 

Northumberland Sea Fisheries Committee Sea Fisheries committee North-east England 

North Eastern Sea Fisheries Committee Sea Fisheries committee More than 1 region 

Peterborough & Stamford NHS Trust NHS Trusts East of England 

Camden and Islington NHS Foundation Trust NHS Trusts London 

Essex and Southern Water Utility company East of England 

Bristol Water plc Utility company South-west England 

South West Water Limited Utility company South-west England 

Wessex Water Utility company South-west England 

Yorkshire Water Utility company 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

Bournemouth & West Hampshire Water Utility company More than 1 region 

Northumbrian Water Utility company More than 1 region 

Natural History Museum  Museum London 

Science Museum  Museum South-west England 

Anonymous  South-east England 

Anonymous  West Midlands 

Wales    

Anonymous County Council  

Cyngor Gwynedd/Gwynedd Council County Council  

Neath Port Talbot County Borough Council County Council  

Pembrokeshire Council County Council  

Conwy County Borough Council Unitary Authority  

County Council of the City and County of Cardiff Unitary Authority  

Flintshire County Council Unitary Authority  

Countryside Council for Wales Welsh Assembly Government  

Welsh Assembly Government Welsh Assembly Government  

Barry Town Council Community council  

Bridgend Town Council Community council  

Cyngor Cymuned Trawsgoed Community council  

Esclusham Community Council Community council  

Gwehelog Fawr Community Council Community council  

Langstone Community Council Community council  

Llanbadoc Community Council Community council  

Llangunllo Community Council Community council  

One Voice Wales Community council  

Pencoed Town Council Community council  

St Brides Minor Community Council Community council  

Tintern Community Council Community council  

Ysbyty Ystwyth Community Council Community council  

Yscir Community Council Community council  

Brecon Beacons National Park Authority National Park Authority  

Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Authority National Park Authority  

Snowdonia National Park Authority National Park Authority  

Aberystwyth University  University  

University of Wales, Newport University  



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  
   

 

Authority Name Type of Authority Region 

South Wales Sea Fisheries Committee Sea Fisheries committee  

Dwr Cymru Welsh Water Utility company  

Scotland    

Aberdeen City Council Unitary Authority  

Aberdeenshire Council Unitary Authority  

Angus Council Unitary Authority  

Fife Council Unitary Authority  

Glasgow City Council Unitary Authority  

Midlothian Council Unitary Authority  

Renfrewshire Council Unitary Authority  

Scottish Borders Council Unitary Authority  

Audit Scotland Central Government Department  

Accountant in Bankruptcy Scottish Government  

General Register Office for Scotland Scottish Government  
Local Government Boundary Commission for 
Scotland Scottish Government  
Office of the Commissioner for Public 
Appointments in Scotland Scottish Government  

Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh Scottish Government  

Scottish Government Scottish Government  

Scottish Commissioner for Children and Young 
People Commissioner/Ombudsman  

Scottish Human Rights Commission Commissioner/Ombudsman  

Scottish Information Commissioner Commissioner/Ombudsman  

Scottish Law Commission Commissioner/Ombudsman  

Historic Scotland Departmental Executive Agency  

HM Inspectorate of Education Departmental Executive Agency  

Student Awards Agency Scotland  Departmental Executive Agency  

Anonymous Non-Departmental Public Body  

Highlands and Islands Enterprise Non-Departmental Public Body  

Quality Meat Scotland Non-Departmental Public Body  
Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical 
Monuments of Scotland Non-Departmental Public Body  

Scottish Arts Council Non-Departmental Public Body  

Scottish Natural Heritage Non-Departmental Public Body  

Scottish Qualifications Authority Non-Departmental Public Body  

The General Teaching Council for Scotland Non-Departmental Public Body  

Monkland Glen Community Council Community council  

Cairngorms National Park Authority National Park Authority  

The Robert Gordon University University  

Lothian & Borders Police Police authority  

Caledonian Maritime Assets Limited Harbour Authority  

Montrose Port Authority Harbour Authority  

NHS Dumfries & Galloway NHS Trusts  

NHS Lanarkshire NHS Trusts  

NHS Shetland NHS Trusts  

NHS Tayside NHS Trusts  



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  
   

 

Authority Name Type of Authority Region 

Scottish Water Utility company  

GB/UK/England and Wales   

Crown Prosecution Service Central Government Department All 

Defra Central Government Department All 

Ministry of Justice Central Government Department All 

Revenue and Customs Prosecutions Office Central Government Department All 

National School of Government Central Government Department More than 1 region 

Foreign and Commonwealth Office Central Government Department More than 1 region 

Export Credits Guarantee Department Central Government Department Overseas 

Valuation Office Agency Departmental Executive Agency All 

Child Maintenance and Enforcement Commission Non-Departmental Public Body All 

Environment Agency Non-Departmental Public Body All 

The Coal Authority Non-Departmental Public Body All 

Zoos Forum Non-Departmental Public Body All 

Office of Rail Regulation 
Non-Ministerial Government 
Department All 

Ordnance Survey 
Non-Ministerial Government 
Department All 

The Crown Estate 
Non-Ministerial Government 
Department All 

Cranfield University  University East of England 

Associated British Ports Harbour Authority 
Yorkshire and the 
Humber 

North Western & North Wales Sea Fisheries 
Committee Sea Fisheries committee North-west England 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 
 

 
 

 
 

  
  
   

 

 

 

 




