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Executive Summary

Objectives
Section 40 [1] of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 requires that every
public authority must have regard to the purpose of conserving biodiversity (the biodiversity
duty).
The Government made a commitment to review the impact of this duty within three years of it
coming into force, to examine how the duty in Scotland contained in the Nature Conservation
(Scotland) Act 2004 to “further” the conservation of biodiversity had been implemented and to
consider whether this duty should be adopted in England and Wales.
Entec was commissioned by Defra in 2009 to undertake a study to inform these commitments.
This report sets out the findings of the study. It considers local authorities separately to all other
public authorities, which are collectively referred to as public bodies and include: Government
and its agencies; parish, town and community councils (collectively referred to as community
councils); Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty boards and National Park authorities;
universities; and ‘other public bodies’.

Methods
An on-line questionnaire survey was undertaken of public authorities in England, Wales and
Scotland. The findings of this survey provided a broad overview of public authority
respondents’ experience of implementing the biodiversity duty, which was explored further in
telephone interviews with a representative sample of 64 of the respondents.
Due to the self-selecting nature of the questionnaire survey sample, it is possible that the
information obtained through the survey is biased towards those public authorities that had done
most to implement the duty. In view of this, the findings cannot be assumed to be
representative of all public authorities. However, to help reduce the possibility that the nature
of the sample may have resulted in important information being missed, views on the
implementation of the duty were also sought from a number of non-governmental organisations
that have an active interest in the delivery of biodiversity conservation by public bodies.

Findings
Overview
Many public authorities have undertaken a wide range of work relating to conservation of
biodiversity. Much has been done in response to the duty, although the survey and interview
findings suggest that work has often been done 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,
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regardless of the reasons for which biodiversity action was taken, such action still contributes to
the objectives of the duty.
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 has been taken by the public
authorities that responded to the online questionnaire. Local authorities, together with public
authorities for which biodiversity is a part of their core functions, generally performed better in
relation to the duty than other authorities. Community councils generally performed worse.
The findings of this study demonstrate that, although many public authorities were undertaking
work that is relevant to the duty, this cannot be taken to indicate a high overall level of
performance relating to biodiversity as, in many areas of work, there were opportunities for
further action to implement the duty. Better integration of biodiversity across the whole suite of
public authorities’ functions is one of the main opportunities for improvement.
A key aspect to promoting the duty was seen by many of the public authorities that were
interviewed as being the availability of a member of staff with responsibility for biodiversity.
With the exception of community councils, most authorities had someone with this
responsibility, even if this formed only part of their duties.
Barriers to implementation
Just over half of all local authorities and around a quarter of all public bodies reported
experiencing barriers to the implementation of the duty, the most common of which, for local
authorities, government and its agencies, and AONB boards/National Park authorities was a
lack of money and resources. Lack of awareness of the duty was the key barrier for community
councils. Some public bodies reported that it would be useful to have guidance targeted at their
particular type of public body.
Implementation of the duty in Wales
Promotion of the duty in Wales has involved annual audits of local authorities’ and National
Park authorities’ performance with respect to the duty, appointment of member-level
Biodiversity Champions and more active promotion by the Welsh Assembly Government and
the Minister for the Environment, Sustainability and Housing. These measures may explain the
slightly higher proportion of Welsh compared with English authorities undertaking some actions
to promote, conserve and enhance biodiversity.
Comparison with the Scottish duty to “further” biodiversity
There is no evidence from this study that the Scottish duty has been more effective at delivering
biodiversity benefits than the English and Welsh duty.

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.
• Encourage all local authorities and public bodies to: have a corporate biodiversity
strategy (or equivalent); have a ‘Biodiversity Champion’ amongst their senior
managers, who has responsibility for implementation of the duty; have access to
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ecological advice; produce management plans incorporating a biodiversity element
for all their land and buildings; and have access to up to date biodiversity
information for their land/buildings.
• Encourage all local authorities to: appoint a council member as a member-level
‘Biodiversity Champion’; be an active member of their local biodiversity
partnership; maximise the extent of eligible council-owned land in higher level
tiers of agri-environment schemes; employ sufficient suitably qualified ecologists
to meet their responsibilities under the duty - county councils and unitary
authorities should provide a biodiversity service to district/borough/community
councils within their administrative area, which do not have an in-house ecologists;
and have access to up to date biodiversity information for their administrative area.
• Defra/WAG to: develop a framework for local authorities to review their
implementation of the duty; provide an easily searchable website with information
that supports different types of public authorities in implementing the duty;
produce a series of short guidance booklets on the duty aimed at different types of
public authorities; collate a list of public authorities in England and Wales;
undertake a review of legal and ombudsmen’s cases relating to the duty; and
investigate the best means of promoting the duty with community councils.
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1.

Introduction

1.1

Background

The Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006 (the NERC Act) came into force on
01 October 2006. One of the central tenets of the NERC Act is to raise the profile of
biodiversity conservation in England and Wales, placing biodiversity at the heart of public
sector decision- and policy-making. This is reflected in the following duty (herein referred to as
the ‘biodiversity duty’ or ‘the duty’) under Section 40 [1] of the Act:
“Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have regard, so far as is consistent
with the proper exercise of those functions, to the purpose of conserving biodiversity.”
In the Parliamentary debates during the passage of the NERC Bill, the Government undertook to
review the impact of the biodiversity duty within three years of it coming into force. The
Government also undertook to examine how the duty in Scotland to “further” the conservation
of biodiversity contained in the Nature Conservation (Scotland) Act 2004 (herein referred to as
the ‘Scottish duty’) had been implemented and consider whether this different duty, which many
perceive to be more demanding, is necessary or appropriate in England and Wales.
Furthermore, in 2007, Ministers made a commitment1 to approach every public authority in
England and Wales and invite them to share their experiences of implementing the duty.
Entec UK Ltd. (Entec) was commissioned by Defra in 2009 to undertake a study that would
meet the Government’s commitment and to provide other information about the implementation
of the duty. This report sets out the findings of the study and will be used by Government to
assess how effective the biodiversity duty has been and whether further measures are needed to
help deliver its objectives.

1.2

Definition of a public authority

A public authority as defined by the NERC Act includes:
• a Minister of the Crown;
• the National Assembly for Wales;
• Government departments;
• a local authority (including county councils, borough councils, community
councils, district councils, parish councils, London borough councils, the Common
Council of the City of London and the Council of the Isles of Scilly);
• a local planning authority (as defined in the Town and Country Planning Act
1990);
1

This commitment was made in letters that Defra sent to public authorities together with guidance on the
implementation of the biodiversity duty.

l:\projects\ea-210\#24000 projects\24368 review of biodiversity duty in section 40 of the nerc act\1 client\reports\final
report\final report\ctx 0811 review of biodiversity duty final rr025i4.doc

© Entec UK Limited
May 2010

2

• any other public body;
• a person holding an office:
- under the Crown;
- created or continued in existence by a public general Act; or
- the remuneration in respect of which is paid out of money provided by
Parliament; and
• a statutory undertaker: a person who is or is deemed to be a statutory undertaker for
the purposes of any provision of Part 11 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990.
This report considers local authorities separately to all other public authorities (which are
collectively referred to as public bodies), as local authorities have been specifically targeted in
respect to implementation of the duty, including production of guidance aimed specifically at
them. Parish, town and community councils (collectively referred to as community councils)
are excluded from local authorities in this report, as they have not been targeted in the same way
as other local authorities, and do not have the same extent of functions. Local authorities and
public bodies are collectively referred to in this report as public authorities.

1.3

Objectives and Approach

The objectives of the study are:
1. To assess the impact of the biodiversity duty in England and Wales in delivering its
objectives for biodiversity conservation (as defined in the study brief), which are to:
• Objective A: raise the profile and visibility of the duty;
• Objective B: clarify and consolidate public authorities’ existing biodiversity
commitments;
• Objective C: To help stimulate a culture change in the public sector so that
biodiversity issues become a natural part of the delivery of public authority
functions; and
• Objective D: have a beneficial impact for biodiversity conservation.
2. To assess how applying the duty has impacted on the way public authorities undertake
their functions.
3. To assess the impact of the sister duty in Scotland in delivering its objectives and
consider whether the objectives of the biodiversity duty would be better served with an
equivalent duty in England and Wales.
4. To comment on any lessons learnt by public bodies in applying the duty and their
impact on delivery of the biodiversity duty objectives.
5. To suggest actions to improve the effectiveness of the duty.
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To ensure the study met these objectives, a review framework was developed (see Appendix A),
which comprised a series of questions which needed to be answered in order to determine
whether the duty met its objectives.
The main approach taken to obtain the information required under the review framework was an
online questionnaire survey of all public authorities in England and Wales, which also met the
Government’s commitment to canvass the views of all public authorities in England and Wales
on the biodiversity duty. All Scottish public authorities were also invited to take part in the
questionnaire survey, so that a comparison could be made between the implementation of the
biodiversity duty in England and Wales, and the Scottish duty.
The findings of this survey provided a broad overview of public authority respondents’
experience of implementing the biodiversity duty, which was explored further in telephone
interviews with a representative sample of 64 of the respondents. These telephone interviews
were aimed at obtaining more detailed information about these public authorities’
implementation of the biodiversity duty, with a particular focus on identifying examples of good
practice that may be of interest to others, information on any barriers to implementing the duty
that they had experienced, and identifying ways of improving the implementation of the
biodiversity duty.
Due to the self-selecting nature of the questionnaire survey sample, it is possible that the
information obtained through the surveys is biased towards those public authorities that had
done most to implement the duty. In view of this, the findings cannot be assumed to be
representative of all public authorities. To help reduce the possibility that the nature of the
sample may have resulted in important information being missed, views on the implementation
of the duty were also sought from a number of non-governmental organisations (NGOs) that
have an active interest in the delivery of biodiversity conservation by public bodies.
A Steering Group was set up to ensure that the study outputs met the requirements of both Defra
and relevant stakeholders (including public authorities responsible for implementing the duty
and NGOs with an active interest in biodiversity conservation). The Steering Group comprised
representatives from the following organisations:
• Association of Local Government Ecologists;
• Countryside Council for Wales/National Assembly for Wales;
• East Midlands Biodiversity Forum;
• East of England Biodiversity Forum;
• Hampshire County Council;
• London Biodiversity Partnership;
• Natural England;
• RSPB;
• Scottish Executive;
• West Midlands Biodiversity Partnership; and
• The Wildlife Trusts.
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2.

Approach

2.1

Online questionnaire

2.1.1
Development of the questionnaire
The questionnaire aimed to gather information to assist in answering the questions identified in
the review framework (Appendix A), as well as to allow comparison between different types of
public authority, between public authorities operating in England and those operating in Wales,
and between public authorities operating in England and Wales and those operating in Scotland,
where the duty to “further” biodiversity, is in force.
A draft questionnaire was produced for review by Defra and the Steering Group. Following
receipt of comments on this and a revised draft, a pilot version of the questionnaire was issued
to 20 public authorities that had volunteered to pilot the questionnaire. The aim of the pilot was
to ensure that the questionnaire was effective in providing the information that was required.
Following receipt of the comments provided by the piloting public authorities, a final draft
questionnaire was issued for review by Defra’s Survey Control Unit. Following approval of the
final questionnaire by the Survey Control Unit, the online version of the questionnaire was
created using the Survey Gizmo online survey software. This was undertaken by Entec’s subconsultants, the Wood Holmes Group, which was also responsible for the administration of the
survey during the period the survey was live, and producing an Excel database of the survey
results for analysis by Entec.
The online version of the survey was subject to internal testing by both Entec and Wood Holmes
Group, following which the online version of the survey was piloted by seven volunteer public
authorities. The aim of the pilot was to test the functionality of the survey, rather than obtain
feedback on its content.
A copy of a Word version of the final questionnaire and the invitation letters issued to public
authorities are provided in Appendix B. The online version of the survey is available at:
http://www.surveygizmo.com/s/148086/review-of-section-40-nerc-act-biodiversity-duty.

2.1.2
Authorities surveyed
Whilst every attempt was made to send invitations to all public authorities within England,
Wales and Scotland, there is not a specific definition of what constitutes a public authority, or a
definitive list of all authorities within these countries. Furthermore, where lists are available
(for example Public Bodies 20082, which provides a list of all non-departmental public bodies),
contact details for many of these organisations are not readily available. Invitations to take part
in the questionnaire survey were sent directly to 1,812 public authorities; addresses for these
authorities were provided by Defra and the Scottish Government, or were obtained from online
sources. Bodies representing community councils (the Association of Local Councils in
2

Cabinet Office (2008) Public Bodies 2008.
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England, One Voice Wales and the Association of Scottish Community Councils) were also
contacted, with a request that they pass on invitations to their members. NHS bodies were
invited to take part in the survey through a newsletter issued to NHS Chief Executives. The
numbers of different categories of public authorities to which the survey invitation was sent are
provided in Table 2.1.

Table 2.1

Numbers of different categories of public authorities invited to take part in the survey

Authority Type

Numbers of public authorities
by country (totals for each
broad category of public
authority are emboldened)

England

Scotland

Wales

Government and agencies

211

90

14

Central government (including central government
departments, non-ministerial government departments,
non-departmental public bodies, departmental executive
agencies, commissioners and ombudsmen)

183

Scottish Government

Total number
of public
authorities

315

183
90

Welsh Assembly Government

90
14

14

Regional Government (including government offices,
regional development agencies)

28

Local authorities (county, district and borough
councils, unitary authorities and London boroughs)

398

32

22

452

Community council representatives*

41

1

1

43

AONB boards and National Park Authorities

46

1

3

50

National Park Authorities

12

1

3

16

AONB boards

34

Universities

107

14

12

133

Other public bodies

652

95

72

819

Fire authorities

44

9

3

56

Harbour authorities

84

16

8

108

NHS trusts

422

24

55

501

Police authorities

48

20

4

72

Public corporations

34

5

Sea fisheries committees

12

Utilities companies

42

Other significant national bodies
Total

28

3

5
1

13

1

46

18
1456

232

18
125

1812

* Association of Local Councils, One Voice Wales, Association of Scottish Community Councils.
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Invitations to take part in the questionnaire survey were issued by Defra to public authorities
operating in England and those operating across England and Wales, Great Britain (GB) and the
United Kingdom (UK). Invitations to public authorities in Wales were issued (in Welsh and
English) by the Welsh Assembly Government, and invitations to public authorities operating in
Scotland were issued by the Scottish Government. Invitation letters were tailored to the country
of operation, and were approved by the issuing body. It was considered that the countryspecific approach to issuing invitations would maximise the likelihood of completion of the
questionnaire. The invitations, which were issued on 08 July 2009, were sent to Chief
Executives/Head of Environment or equivalent where contact details were available; otherwise
invitations were sent to a general address. Email addresses were used where available,
otherwise invitations were sent by post.
The survey was initially open until 07 August 2009, with all public authorities being sent a
reminder on 30 July 2009. Following analysis of the initial results, the survey was extended
until 19 August 2009 as there were a large number of partially completed questionnaires. Public
authorities which had partially completed a questionnaire, or had completed it but not confirmed
that they agreed to it being submitted for use in the study, were contacted and requested to
complete or submit their questionnaire.
Initial analysis of the submitted questionnaires showed a poor response from Government and
agencies. In order to obtain a fuller response from Government and agencies, a further reminder
was issued to Government departments by Defra on 26 August 2009, requesting completion of
questionnaires by 11 September 2009.

2.2

NGO Workshop

To obtain an independent assessment of the implementation of the biodiversity duty by public
authorities, representatives from a number of NGOs with an active interest in the delivery of
biodiversity conservation by public authorities were invited to a workshop held at Defra’s Nobel
House office in London on 15 December 2009.
Following consultation with the Steering Group, the Chairs of all nine Regional Biodiversity
Partnerships in England were invited to send a representative to the workshop. It was requested
that these representatives should not be employees of public authorities, in order to ensure that
the views obtained were independent. In addition, Wildlife and Countryside Link was asked to
identify biodiversity conservation NGOs who would have an interest in attending the workshop.
In total, representatives of seven NGOs attended the workshop, namely:
• Matthew Frith, London Wildlife Trust (representing the London Biodiversity
Partnership);
• Lisa Hundt, Bat Conservation Trust;
• Mark Iley, Essex Biodiversity Project (representing the East of England
Biodiversity Forum);
• Rachel Martin, Berks, Bucks, and Oxon Wildlife Trust (representing the South East
England Biodiversity Forum);
• Michelle Osbourn, Somerset Wildlife Trust;
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• Sara Robin, Yorkshire Wildlife Trust; and
• Robin Wynde, RSPB.
Buglife’s representative Matt Shardlow was unable to attend the workshop but provided
comments by email following receipt of the meeting minutes.
The workshop took the form of a round table discussion, at which the NGO representatives’
views were sought on the following topics:
• their experience of the implementation of the biodiversity duty by public
authorities;
• examples of good practice implementing the duty;
• ways in which they considered implementation of the duty could be improved; and
• what they perceived as the main barriers to implementation of the duty.
Following the workshop, a note summarising the views expressed was circulated to those
present.

2.3

Telephone interviews

2.3.1
Selection of public authorities for interview
Of the 355 public authorities that submitted responses to the online questionnaire, 166 offered to
take part in the follow-up telephone interviews (see Table 2.2). The target number of public
authorities for inclusion in the telephone interviews was 72. The objective of these interviews
was to gather information required to answer the review framework questions (see Appendix A)
that it was not possible to obtain through the medium of the online survey, with 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. Where authorities had reported in the questionnaire
survey that they had undertaken a particular action, the interviews aimed to obtain information
about the level of action taken, for example, whether management plans incorporating
biodiversity had been prepared for all sites in the control of the authority, or only some (e.g.
nature reserves or parks).
The public authorities interviewed are identified in the list of participating authorities provided
in Appendix D. In comparison with the 355 authorities that responded to the online survey, the
telephone interview sample included a higher proportion of public authorities that operate only
in Scotland and Wales (compare columns 4 and 2 of Table 2.2). This was done in order to
adequately survey the views of the range of authorities in these countries. Within each country,
public authorities were chosen to provide a similar mix of public authority types to those that
responded to the online survey, subject to the availability of the appropriate number of each type
of public authority for interview. Public authorities were also chosen with a variety of levels of
implementation, which was based on using responses to question 4.1 from the online
questionnaire (regarding the incorporation of biodiversity in strategies and policies) as an
indicator of public authorities’ performance.
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Table 2.2

Distribution of public authorities for interview

Country of
operation

Number (%) of public
authorities that
completed the
questionnaire survey

Number (%) of public
authorities that offered
to take part in the
interview

Number (%) of public
authorities interviewed

England only

264 (74%)

121 (73%)

36 (56%)

Scotland only

41 (12%)

22 (13%)

13 (20%)

Wales only

30 (8%)

16 (10%)

12 (19%)

Combination of
countries

20 (6%)

7 (4%)

3 (5%)

Total

355

166

64

Public authorities in the ‘other public bodies’ category (see Table 2.1) were excluded from the
telephone interviews, due to the wide range of public authority types and functions represented
in this category. Those community councils that stated that they were unaware of the duty were
also excluded, as it was considered that interviews of these would provide little useful
information.
Having selected the sample, we telephoned the contact from the selected public authority (the
contact’s details having been provided through the online survey). If this person was not
available for interview, we contacted an alternative public authority, from the same country and
of the same public authority type (where available). Due to the lack of availability within the
interview period of representatives from some public authorities, a total of 64 public authorities
were interviewed.
In advance of each interview, a list of the proposed questions was emailed to the interviewee to
allow them the opportunity to think about their answers and confer with colleagues if required.
Each public authority’s online questionnaire survey response, was reviewed prior to the
interview, and the questions posed were tailored to the responses provided with a view to
probing for more detailed information about notable points. During the interview, the
interviewer recorded the public authority’s responses using a proforma designed to reflect the
interview structure, in order to ensure that all relevant areas of the proposed structure were
covered. A copy of the telephone interview proforma is provided in Appendix C.
2.3.2
How the information collected was used
The information collected in the questionnaire survey was used to make the following
comparisons.
• Comparisons between different types of public authority in England and/or Wales:
This included those public authorities which also work across Great Britain and the
United Kingdom in order to capture the responses of Government and its agencies,
which are the main public authorities which work across country borders. Public
authorities were grouped into the following types, based on their functions.
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- Government and agencies: including central government departments; nonministerial government departments; non-departmental public bodies;
departmental executive agencies; commissioners; ombudsmen; The Scottish
Government; the Welsh Assembly Government; government offices, regional
development agencies, regional assemblies.
- Local authorities: including county, district and borough councils, unitary
authorities and London boroughs.
- Community councils: including parish and town councils in England and
community councils in Wales and Scotland.
- AONB boards and National Park Authorities.
- Universities.
- Other public bodies: including fire authorities; harbour authorities; NHS trusts;
police authorities; public corporations; sea fisheries committees; utilities
companies; other significant national bodies.
• Comparisons between public authorities in England (only) versus those in Wales
(only).
• Comparisons between public authorities in England and/or Wales versus those in
Scotland.
It was not possible to compare the responses of public authorities of different types in England,
Scotland and Wales as there were too few of some public authority types in each country. For
example only seven local authorities in Wales and eight in Scotland submitted online
questionnaires.
For each of these comparisons, the number and percentage of public authorities in each
country/public authority type which provided a given response to a question was determined.
Where free text answers were provided, these were coded where possible, and a summary of the
answers provided. Due to the self-selecting nature of the survey participants (which could result
in those authorities which perform better in relation to biodiversity being more likely to take
part in the study), it was not appropriate to undertake statistical analysis of the results.
The more qualitative results obtained from the NGO workshop and telephone interviews have
been used to supplement the quantitative results of the questionnaire survey. The information
obtained through these has been used to provide details of how applying the duty has affected
the ways in which public authorities undertake their functions; the types of actions undertaken
by authorities (including case studies of examples of good practice); lessons learnt and barriers
faced when implementing the duty; and ways in which implementation of the duty could be
improved. This information is presented separately for local authorities (section 3) and other
public bodies (section 4) in England and Wales, to allow production of separate reports for the
two types of public authority if required. In each of these sections, local authorities and public
bodies performance against each of the study objectives is assessed (study objective 1), whilst
an overview is provided which gives a wider picture of implementation across and outside of
the objectives, and considers how applying the duty has affected the way in which public
authorities undertake their functions (study objective 2). This information is illustrated by case
studies providing examples of good practice identified during the study (study objective 4).
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These sections also provide details of lessons learnt by local authorities and public bodies in
respect of implementing the duty.
The information collected during the study was also used to compare the different approaches to
implementing the duty in England and Wales (section 5), and a comparison with the Scottish
duty to “further” biodiversity as required under study objective 3 (section 6).
Recommendations for Defra/WAG to pursue with public authorities are provided in section 7
(study objective 5). These include generic recommendations applicable to all authorities,
recommendations relating only to public authorities and recommendations that would involve
work being undertaken directly by Defra/WAG.
A list of participating authorities, copies of the questionnaire survey and telephone interview
proforma, and more detailed summaries of the results of the questionnaire survey and NGO
workshop are provided in Appendices.
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3.

Implementation of the duty by local
authorities

3.1

Introduction

This section of the report considers the response of local authorities to the duty, including to
what extent the objectives of the duty have been achieved by local authorities, lessons learnt by
local authorities in implementing the duty, barriers to implementation of the duty experienced
by local authorities and case studies illustrating examples of good practice of implementing the
duty by local authorities.
For the purposes of this study, local authorities are defined as county councils, district councils,
unitary authorities, and London boroughs. Although parish, town and community councils are
considered as local authorities under the definition of the NERC Act, they are addressed in this
report together with other public bodies (in section 4) as they have different functions to the
other types of local authority.
Local authorities have the potential to make a greater contribution to biodiversity conservation
than other types of public authority. This reflects their wide range of functions, which cover,
for example, planning, development control, highways, recreation, education, social care and
the environment.

3.2

Study participants

All 420 local authorities in England and Wales (398 in England and 22 in Wales) were invited
to take part in the questionnaire survey. Twenty two percent (91) of these 420 local authorities
submitted online questionnaires and 59 of these volunteered to take part in the telephone
interviews; 26 were included in the telephone interview sample (see Tables 3.1 and 3.2 for
breakdowns of the totals).

Table 3.1

Number of local authorities operating in England or Wales which completed the
questionnaire survey and took part in the telephone interviews

Type of local authority

No. of local authorities which
took part in the questionnaire
survey

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

County council

21

7

District council

38

9

Unitary authority

19

6

London borough

13

4

Total local authorities

91

26
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Table 3.2

Number of local authorities that submitted online questionnaires by region

Region

County
Council

Unitary
Authority

London
Borough

District
Council

Total

West Midlands

2

2

NA

2

6

East Midlands

2

0

NA

4

6

East of England

3

1

NA

6

10

London

NA

NA

13

NA

13

South East

5

3

NA

11

19

South West

3

2

NA

5

10

Yorkshire and the Humber

0

2

NA

1

3

North East

0

0

NA

1

1

North West

2

6

NA

8

16

England Total

21

38

13

19

91

Interviewed

5

4

4

9

22

Wales

4

3

NA

0

7

Interviewed

2

2

0

0

4

Total

21

19

13

38

91

3.3

Overview

All of the local authorities that submitted online questionnaire responses reported that they were
aware of the biodiversity duty, and all thought that it was relevant to their functions. Some of
the results of the questionnaire survey suggest that the duty has had a beneficial impact on
biodiversity. For example, 57% of local authorities reported that the duty has had some impact
in increasing the integration of biodiversity within local authority functions and 64% said that it
has had some beneficial impact on biodiversity conservation. However, other findings indicate
that the duty has had less of an effect. For example, whilst many local authorities had
undertaken actions which contributed towards the implementation of the duty (for example
incorporating biodiversity in land or estate management policy), in many cases this was done
independently of the duty (72% of local authority respondents reported that they had
incorporated biodiversity into land management policies, with 32% of respondents reporting
that this was not as a result of the duty).
Only seven of the authorities that were included in the follow-up interview survey reported
actions being undertaken directly as a result of the duty (this included all three Welsh authorities
interviewed). Examples of these actions are provided below, with more detailed examples
provided in Case Studies 3.1 and 3.2.
• Flintshire County Council has started to undertake a biodiversity audit of councilowned land, which, when complete, will be used to improve management for
biodiversity. This audit was primarily driven (or at the very least partly driven) by
the council’s desire to ensure that the duty is implemented.
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• Pembrokeshire County Council has included a commitment to “maintain and
enhance” biodiversity into its Corporate Plan following an audit on its
performance in relation to the duty undertaken by the Wales Biodiversity
Partnership, on behalf of WAG in November 2009. The council also has also
appointed an extra member of staff in response to the duty, in order to expand its
biodiversity work in line with the requirements of the duty.
• Warwickshire County Council has introduced a biodiversity strategy as a result of
the duty, which sets out how the council aims to meets the requirements of the duty
in each of six “strands” covering its main functions. The biodiversity strategy was
produced through consultation with each of the directorates in the council, which
were asked what they are doing now and what they will be doing in the future in
relation to biodiversity. This has raised the awareness of the duty and the profile of
the council’s biodiversity team. The next step is to develop an implementation
strategy, to ensure that biodiversity is fully integrated within the council by
incorporating it within the business plans for each service provided by the council.
• The London Borough of Islington has also produced a biodiversity strategy as a
result of the duty. This sets out the council’s responsibilities with regard to
biodiversity, in addition to adding a biodiversity section to its Sustainability
Strategy and re-writing its Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP). A biodiversity officer
was employed as a direct result of the duty and is tasked with making sure that
biodiversity is considered across all the Council’s services, and that the council
provides biodiversity enhancements wherever possible (see Case Study 3.2).
• Herefordshire Council held an event relating the biodiversity duty in March 2007,
to which they invited speakers who were able to describe examples of best practice
from different parts of the country. All council departments were represented at
the event, which was deemed to be a successful exercise, although it is not known
what impact it has had.
• Cornwall County Council has introduced an overarching biodiversity strategy as a
result of the duty.
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Case Study 3.1: Implementing the duty - Sheffield City Council
The biodiversity duty gave weight to Sheffield City Council Parks and Countryside Service’s successful bid to obtain
funding from its board for two new posts, namely a Biodiversity Officer and a Biodiversity Monitoring Officer. The
appointment of these two officers has raised the profile of biodiversity amongst council staff and the public, and has
enabled Sheffield City Council to initiate a wide range of actions to implement the Duty. These include:
•

Setting up a working group to ensure that biodiversity is integrated into all the functions of the Parks and
Countryside Service.

•

Through the South Yorkshire Biodiversity Forum (of which they are a
member), producing leaflets with advice on how to integrate
biodiversity into the functions of every Council department. These
documents can be downloaded from Sheffield City Council’s website.

•

Organising a training session on wildlife legislation for the council’s
planners and providing advice to the planning department on
incorporating consideration for biodiversity into development control.

•

Incorporating biodiversity enhancement measures such as green
roofs and walls into new and existing council buildings. In 2009,
Sharrow School’s green roof (pictured) became the first in the country
to be declared as a Local Nature Reserve.

•

Undertaking increased positive management of open spaces for
biodiversity. Ecological management plans have been produced for
all large parks, open spaces and countryside areas, and are in
development for wider landscape areas such as the Porter Valley.

•

Enhancing parks and open spaces. For example, in Millhouses Park a concrete canalised stream has
been replaced with a rocky watercourse with marginal planting, allowing fish to pass upstream through the
park. This has attracted a wide range of species and generated considerable interest from local people.

•

Conducting research with Sheffield University on how to make biodiversity enhancements within parks
attractive for both wildlife and people.

•

Retaining hedges separating plots and providing biodiversity areas within allotments.

•

Implementing a citywide biodiversity monitoring programme for Sheffield’s 298 Local Nature Sites and
encouraging participation by local volunteers.

•

Securing funding from the Esmée Fairbairn Foundation for a two year project to conserve Sheffield’s
stronghold population of white-clawed crayfish, and recruiting a Crayfish Conservation Officer.

•

Bringing moorland back into good management by working closely with the Peak District National Park
Authority on its Moors for the Future Programme.

•

Providing biodiversity advice to businesses and local people.

•

Providing environmental education activities for schools, families and local groups aimed at developing a
greater understanding of and respect for the natural world.
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Case Study 3.2: Implementing the duty - London Borough of Islington
Islington Borough Council created a post for a biodiversity officer as a direct result of the duty. The officer is tasked with
ensuring that biodiversity is integrated across the council’s functions, which involves the officer liaising with personnel
across different departments. Aided by the work of the biodiversity officer, the council has undertaken numerous other
measures to implement the duty, including the following:
•

Incorporating a biodiversity section within the council's sustainability
action plan.

•

Including biodiversity improvements and conservation in the boroughs
greenspace strategy for parks and open space.

•

Developing a biodiversity strategy which states the council’s
responsibilities with regard to biodiversity.

•

Rewriting the Islington BAP.

•

Retrofitting green roofs on council buildings. These roofs are being
monitored for three years by Buglife to determine their value for
invertebrates. The aim is to use these roofs as exemplars and case
studies to demonstrate to developers and other organisations what
can be done.

•

Surveying all Sites of Nature Conservation Importance within the
borough.

•

Introducing a rolling programme for producing site management plans to ensure that as many sites as
possible have biodiversity management plans in place. Previously management plans existed for only three
nature reserves and green flag parks.

•

Requiring green roofs to be fitted on most major developments within the borough. The council specifies the
type of roof which should be fitted, and requires detailed specifications to be provided. The council strongly
pushes for roofs of a higher specification than the standard Sedum roof, reflecting what it has done on its own
roofs. As a result a recent study found that Islington has more green roofs than any other London borough;
16% of London’s green roofs are in Islington.

•

Introducing a “Greening the grey” project, aimed at creating green spaces in otherwise very built up areas. For
example, removing paving to create a soft landscape, and planting climbers against walls.

•

Producing guidance notes for developers on incorporating biodiversity enhancement measures into
developments and other related topics, including, climate change adaptation, sustainable drainage systems,
green roofs and green walls (these are available on their website).

•

Producing wildlife gardening packs for local residents.

•

Creating a new wetland area, meadows and house sparrow habitat in Whittington Park, with the objective of
improving the nature conservation value of the site from a ‘local Site of Importance for Nature Conservation’ to
a ‘borough Site of Importance for Nature Conservation’. This project also aimed to improve access to natural
green space for residents.

•

Promoting a ’green gym‘ through practical nature conservation volunteer programmes around the Borough,.

•

More recently Islington is looking at a landscape scale approach to the conservation of biodiversity and has
started work on developing a green infrastructure policy and identifying priority areas for habitat creation.

The measures introduced by Islington demonstrate the wide range of actions which can be taken to enhance
biodiversity in an urban environment.

Although few local authorities interviewed had taken actions for biodiversity specifically as a
result of the duty, all authorities had taken some measures to conserve and enhance biodiversity.
During the telephone interviews it became clear that it was often difficult for local authorities to
determine to what extent the duty had influenced the actions that they had taken in respect of
biodiversity, as the duty is only one of a number of drivers for taking such action. Other drivers
that were identified are as follows.
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• National Indicator 197 (NI 197)3: County councils and unitary authorities in
England are required to report on their performance against this indicator; district
councils may be required by the relevant county authority to report against this
target for their district. This explains why only around three-quarters (76%) of
local authorities that submitted the online questionnaire reported that they
measured progress against NI 197. All county councils and unitary authorities
which responded to the online survey reported against NI 197 in 2009 (data
provided by Defra). A number of local authorities stated that the indicator was an
important driver in respect of the management of Local Sites4, as there were targets
and a reporting system in place for the indicator, which gave it added weight.
Some of the local authorities that were interviewed said that they struggled to
implement NI 197 as many Local Sites are in private ownership and they did not
have control over their management.
• Planning and development control: This was seen by many of the local authorities
interviewed (particularly district councils) as their primary function in relation to
biodiversity. The requirement to comply with national planning policy (Planning
Policy Statement 9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation) and nature
conservation legislation/regulations (in particular The Conservation (Natural
Habitats, &c.) Regulations 1994 (SI 1994 No. 2716) [as amended], which are
commonly known as the Habitats Regulations, and the Wildlife and Countryside
Act 1981 [as amended]) were cited by many local authorities as the main driver to
consider biodiversity.
• Biodiversity Action Plans: Involvement in Local Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP)
partnerships and delivery of the LBAP and UK BAP targets were seen as key
drivers for undertaking biodiversity enhancement and conservation work by a
number of the local authorities interviewed.
• Personal strengths: The view was expressed by some local authorities interviewed
(and reiterated by the NGOs at the project NGO workshop) that the level of
importance placed on biodiversity within a council is to some extent a function of
the strength of personality and personal convictions of the biodiversity officer or
equivalent (if the council employs someone in this role), which influences how
effective the individual is in pushing biodiversity up the agenda.
The NGOs that were consulted also noted the difficulty of separating the effects of the duty
from what is or would be happening anyway, irrespective of the duty. They commented that
there are numerous examples of local authorities taking positive action for biodiversity, but that
it was very hard to determine which of these (if any) are directly attributable to the duty.
3

This indicator (on the proportion of Local Sites where positive conservation management has been or is
being implemented) has been developed as the preferred option as a proxy for a local authority
biodiversity indicator. A wider composite indicator would not fit the criteria for the local authority
performance framework.
4

Local Sites are sites of substantive nature conservation value, the definition of which is increasingly
being co-ordinated by Local Sites Partnerships. Local authorities should provide leadership in
establishing and maintaining these partnerships. In many parts of the UK, Local Sites are known by other
names (e.g. County Wildlife Sites, Local Wildlife Sites, Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation
etc.).
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A number of the local authority staff who were interviewed were of the opinion that, although
they were unable to identify specific actions that had been undertaken as a direct result of the
duty, the duty had been valuable in providing them with an opportunity to approach their
colleagues, including those in other departments, and to explain the requirement for them to
consider biodiversity. This sometimes included opportunities for raising the importance of
biodiversity at a senior level within the local authority and obtaining additional funding for
biodiversity projects and initiatives from the board.
A more detailed review of the performance of local authorities in relation to the objectives of
the duty is provided in sections 3.4.1-3.4.4.

3.4

Impact of the duty

3.4.1
Objective A: To raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity
Of those local authorities that responded to the online questionnaire, 66% reported that the duty
has had some impact in raising the profile and visibility of biodiversity, whilst 16% reported
that it has had a significant impact. This includes raising awareness both internally within the
local authority and externally, with the general public, businesses and organisations. These two
aspects are considered separately below.
Internal awareness raising
Of those local authorities that responded to the online questionnaire, 90% reported that they had
incorporated the conservation and enhancement of biodiversity in advice given both within the
local authority and to third parties, with 48% reporting that this was as a result of the duty.
Details of the percentage of local authorities which undertook various actions to raise the profile
and visibility of biodiversity duty are presented in Table 3.3, which also indicates the percentage
of authorities which undertook such actions as a result of the duty (either wholly or in part).

Table 3.3

Actions undertaken by local authorities to raise the profile and visibility of
biodiversity within the local authority

Activity

% (no.) of local authorities which reported that
they had undertaken action to promote
biodiversity within the local authority

Due to duty

Total

Held training event(s) on biodiversity with staff/personnel

48% (42)

73% (64)

Issued internal guidance to staff/personnel on biodiversity

53% (46)

76% (66)

Set aside time for staff to undertake voluntary conservation
work

10% (9)

36% (31)

Other action

-

76% (65)

The majority of those interviewed said that the duty had been useful in that it gave them a
reason to raise biodiversity with colleagues in other departments, and with senior officers. The
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NGOs also expressed the view that the duty can, and is, being used by in-house ecologists to
justify their positions and actions (i.e. to demonstrate that their role is valuable because it
ensures that the local authority is having regard to biodiversity). However, it is clear from the
results presented in Table 3.3 that much of the work that the local authorities that responded to
the online questionnaire have done to raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity within their
organisations was done independently of the duty. In the follow-up interview survey, many
authorities were unsure as to the extent to which the duty was a driver in respect of the activities
they had undertaken to raise the profile of biodiversity. However, regardless of whether such
activities were undertaken as a result of the duty, they contribute to the objectives of the duty,
and therefore provide examples of the types of activity that local authorities can undertake to
promote biodiversity within their organisation. A wide range of activities were undertaken,
including the following:
• holding internal training: including hosting authority-wide training events, issuing
internal guidance, holding lunchtime seminars, targeting training events at specific
departments e.g. Highways;
• reporting on the duty to the Executive Board/Scrutiny Panel or similar;
• producing a biodiversity strategy, position statement or similar for the local
authority;
• giving presentations to heads of departments or similar;
• preparing online content and guidance notes - such as a page on the local
authority’s website;
• raising awareness through the cross-departmental environment group or similar;
• appointing a biodiversity officer with specific responsibilities for raising awareness
of biodiversity within the council (e.g. Pembrokeshire County Council, London
Borough of Islington, Sheffield City Council);
• appointing a Biodiversity Champion or similar;
• internal circulation of guidance documents (including Defra and Wildlife Trust
guidance);
• corporate reporting, including reporting on the duty in service business plans; and
• holding biodiversity activities (e.g. pond dipping) for staff.
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Case Study 3.3: Internal awareness raising- Flintshire County Council
Flintshire County Council held a biodiversity workshop during Wales Biodiversity
Week for both council officers and council members. The aim was for someone
from every council department to attend with a number of key departments
particularly targeted. This workshop was considered successful in raising the
profile of biodiversity as an issue, and this has been demonstrated by the
amount of follow-up questions that the biodiversity staff have since had to field
from a range of council departments (including highways, development control
etc.).
As a follow-up to this event, the council’s biodiversity staff intend to hold targeted
meetings with individual departments during 2010, with the aim of producing a
duty-focused action plan for the council, which identifies action(s) for each department. This would mirror the
relationship between the council and the Wales Biodiversity Partnership, with which the council has annual meetings to
report its performance in relation to the duty, as measured against specific actions set out in a duty action table.
Also notable is that the council’s Biodiversity Champion has been very effective and, especially given her access to
senior officers and members, has had a real impact in raising the profile and visibility of biodiversity within the Council.
During 2010, as well as producing a duty-focused action plan, the council plans to improve the management of the
grounds of the main council offices for biodiversity. This project, which is being promoted under the International Year
of Biodiversity initiative, will then be promoted as a flagship scheme, with the aim to roll it out across the council’s
estate, and will also hopefully encourage council staff to take the biodiversity message home.

A key aspect to promoting biodiversity within local authorities was seen by both the authorities
interviewed and the NGOs represented at the project workshop as the availability of staff within
the local authority with responsibility for biodiversity. Most county councils, unitary authorities
and London Boroughs interviewed had at least one biodiversity officer/ecologist. However,
based on the results of the interviews, the situation was more patchy at the district level, with
biodiversity often only being part of the remit of an individual or team, with other
responsibilities typically being for recreation, countryside or planning.
In a few instances, staff had been employed directly as a result of the duty (e.g. in
Pembrokeshire County Council, London Borough of Islington, Sheffield City Council), but
several local authorities interviewed stated that, post-duty, the role of the existing biodiversity
officer (or equivalent) had been expanded to address the implementation of the duty (with some
examples of this being formally incorporated into their job description).

Case Study 3.4: Internal awareness raising- Pembrokeshire County Council
The biodiversity duty has raised the profile of biodiversity within Pembrokeshire County Council, and led to the creation
of a new post within the Council, namely the County Biodiversity Officer. This post was filled in October 2009, with a
role to work across Council departments promoting the duty, and to build more capacity across the Council. This new
role will help to further raise the profile of biodiversity in the Council. The implementation of the duty by the Council has
also been supported by a very active Biodiversity Champion.
One consequence of the higher profile of biodiversity has been access to high-level meetings which, in turn, has led to
the ever increasing integration of biodiversity into high-priority Local Authority documents and strategies. For example,
following an audit of the Council’s performance in respect of the duty by the Wales Biodiversity Partnership in
November, the updated Corporate Plan now makes reference to both maintaining and enhancing biodiversity.
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Welsh local authorities have also been encouraged by the Welsh Assembly Government to have
at least one member of staff with responsibility for biodiversity and requested to have a
Biodiversity Champion amongst their elected members. Only one of the English authorities
interviewed reported having such a member. Where authorities that responded to the online
questionnaire had a Biodiversity Champion, this was considered to be a very useful tool in
promoting biodiversity to council members, as they were considered to be more receptive to
advice from a peer, rather than a council officer, with whom there is often a “them and us”
attitude.
The NGOs represented at the project workshop expressed the opinion that since the influence of
the local authorities biodiversity officer or equivalent (if they have one), is an important factor
in the level of importance placed on biodiversity within the authority (see section 3.3), the best
performing local authorities (in the NGOs view) are often those with sufficient resources to
support a team of ecologists.
External awareness raising
Details of the percentage of local authorities that responded to the online questionnaire, which
undertook actions to raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity externally are presented in
Table 3.4, which also indicates the percentage of authorities which undertook such actions as a
result of the duty (either wholly or in part).

Table 3.4

Actions undertaken by local authorities to raise the profile and visibility of
biodiversity externally, to members of the public, business and organisations.

Activity

% (no.) of local authorities which reported that
they had undertaken action to promote
biodiversity outside the local authority

Due to duty

Total

Provided guidance and/or support to schools to encourage
inclusion of biodiversity in education or enhancing
biodiversity in school grounds

31% (28)

72% (64)

Issued guidance for the general public, businesses or land
managers on biodiversity

37% (32)

75% (65)

Produced or commissioned any other new biodiversity
publications

37% (32)

62% (54)

Held any public consultation or education events
incorporating biodiversity

31% (27)

78% (69)

Undertaken any other relevant activities

36% (31)

72% (61)

As with actions undertaken to raise awareness within the local authority, much of the work that
local authorities have done to raise awareness outside of the local authority has been done
independently of the duty. Activities undertaken (whether as a result of the duty or
independently of it) include:
• holding events associated with the Local Biodiversity Action Plan;

l:\projects\ea-210\#24000 projects\24368 review of biodiversity duty in section 40 of the nerc act\1 client\reports\final
report\final report\ctx 0811 review of biodiversity duty final rr025i4.doc

© Entec UK Limited
May 2010

23

• holding/coordinating biodiversity weeks or days;
• holding educational work/programmes and educational events/activities in Country
Parks and Nature Reserves;
• engaging with schools (e.g. through the Eco-schools programme) to take action for
biodiversity within school grounds and undertake associated awareness-raising
events;
• promoting biodiversity through newsletters, websites etc.;
• encouraging and leading volunteer involvement in biodiversity management;
• providing ranger-led ‘health walks’ and ‘Green Gyms’ that incorporate a
biodiversity element;
• holding a ‘garden biodiversity calendar competition’;
• supporting local community groups, both financially and through providing
guidance and advice;
• providing advice to landowners;
• providing species identification training for local volunteers; and
• creating community biodiversity forums/groups.
In addition to these direct actions, many of the authorities interviewed reported that the
biodiversity enhancement and conservation works that they had undertaken (see section 3.4.4
for examples) had raised the profile and awareness of biodiversity with the local community and
businesses.

Case Study 3.5: Promoting biodiversity to the public- Pembrokeshire County Council
Pembrokeshire County Council undertakes a wide range of activities to promote biodiversity to the public, as it
recognises that it has an important educational/outreach role. Examples include:
•

designating and managing a suite of roadside nature reserves (review due);

•

encouraging Council-owned farms to join agri-environment schemes - and implement positive biodiversity
measures, e.g. creating/installing otter holts, bat boxes; and dormouse tubes.

•

looking at bringing more areas of woodland into positive/sustainable management;

•

holding a ‘fish week’, which includes events to promote sustainable fishing techniques and products; and

•

working with local community groups, amongst other things, to:
-

advise them on the management of habitats for biodiversity; and

-

help them to explore and identify species living in their area.
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Objective B: To clarify and consolidate public authorities’ existing
biodiversity commitments
Just over half (56%) of local authorities that responded to the online questionnaire reported that
the duty has had some impact with regard to clarifying and consolidating their existing
biodiversity commitments, whilst around half this number (27%) reported that the duty has had
a significant impact in this respect.
3.4.2

The primary ways in which local authorities can clarify and consolidate their existing
biodiversity commitments are through producing an overarching biodiversity strategy or policy
documents, and through the introduction of corporate biodiversity objectives or a corporate
Biodiversity Action Plan. Similar percentages of local authorities that responded to the online
questionnaire reported taking these actions (see Case Study 3.6 for examples):
• 62% of local authorities that responded to the online questionnaire reported that
they had produced an overarching biodiversity strategy or policy document - 38%
reported that this was done as a result of the duty; and
• 59% of local authorities that responded to the online questionnaire had introduced
corporate biodiversity objectives or a corporate Biodiversity Action Plan - 37%
reported that this was done as a result of the duty.
During the telephone interviews a number of authorities expressed the opinion that rather than
clarifying and consolidating their existing biodiversity commitments, the duty was seen as an
additional burden. This was particularly the case in authorities that were already struggling to
support their basic functions in respect of biodiversity (such as development control). Some
authorities were also unclear about the link between their responsibilities in relation to the duty,
and their other biodiversity commitments including in relation to forward planning,
development control, BAPs and the management of nature reserves.
Case Study 3.6: Clarifying and consolidating existing biodiversity commitments - Herefordshire
Council
Prior to the introduction of the duty, Herefordshire Council had been discussing the need to
prepare a biodiversity strategy but had not embarked upon it. Supported by the duty, the
council drafted the strategy by the end of 2006 and adopted it in 2007 for the three year
period until 2010. The strategy provides an overview of the County biodiversity resource,
describes the biodiversity projects the council are, and will be, undertaking in this three year
period, and sets out six biodiversity objectives with targets. The head of the directorate
responsible for biodiversity and the council’s Chief Executive were involved in the
production of the strategy, which helped to raise the awareness of biodiversity across the
council as a whole. It was subsequently presented to all directorates.

3.4.3

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)
Over half (57%) of local authorities that responded to the online questionnaire said that the duty
has had some impact in increasing the integration of biodiversity issues with the local
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authority’s everyday functions, whilst an additional 13% said it has had a significant impact. A
summary of the percentage of local authorities that reported undertaking actions to integrate
biodiversity into their functions is provided in Table 3.5.
Whilst the results of the questionnaire survey appear to indicate that a relatively high percentage
of local authorities have integrated biodiversity within some functions of their local authority
(for example 88% of local authorities that responded to the online questionnaire reported
incorporating the protection/enhancement of biodiversity in new strategies and policies for
which biodiversity is not the main focus, see Table 3.5), information provided by local
authorities during the telephone interviews suggests this is relatively limited in extent.
Integration appears to be greatest in relation to those functions that have the most obvious links
to biodiversity, for example forward planning, development control, land management,
recreation and education. There is an increasing integration of biodiversity into climate change
adaptation and green infrastructure, as these issues gain prominence. A much lower percentage
of authorities reported incorporating biodiversity into functions such as health, social care and
community services, although these present some significant opportunities for biodiversity
conservation and enhancement (see Table 3.5).

Table 3.5

Actions undertaken by local authorities to integrate biodiversity within their functions

Activity

% (no.) of local authorities which have undertaken
activities to integrate biodiversity within their
functions

Due to duty

Total

Incorporated the protection/enhancement of
biodiversity in new strategies and policies for which
biodiversity is not the main focus.

60% (53)

88% (77)

Introduced an Environmental Management System
that incorporates biodiversity considerations

15% (13)

30% (26)

Addressed biodiversity within partnership
arrangements such as Community Strategies and
Local Area Agreements

53% (47)

81% (71)

Addressed biodiversity considerations when
planning how to respond to climate change

46% (40)

83% (72)

Provided guidance and/or support to schools to
encourage inclusion of biodiversity in education or
enhancing biodiversity in school grounds

31% (28)

72% (64)

Incorporated the use of biodiversity resources in
the delivery of social care services

6% (5)

15% (13)

Incorporated the use of biodiversity resources in
the delivery of community development services

18% (16)

46% (40)

Incorporated the use of biodiversity resources in
the delivery of health services

10% (9)

37% (32)

Incorporated the use of biodiversity resources in
the delivery of recreation services

29% (26)

80% (71)
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Activity

% (no.) of local authorities which have undertaken
activities to integrate biodiversity within their
functions

Due to duty

Total

Addressed the conservation and enhancement of
biodiversity in relation to management of the land
or buildings they own or manage through:
▪

Land or estate management policy

40% (35)

72% (63)

▪

Grounds maintenance and/or facilities
management contract(s)

38% (34)

80% (71)

▪

Plan or specification for management
activities (e.g. timing of works)

42% (38)

87% (78)

▪

Other

6% (5)

11% (10)

* either wholly or in part

Although the majority (87%) of local authority respondents reported incorporating the
conservation and enhancement of biodiversity in management plans and specifications, during
the interviews it was identified that this was limited in extent, and was typically restricted to a
small number of sites, in particular nature reserves and local wildlife sites.
In addition to the activities listed in Table 3.5, authorities provided numerous examples of the
ways in which they had attempted to improve integration of biodiversity within their functions,
a selection of which is provided below; Case Studies 3.7 and 3.8 provide more detailed
examples.
• Providing information to members/other departments/senior managers about the
duty and its importance, through e.g. emails, presentations, leaflets.
• Working with targeted directorates individually to achieve greater integration of
biodiversity into their work - for example, education, highways or parks.
• Producing survey protocols to improve the integration/consideration of biodiversity
in the planning service.
• Providing internal training on biodiversity and the duty, both for members and
officers, the latter including staff who deliver council services - for example
landscape contractors, tree surgeons etc.
• Holding awareness-raising events, such as internal workshops, to encourage each
department within the local authority to consider how biodiversity could be better
integrated into their remit.
• Producing overarching biodiversity strategies and implementation plans for the
local authority.
• Producing a corporate biodiversity action plan, to sit alongside the LBAP.
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• Auditing the policy and practices of all local authority departments and, following
the audit, providing recommendations as to how the biodiversity duty could be
better implemented.
• Annual reporting on performance in integrating the duty across the local authority
(Welsh local authorities only).
• Producing management plans which set out a mechanism for the conservation and
enhancement of biodiversity in the management of local authority land.
• Integrating biodiversity considerations into land management contracts, and in one
instance, employing a contract monitor to monitor performance specifically in
relation to biodiversity.
• Providing support and advice to other local authority departments as and when
biodiversity issues arise, (i.e. primarily on an ad hoc basis).
• Promoting biodiversity to council members via a Biodiversity Champion.

Case Study 3.7: Integrating biodiversity within local authority functions - Conwy County Borough
Council

For Conwy County Borough Council, the consideration of biodiversity in corporate policy is expanding as a direct result
of the duty. A ‘green programme board’ has been established within the council, with biodiversity as one of the five
areas that the board has been set up to address. One of the key actions in the agreed project plan for the green
programme board is to ensure that biodiversity is incorporated into all relevant council policies and actions. As a
starting point for this action, the board will audit the policy and practices of all council departments in 2010 and, on
completion of this process, provide recommendations as to how the duty could be better implemented throughout the
local authority.
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Case Study 3.8: Integrating biodiversity within authority functions - Oadby and Wigston Borough
Council
Oadby and Wigston Borough Council has produced a Nature Conservation Strategy,
which aims to “bring together the elements of the services which can impact on nature
conservation and natural resources and seek a more sustainable solution, thus
demonstrating a Code of Good Practice, which can be used by other organisations.”
The content of this strategy was informed by the introduction of the biodiversity duty.
The strategy sets out the council’s objectives for biodiversity under four themes:
(Landscape, Habitat and Species Conservation; Habitat Creation; Habitat
Enhancement; and Community) and provides an Action Plan that sets out the actions
required to achieve these objectives. The council has also produced a Green
Infrastructure Plan, which incorporates biodiversity and has the potential to be
developed into a Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) relating to biodiversity.
Through the promotional work of the council’s Biodiversity Officer there has been
increasing awareness of biodiversity within the Authority, and as such, colleagues often contact the officer for advice
and assistance. This has resulted in greater integration of biodiversity within the council’s services, examples of which
include:
•

Organising conservation volunteering work for young offenders.

•

Environmental Health Officers reporting the discovery of ‘mouse’ droppings in lofts to the Biodiversity Officer
(as they may be bat droppings).

•

the Social Housing Team requesting advice from the Biodiversity Officer on a pond within the garden of a
council owned property that they wished to fill in for health and safety reasons. On the grounds of the advice
received (to retain the pond and put in place measures to make it safe for children) the Housing Department is
considering a review of all council owned property to establish the number of ponds and their potential as a
biodiversity resource.

The questionnaire results were supported by the views expressed by local authorities in the
follow-up telephone interviews, and by the NGOs at the workshop, which suggest that there is
still a long way to go before biodiversity is fully integrated within the functions of all
authorities.
The NGOs consulted were in agreement that awareness of the duty (and biodiversity itself) in
local authorities tends to be focused on the parks and planning departments. However, it was
noted that some authorities seem to be struggling in adequately dealing with biodiversity. For
example, some NGOs noted dangers in the ‘1 App’ planning application system whereby local
authority planners considered it adequate to just tick a box to say a biodiversity survey has been
done, without taking into account the results of the survey, or seeking advice from an ecologist
on the adequacy of the survey. The NGOs also provided numerous accounts of planning
authorities failing to take biodiversity into account when making planning decisions.
Around a third of local authorities that responded to the online questionnaire (36%) reported
that the way in which their local authority ensures the conservation and enhancement of
biodiversity through the planning process has changed in response to the duty. However, in
relation to their own development programme, only around two-thirds of authorities that
responded to the online questionnaire reported that they “often” commissioned/undertook
biodiversity surveys (61%), used pre-existing biodiversity information to inform development
proposals (62%), or incorporated measures to conserve and enhance biodiversity within new
developments (67%). These findings suggest that there is still significant progress to be made in
respect of the integration of biodiversity within the planning system.
During the follow-up interviews with local authorities, some expressed a need for further advice
relating to how to integrate biodiversity with the planning system, in order to enable planners to
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determine when further information is required, and when they should seek advice from
ecologists.
Many of the authorities interviewed had found that the duty has been a useful tool for those
responsible for biodiversity to approach senior officers and those responsible for other
departments and explain the requirement for them to consider biodiversity. However, a
common problem reported by authorities in the follow-up interviews was the limited time that
biodiversity staff could commit to this work given their other duties, for example commenting
on planning applications. This means that whilst many of those interviewed had numerous
measures that they wished to implement to increase integration of biodiversity within the local
authority, they were not in a position to carry these forward at the current time.
3.4.4

Objective D: To have a beneficial impact for biodiversity conservation

Actions undertaken to benefit biodiversity
Around two thirds (64%) of local authorities that responded to the online questionnaire said that
the biodiversity duty has had some beneficial impact on biodiversity conservation, whilst an
additional 13% said that it has had a significant impact (i.e. 77% thought that it has had an
impact). This was supported by the fact that around three quarters (72%) of authorities that
responded to the online questionnaire said that they thought that their actions in response to the
duty had resulted in the conservation of biodiversity, whilst around two thirds (64%) thought
that their actions in response to the duty had lead to the enhancement of biodiversity.
Given these high percentages, it was contrary to expectations to find that only 42% of local
authorities that responded to the online questionnaire reported contributing to BAP objectives
due to the duty, although 79% reported this benefit in total (see Table 3.7). This supports the
finding of the telephone interviews and NGO workshop that local authorities were often unclear
as to what extent the biodiversity duty had been a driver for any particular action (as was also
the case for objectives A-C). Notwithstanding that, the majority (95%) of local authorities that
responded to the online questionnaire reported that they had undertaken projects with the
specific aim of conserving or enhancing biodiversity (see Table 3.6 for details, including a
breakdown of the number of authorities which undertook various types of actions).
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Table 3.6

Actions taken by local authorities to benefit biodiversity

Activity

% (no.) of authorities which have undertaken
actions to conserve or enhance biodiversity

Due to duty

Total

Undertaken projects with the specific aim of
conserving or enhancing biodiversity

51% (45)

95% (84)

Undertaken land or estate management activities
designed to benefit biodiversity

54% (49)

93% (84)

Worked in partnership with other organisations/land
owners to promote land management to
enhance/conserve biodiversity

56% (49)

95% (84)

Undertaken any biodiversity surveys to inform their
land/estate management

43% (38)

84% (75)

Designed or modified buildings to benefit biodiversity

32% (28)

56% (49)

Provided guidance and/or support to schools to
encourage inclusion of biodiversity in education or
enhancing biodiversity on school grounds

31% (28)

72% (64)

Often” incorporated measures to conserve and
enhance biodiversity within new developments*

NA

67% (43)

*based on the total number of authorities which are responsible for a building programme (66) which answered the
question

Although almost all (93%) of local authority respondents reported undertaking land
management activities designed to benefit biodiversity, during the interviews it was identified
that this was limited in extent, and was typically restricted to specific measures at a small
number of sites.
In addition to the activities listed in Table 3.6, local authorities provided the following examples
of ways to provide biodiversity benefits; Case Study 3.10 provide more information about some
of these examples.
• Working to implement the Local BAP and support the Local BAP partnership.
• Improved management of Local Wildlife Sites for biodiversity (with NI 197 a
strong recent driver in relation to this).
• Enhancement of local authority-owned parks and open spaces for biodiversity
through, for example: the implementation of management plans that address
biodiversity; the creation of wildflower meadows; native tree and shrub planting;
wetland creation; improving grassland management regimes; species-specific
measures, such as erecting bird and bat boxes; and integrating biodiversity
considerations into the management contracts for council land.
• Biodiversity enhancement of the grounds associated with council offices and
facilities (such as schools, old people’s homes, healthcare facilities and housing
estates).
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• Improving local authority-owned buildings for biodiversity, for example by:
incorporating green roofs in new buildings; retrofitting green roofs to existing
buildings; establishing green walls; putting up bat and bird boxes; undertaking
survey work to inform building maintenance (e.g. surveying roof areas for bats,
and advising maintenance teams accordingly); training building maintenance
teams; planting native plant species that are attractive to wildlife.
• Working with local authority highways teams to secure enhancements for
biodiversity, for example through: the implementation of a highways BAP;
planting on roundabouts; replacing areas of over-wide pavements with native
planting; creating roadside nature reserves; improving the management of road
verges; and sowing new road verges with seed collected from a Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI).
• Encouraging local authority-owned farms to join agri-environment schemes.
• Promoting biodiversity with schools, through for example: education programmes;
undertaking baseline surveys of the wildlife present; improving the management of
school grounds for biodiversity; and incorporating biodiversity measures into new
buildings, such as green roofs, green walls, bat roosts and bird nest boxes (swift,
house sparrow etc.).
• Improving the performance of local authority planning departments in respect to
biodiversity, for example through; holding training events; producing guidance
documents; producing survey protocols and biodiversity checklists; and providing
direct advice on planning applications.
• Undertaking or commissioning survey work (from a single site scale, up-to a local
authority-wide habitat audit scale) and supporting Local Records Centres.
• Carrying out biodiversity outreach and environmental education work, including
for example: producing wildlife gardening packs; leading biodiversity walks;
holding species identification training.
• Organising volunteer groups to undertake biodiversity conservation/enhancement
activities.
• Partnership-working and grant funding other groups to undertake biodiversity
conservation and enhancement projects.
• Commissioning research to inform action on important local biodiversity issues.
• Facilitating the implementation of the biodiversity duty by others, for example: at a
county council level, working to support the implementation of the duty by
district/borough councils, for example through a service level agreement to provide
biodiversity advice when required or, as in Dorset, through establishing a county
biodiversity officers’ group that meets on a regular basis (and is also attended by
local authority planners) in order to discuss relevant biodiversity issues.
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Case Study 3.9: Providing benefits to biodiversity - Ribble Valley Borough Council
Ribble Valley Borough Council is a small local authority which operates in a rural
area, most of which is covered by the Forest of Bowland AONB. As such it has
limited resources to undertake works to benefit biodiversity. However, it has
overcome this through partnership-working with other organisations, which has
helped it to make the most of the limited resources available. The council provides
an annual grant which is available to nature conservation organisations to carry out
specific projects. The grant comes out of its countryside management budget, and
the council’s countryside officer decides where the money should be spent. The
lack of red tape (the biodiversity officer does not have to seek approval from senior
managers in relation to which projects to fund) means that projects can be
implemented very quickly. The council’s partner organisations appreciate the
flexible and pragmatic approach to funding by the council, and this has helped to
develop good working relationships with a number of partners. Whilst this
approach was developed independently of the duty, it has helped the council to
implement the duty, and a similar approach could be adopted by other public
authorities as a means of improving their performance in relation to the biodiversity
duty.
One example of the council’s partnership working is the provision of funding for the
Bowland Wader Project Officer for two years under the RSPB’s Birds in Bowland
project. Project staff liaise with farmers and landowners, advising on land
management and projects that benefit not only Bowland's bird populations, but also local communities, agriculture and
tourism. The project officer also conducts an outreach programme with schools to enthuse and educate children about
biodiversity.

Whilst most authorities that responded to the online questionnaire have undertaken at least some
actions designed to benefit biodiversity (see Table 3.6), the outcome of these for biodiversity
was often not known, as many of the authorities that were interviewed reported resource
constraints on implementing monitoring. For example, under a quarter (22%) of authorities that
responded to the online questionnaire reported that they “often” implemented monitoring to
ensure that measures put in place to conserve/enhance biodiversity are successful. One notable
exception is Sheffield City Council, which has appointed a biodiversity monitoring manager as
a direct result of the duty. The monitoring that was reported by the authorities that were
interviewed was focused on designated sites (particularly due to the introduction of NI 197) and
assessment against BAP targets (see Table 3.7), or was focused on obtaining the information
required for reporting against targets (see Table 3.8).
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Table 3.7

Outcomes of biodiversity actions reported by local authorities

Benefit

% (no.) of authorities which reported benefits to
biodiversity

Due to duty

Total

Improved ‘condition’ status of a SSSI 1

19% (11)

41% (24)

Designation of an area of their land as a Wildlife Site
(including SSSI/NNR/LNR/Local Wildlife Site etc.)

17% (15)

53% (47)

Contributed towards UK, County, regional or local BAP
objectives.

42% (37)

79% (70)

Other beneficial biodiversity impacts

40% (35)

74% (65)

1

Percentage of those authorities which own or manage a SSSI

Table 3.8

Reporting against targets by local authorities

Target

% (no.) of authorities which reported
progress against target

Due to duty

Total

NI 1971

55% (49)

76% (681)

UK, Country, Regional or LBAP species and habitat targets

24% (21)

70% (62)

Internally agreed performance indicators/targets

21% (18)

60% (52)

As part of the Green Dragon Environmental Standard

14% (1)

43% (3)

As part of ISO 14001

8% (7)

17% (15)

As part of Eco Management and Audit Scheme (EMAS)

2% (2)

8% (7)

Biodiversity Benchmark

2% (2)

6% (5)

As part of British Standard (BS) 8555

2% (2)

3% (3)

Other

2% (2)

10% (9)

2

1

Although only 48 authorities reported to Defra on NI 197, this number also includes some district councils who report
to county councils on NI 197 for their district
2

only applicable to the 7 local authorities in Wales

The targets against which progress was most frequently measured by the local authorities that
responded to the online questionnaire were NI 197, BAP targets, internal targets, and in Wales,
the Green Dragon Environmental Standard (See Table 3.8). There are 150 authorities in
England that are required to report on NI 197 (London boroughs, county councils and unitary
authorities in England). Data from Defra for 2009 show that the 48 authorities which report on
NI 197 that that responded to the online questionnaire had an average score of 37.5 compared
with an overall average score for all local authorities of 34.3.
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It should be noted that there is a disparity between the number of authorities which reported that
they measured progress against BAP targets (70%- see Table 3.8) and those which reported that
they contributed towards UK, county, regional or local BAP objectives (79%- see Table 3.9).
This may be due to some authorities undertaking biodiversity work that contributes to targets
whilst not formally measuring progress against such targets.
Integration with the Biodiversity Action Plan process
A key way in which local authorities can deliver benefits for biodiversity is through the BAP
process. Of those authorities which took part in the survey, 97% reported that they were a
member of a Biodiversity Partnership or a LBAP Plan Partnership, and 39% reported that this
was as a result of the duty. However, when questioned, all the local authorities interviewed
stated that their involvement in the LBAP Partnership predated the duty. The interview results
identified that county councils were typically the lead partner for the county level BAP, and
were responsible for producing the Biodiversity Action Plan, whilst district councils produced
their own LBAP, and/or sat on the county biodiversity partnership and contributed to the BAP.
London boroughs were typically members of the London Biodiversity Partnership, although
some (e.g. Brent) had their own LBAP. Although 26% of authorities that responded to the
survey said that they had been a member of a national species or habitat steering group (12% as
a result of the duty), some of those questioned had misunderstood and thought that the question
related to being on a local or regional species or habitat steering group. Of those which were on
national BAP steering groups, this was a result of the area covered by their council having a
significant proportion of the UK area/population of the relevant habitat or species.

3.5

Barriers to implementation of the duty

3.5.1
Main barriers identified
Just over half (56%) of local authority respondents to the online questionnaire survey reported
that they had experienced barriers to the implementation of the duty. The barriers experienced
fell into seven main categories (Table 3.9). The most common barriers reported were lack of
money/resources and lack of awareness by some personnel within the local authority. These
were also reported as the key barriers to implementation of the duty by those authorities
interviewed.
When the duty was introduced, the Government position was that there should be no significant
net financial cost (hence there was no resource transfer from central to local government). This
may explain why lack of money was cited as a barrier by so many authorities.
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Table 3.9

Barriers to the implementation of the biodiversity duty experienced by local
authorities

Barrier

% (no.) of local authority
respondents that reported the barrier

Lack of money/resources:

31% (26)

Lack of awareness by some personnel

14% (12)

Conflicts with other duties/functions: e.g. many biodiversity officers (or
equivalent) have to spend a large amount of their time reviewing planning
applications, which does not allow time for implementation of the duty.

4% (3)

Lack of knowledge about biodiversity: e.g. planners at Maldon DC were
asked to rate their knowledge about biodiversity on a scale from 1-10, with
the average being 2-3

4% (3)

Perceived weakness of the biodiversity duty

4% (3)

Authority was not aware of the biodiversity duty

2% (2)

Other

5% (4)

Total % (no.) of local authorities which reported experiencing any
barriers 1

56% (48)

1

Some local authorities reported more than one type of barrier

Another barrier to implementation that was highlighted by both the local authorities questioned
as part of the follow-up interview survey and the NGOs that attended the project workshop was
the perceived weakness of the duty. The wording of the duty was seen to be rather vague, and
was perceived to provide authorities with the get-out clause “as far as is consistent with the
proper exercise of the function”.
The duty was also seen as unenforceable by the NGOs consulted and some of the local
authorities interviewed. However, in at least one case, a local authority has been found by the
Local Government Ombudsman to be 'at fault' in failing to take the duty into account when
determining a planning application (see Case Study 3.10).
Additional barriers to implementation of the duty that were identified by the NGOs that attended
the project workshop were as follows.
• Lack of enforcement: local authorities 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 and local authority Chief
Executives and elected members on the importance of biodiversity and
implementation of the duty.
• Lack of understanding (particularly it was suggested, amongst elected members) as
to the cross-cutting nature of biodiversity considerations across all local authority
functions.
• Focus on the climate change agenda: It was felt that, to a degree, climate change
has become the main focus of environmental activity within local authorities and
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that this has been somewhat to the detriment of attention being placed on
biodiversity.
• Local authority politics and other political sensitivities: for example, in London,
conservation has historically been seen as a middle-class white issue.
• Lack of history to biodiversity being seen as a priority issue for local authorities, in
comparison with roads, health, education etc.
• Potentially a failure by the conservation community to adequately demonstrate that
beneficial biodiversity measures can be delivered at low cost - as an example,
changes in the management of roadside verges can reduce costs, be more attractive
to the public and be beneficial to biodiversity.

Case Study 3.10: Kiln Meadow
The Local Government Ombudsman found Babergh District Council to be 'at fault'
in failing to take the biodiversity duty into account when granting outline planning
permission for Kiln Meadow, in Ipswich. The planning application was made by
Ipswich Borough Council, which owned the site, and had taken five years to
process, from 2002 to 2007, during which time two new nature reserves were
declared adjacent to the site, which also adjoined an existing County Wildlife Site.
Furthermore, the NERC Act 2006 was introduced while the application was being
considered. However, Babergh District Council failed to take these changes into
consideration when reaching its planning decision, and as such, the Ombudsman
upheld a complaint made against the council.
Considering all the arguments, the Ombudsman suggested a “local settlement” and
wrote to the council stating that
“While I note your comment that any subsequent application will be looked at in accordance with current law and
policies, it remains the case that, at the time outline planning permission was granted in 2007, the existing law and
policies which had changed from 2003/2004 were not considered. I consider this to be fault by the council”.

3.5.2
Usefulness of the guidance
Other potential barriers to the implementation of the duty are a lack of awareness of the
guidance documents about the duty that are available to local authorities, and the usefulness of
this guidance. Three quarters (75%) of local authorities that responded to the online
questionnaire reported finding Defra’s Guidance for Local Authorities on Implementing the
Biodiversity Duty (Defra 2007) useful, whilst a further 3% (three) of authorities were aware of
the guidance but did not find it useful; 10% of authorities (nine) were not aware of the guidance.
Views on the usefulness of the Defra guidance obtained through the follow-up interviews were
mixed. Some authorities said that they had found it useful, whilst 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 document.
The view was expressed by some authorities that that there is a need for short accessible
guidance (e.g. a leaflet) targeted at specific departments within the local authority.
Some local authorities interviewed thought that the guidance was mainly of relevance to the
local authority’s biodiversity officer or equivalent (where authorities have such a post),
highlighting the concern that was raised by the NGOs that took part in the project workshop
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about some authorities’ lack of awareness of the need to deal with biodiversity as a cross-cutting
issue.
At the workshop, the NGOs expressed the opinion that there is plenty of good guidance
available on implementing the duty and on biodiversity in general, and that they did not see any
need for additional guidance. However, they were of the opinion that there was a need for
existing guidance to be taken more seriously at the senior level within public authorities.
In addition to Defra’s guidance for local authorities, the majority of authorities that responded to
the online questionnaire which had used the other main guidance documents relating to the duty
and biodiversity found them to be useful, namely:
• Guidance on the Improved Local Biodiversity Indicator (NI 197) (Defra, 2008)
(76% of authorities found this useful, whilst a further 7% were aware of it but did
not find it useful);
• Guidance on Section 41 NERC Act 2006 - habitats and species of principal
importance in England Guidance on Section 41 NERC Act 2006 - habitats and
species
of
principal
importance
in
England:
https://www.ukbapreporting.org.uk/news/ details.asp?X=45 (63% of authorities found this useful,
whilst a further 3% were aware of it but did not find it useful); and in Wales,
• the Wales Biodiversity Framework (Wales Biodiversity Partnership, 2008) (71% of
authorities found this useful, whilst a further 12% were aware of it but did not find
it useful); and
• the Biodiversity Checklists (Wales Biodiversity Partnership) (84% of authorities
found this useful, whilst a further 12% were aware of it but did not find it useful).
Other guidance that local authorities reported as finding useful included:
• Integrating Biodiversity into Development - a Guide for Planners and Developers
in Essex, Southend and Thurrock. Essex Biodiversity Project Planning Group
http://www.essexbiodiversity.org.uk/Default.aspx?pageid=122 .
• Planning Policy Statement 9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation and the
accompanying Circular and Good Practice Guidance.
• Local Authority Services and Biodiversity. Your Statutory Obligations. The
Wildlife Trusts. Three authorities that responded to the online questionnaire and a
further four authorities interviewed cited this as a particularly useful guidance
document as it provided clear and concise advice on integration of biodiversity
across local authority functions in an easy to use and digestible format (an eight
page glossy colour brochure).
• Duty Bound? Biodiversity conservation in London Boroughs - expanding the
agenda. (Mayor of London, London Biodiversity Partnership & Natural England,
2008).
• Framework for Biodiversity (Association of Local Government Ecologist 2005).
• Local sites. Guidance on their identification, selection and management. (Defra,
2006).

l:\projects\ea-210\#24000 projects\24368 review of biodiversity duty in section 40 of the nerc act\1 client\reports\final
report\final report\ctx 0811 review of biodiversity duty final rr025i4.doc

© Entec UK Limited
May 2010

38

• Local Biodiversity Action Plans.
During the follow-up interviews, a number of local authorities said that the duty had been useful
in raising awareness of biodiversity at more senior levels within the local authority as the initial
letter advising local authorities of the duty was sent by Defra to the Chief Executive or Head of
Environment; some local authorities also said that the questionnaire survey that was issued as
part of this study has had a similar effect. Some local authorities advised that more updates on
the duty sent to officers at that level by Defra would be useful in maintaining this awareness at a
higher level within the local authority.
3.5.3
Availability of biodiversity information
Another potential barrier to implementation of the duty is a lack of access to the species and
habitat information that local authorities need if they are to have regard to biodiversity when
exercising their functions, as set out in the “checklist for compiling an evidence base for
biodiversity” in the Guidance for Local Authorities in Implementing the Biodiversity Duty
(Defra 2007). Such information might include, for example, protected species records, habitat
inventories, species and habitat data for Local Wildlife Sites, and up to date biodiversity survey
information for both the land within their ownership or control and the land within their
administrative area.
The results of the online questionnaire indicate that only 8% of local authority respondents had
not made use of information on legally protected species or BAP priority species/habitats (see
Table 3.10). 35% of local authority respondents provided or hosted a local records centre that
holds biodiversity information, whilst 84% provided support for or worked in partnership with
local record centres.
As part of the follow-up interviews, sample local authorities were questioned about whether
they had all the information that they needed to meet their requirements under the duty. The
majority of those interviewed stated that they had all the information required through their
relationship with the local records centre, although some reported that they lacked the resources
to access information held by the local records centre. However, it is possible that some of
those who said that they had sufficient information may not have recognised the full breadth of
data that would ideally be required to implement the duty, in particular the need for up to date
biodiversity survey information for both the land within their ownership or control and the land
within their administrative area.
Although 84% of local authorities that responded to the survey reported that they had
undertaken surveys to inform land/estate management, when questioned, the extent of such
surveys was often limited to surveys of nature reserves or Local Wildlife Sites to inform the
production of habitat management plans, and surveys of local authorities’ entire estate (if
conducted) were often over 20 years old.
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Table 3.10

Use of biodiversity information by local authorities

Type of information

% (no.) of local
authorities
which reported
that they used
biodiversity
information

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

92% (84)

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

97% (88)

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

91% (83)

Other biodiversity information

19% (17)

3.6

Lessons learnt

Discussions with authorities during the telephone interviews and with the NGOs at the
workshop identified a number of important lessons that authorities had learnt with regards to
implementing the duty. These are listed below.
• Having a Biodiversity Champion among council members can be more useful in
promoting biodiversity amongst members than advice coming from an officer, as
there can be a ‘them and us’ attitude between council members and officers.
• Having a dedicated biodiversity officer or team (or equivalent) is crucial in
providing sufficient resources to promote the duty, integrate it across all relevant
local authority functions and undertake actions to conserve and enhance
biodiversity, in addition to providing advice on planning applications (which often
takes up a large proportion of the time of biodiversity officers in local authorities).
If district councils cannot afford to provide a biodiversity officer in house, it is
important to have access to a biodiversity team at the county level.
• Buy-in from senior officers is required to push implementation of the duty up the
local authority agenda.
• Frequent reminders of the importance of the duty from Defra/Government/WAG
would assist in keeping the biodiversity duty on local authorities’ agendas and
demonstrating the political will to make it happen.
• Targeted guidance in the form of short leaflets aimed at individual departments
(such as highways or planning) explaining how they can incorporate biodiversity
into their functions can be very useful in promoting awareness and encouraging the
integration of biodiversity across local authorities.
• The influence of the person with responsibility for biodiversity within the local
authority is important; if their views are not given sufficient weight, as can be the
case if they are quite junior within the local authority, or do not feel able to push
the biodiversity agenda, then implementation of the duty by the council is likely to
be weaker.
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• Working in partnership with local landowners and nature conservation
organisations can be very effective, enabling local authorities to achieve much
more with limited resources than by working alone.
• Implementing the duty is not cost neutral. In particular, it can be very time
consuming for the person with responsibility for implementing it. For example, it
takes time to engage colleagues in other departments, and once they have been
successfully engaged considerable further inputs are required to provide advice on
how to implement the duty.
• Implementing the duty can have benefits in addition to those directly related to
biodiversity, including:
- increased communication with colleagues in other departments and senior
officers;
- community engagement and education; and
- reduced management costs (e.g. by reducing mowing frequencies).
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4.

Public bodies other than local
authorities

4.1

Introduction

This section of the report considers the response to the duty of public bodies other than local
authorities (henceforth referred to as public bodies), including to what extent the objectives of
the duty have been achieved by public bodies, lessons learnt by public bodies in implementing
the duty, barriers to implementation of the duty experienced by public bodies and case studies
illustrating examples of good practice of implementing the duty by public bodies.
For the purpose of this study, public bodies in England and Wales have been divided into the
categories listed in Table 2.1. Given the wide range of functions of these types of bodies,
implementation of the duty may be expected to vary between them. This study therefore
examines any key differences in implementation of the duty between the different categories of
public bodies.

4.2

Study participants

A breakdown of the number of each type of public body that responded to the survey and took
part in the telephone interviews is provided in Table 4.1, which also shows the number of each
type of public authority invited to take part, and the percentage that responded. A summary of
the number of each type of public authority which took part in the study by region is provided in
Table 4.2.
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Table 4.1

Number of public bodies operating in England and/or Wales which completed the
questionnaire survey and took part in the telephone interviews

Type of public body

No. of public
bodies which took
part in the online
questionnaire
survey (% of the
no. of invitees)

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

No. of public
bodies invited to
take part in the
study

Government and agencies

33 (15%)

10

225

Central government department

9

1

Non-ministerial government department

4

2

Departmental executive agency

5

Non-departmental public body

7

2

Government office

3

1

Regional development agency

2

Regional assembly

1

1

Welsh Assembly Government
departments

2 (14%)

2

14

Community councils

118 (1%)

10

c.10,000*

AONB boards/National Park
Authorities

4

49

15 (31%)

AONB board

4 (12%)

1

34

National Park Authority

11 (73%)

3

15

Universities

23 (19%)

3

119

Other public bodies

30 (4%)

N/a

724

Police authority

1 (2%)

N/a

52

Fire authority

6 (12%)

N/a

47

NHS trusts

2 (<1%)

N/a

477

Utility company

8 (19%)

N/a

43

Sea fisheries committee

4 (30%)

N/a

13

Harbour authority

6 (6%)

N/a

92

Museum

2

N/a

NA

Commissioner/ombudsman

1

N/a

NA

Unspecified

2

N/a

NA

Total - including community councils

221 (2%)

27

11,117

Total - excluding community councils*

103 (9%)

17

1,117

(14%)

(7%)

1

183

0

28

* These councils were contacted through representative bodies (see section 2.1.2) and there is therefore
no certainty that they all received the questionnaire.
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Table 4.2

Summary of the number of public bodies which took part in the study by region

Region

No. of public bodies that took part in the online questionnaire survey and in
the telephone interviews (the latter in italics)

Government and
Agencies

Community
Councils

AONB
Boards/
National
Park
Authorities

Universities

Other
Public
Bodies

Total

West Midlands

1

9

0

4

2

16

East Midlands

0

18

0

2

2

22

East of England

2

9

2

2

3

18

London

1

0

0

2

4

7

South-east England

0

13

1

4

3

21

South-west England

0

5

1

0

6

12

Yorkshire and the
Humber

1

16

0

2

1

20

North-east England

0

19

1

3

1

24

North-west England

0

12

1

2

1

16

All regions

10

0

0

0

0

10

More than 1 region

2

1

5

0

3

11

Not specified

1

2

1

0

0

4

England total

18

104

12

21

26

181

Interviewed

5

6

2

3

NA

16

Wales

2

14

3

2

2

23

Interviewed

2

4

2

0

NA

8

England and
Wales/GB/UK

13

0

0

0

2

15

Interviewed

3

0

0

0

NA

3

Total

33

118

15

23

30

219

4.3

Overview

Awareness of the duty varied greatly between the different types of public body (see Table 4.3).
Whilst awareness was very high in Government and agencies and AONB boards/National Park
Authorities (97% and 100% respectively of those that responded to the online questionnaire),
only 43% of community councils and 61% of universities were aware of the duty, although
higher numbers of these public bodies thought that biodiversity was relevant to their functions.
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Table 4.3

Awareness of the biodiversity duty by public bodies

Authority Type

% (no.) of public bodies which
were aware of the biodiversity
duty

% (no.) of public bodies
which considered
biodiversity to be
relevant to their function

Government and agencies

97% (31)

84% (26)

Community councils

43% (51)

76% (88)

AONB board/National Park Authority

100% (14)

100% (14)

University

61% (14)

100% (23)

Other public bodies

90% (26)

97% (28)

The extent to which public bodies have undertaken actions that contribute towards
implementation of the duty and the extent to which these actions were taken as a result of the
duty was found to depend greatly on the remit of the body. For example, conservation of
biodiversity is integral to the remit of some Government and agenciessuch as Natural England,
the Countryside Council for Wales, The Crown Estate, the Highways Agency and the
Environment Agency; National Park Authorities also have a duty to conserve biodiversity that
predates the biodiversity duty. Such public bodies were often implementing many actions to
promote, conserve and enhance biodiversity before the duty, and as such, the duty has had a
relatively minimal impact on these public bodies.
Some public bodies (e.g. universities), can influence biodiversity primarily through their land
management responsibilities and building programmes, whilst for others, for example those
which only rent offices and have no biodiversity function, there is a less obvious link to
biodiversity, and as such, a lower level of implementation of the duty. These public bodies
typically undertake a lower level of action for biodiversity than those with a specific
biodiversity remit, but a higher proportion of this action has come about as a result of the duty.
For example, 80% of Government and agencies that responded to the online questionnaire
reported incorporating biodiversity into land management policy, with 28% saying that this was
as a result of the duty, whereas 38% of community councils reported undertaking such action,
with 16% reporting that this was as a result of the duty. There is therefore some evidence that
the duty has had some effect in raising the level of consideration of biodiversity by those public
bodies for which it is a more peripheral part of their functions.
During the telephone interviews it became clear that it was often difficult for public bodies to
determine to what extent the duty had influenced the actions that they had taken in respect of
biodiversity, as it is just one of many drivers that have influenced their biodiversity work. The
main drivers for undertaking action for biodiversity independently of the duty identified by
those public bodies interviewed were as follows.
• Government and agencies: pre-existing statutory duty; part of their remit; as part of
Environmental Management Systems (EMS).
• Community councils: personal interest of a council member in wildlife matters;
desire to improve the local community environment for the benefit of the local
residents; Green Flag scheme (for biodiversity in parks).
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• AONB Boards/National Park Authorities: biodiversity conservation is a
fundamental part of the remit of these public bodies.
• Universities: staff and students, e.g. through the formation of student
environmental volunteering groups and through projects undertaken or supported
by academic staff; Participation in the EcoCampus scheme (an award scheme and
EMS based on ISO 14001for the higher education sector) that has a module on
biodiversity; recognition that having an estate that is biodiverse and has a high
quality landscape helps to attract new students, and to attract and retain staff; a
perceived ‘moral duty’ to conserve biodiversity.
Although it was often difficult for public bodies to identify to what extent the duty had
influenced their actions in respect of biodiversity, many of the public bodies interviewed noted
that the duty had been valuable in providing additional weight to the requirement to consider
biodiversity and provided extra justification when seeking funding/approval for biodiversity
conservation and enhancement projects. However, some public bodies (in particular
Government and agencies) reported specific actions arising as a result of the duty, some
examples of which are provided below and in Case Studies 4.1 and 4.2.
• Government and agencies:
- producing actions plans incorporating biodiversity for all sites that they own or
manage;
- undertaking a review of what the public body can do/has been doing to
implement the duty, the results of which were used to make recommendations
for improving implementation of the duty;
- implementing a more formal reporting/recording protocol to ensure that the
public body could demonstrate undertaking actions to conserve/enhance
biodiversity in compliance with the duty, and/or to act as an exemplar;
- establishing a “policy gateway” aimed at heads of departments so that in
developing new policy they must think about biodiversity (see Case Study 4.2
for details);
- developing closer working relationships between policy officers and
biodiversity specialists;
- holding internal workshops with staff to promote the duty;
- holding external training sessions to promote the duty to other public bodies;
- including a compulsory biodiversity element in all policy papers, even where
not directly relevant (e.g. human resources, finance);
- producing internal guidance on biodiversity;
- issuing a letter to all local authorities promoting the duty;
- including biodiversity within corporate environmental audits/sustainable
development action plans; and
- introducing a target for volunteering days by staff.
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• Community councils:
- including biodiversity within an environmental policy or equivalent; and
- undertaking surveys of council-owned land to establish its existing biodiversity
interest and identify ways of improving it.
• AONB boards/National Park Authorities: The AONB boards/National Park
Authorities interviewed reported that the vast majority of their actions relating to
biodiversity were undertaken independently of the duty, as a result of their preexisting statutory duties with regard to biodiversity. The sole exceptions were
Welsh National Parks, where specific measures requested by the Welsh Assembly
Government had been implemented, including appointment of a Biodiversity
Champion and reporting on implementation of the duty (see section 5 for details).
The Brecon Beacons National Park Authority was also responsible for training
Biodiversity Champions in other Welsh local authorities and public bodies.
• Universities:
- producing a university BAP with specific reference to the duty; and
- producing a sustainable development strategy and strategic implementation plan
which include biodiversity.

Case Study 4.1: Implementing the Duty - Welsh Assembly Government
The Welsh Assembly Government (WAG) is responsible for promoting the biodiversity
duty in Wales. In addition to promoting the duty with other public bodies, WAG has put in
place measures to implement the duty within its own structure and functions, in order to
act as an exemplar to other public bodies. Measures taken in promoting the duty within
WAG and with other public bodies include:
•

writing to all departments to establish what they are doing to implement the
duty - the responses to this consultation will be used to make
recommendations for improving implementation;

•

establishing a policy gateway aimed at heads of WAG departments to ensure that the implications for
biodiversity are considered in the development of any new policy; The policy gateway includes the Policy
Gateway Integration Tool which consists of a checklist for those developing new policies to assess the
contribution of the policy to criteria under four themes, one of which is “a sustainable environment” and
includes the following criterion relating to biodiversity: “ Ensuring the diversity of nature is valued by increasing
the area and quality of wildlife habitats?”

•

requesting all Welsh local authorities to have a council member who is responsible for promoting biodiversity
within the authority (a ‘Biodiversity Champion’); and

•

requesting all local authorities to be audited annually on their implementation of the duty.
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Case Study 4.2: Implementation of the duty- The Crown Estate
The Crown Estate has a strong commitment to biodiversity issues, reflecting the requirement for it to act as a
responsible steward of the Estate. One of the three core values of The Crown Estate is stewardship (i.e. sustainability)
and consequently stewardship, which relates to biodiversity as well as other attributes of the Estate, is addressed in all
its key reports, policies and strategies. The duty, therefore, reinforces existing commitments to the conservation and
enhancement of biodiversity, but, in addition, The Crown Estate explored whether there was any room for improving the
implementation of the duty, particularly in respect to the reporting of its actions.
One consequence of this review was the production of The Crown Estate’s BAP. This is divided into four sections, with
a BAP for each of the main parts of the Estate: the urban estate; the rural estate; the marine estate; and Windsor Great
Park. Under this framework, The Crown Estate has undertaken a wide range of projects designed to conserve and
enhance biodiversity, including:
•

installing bee hives on one of its properties on Regent Street, in central
London;

•

funding the development of a software tool that will help to predict the
impact of fish farming on the marine estate (with a primary focus on the
impacts on biodiversity);

•

providing financial support for a Marine Stewardship fund, which provides
grant funding to a range of marine biodiversity projects - including a
project to develop a native oyster biodiversity action plan;

•

developing management plans with a strong biodiversity element for
properties on their rural estate; and

•

clearing conifers, invasive non-native tree species and rhododendrons
from Windsor Great Park.

Although the BAP was produced in response to the duty, it should be noted that many of the actions contained within
the BAP were being undertaken independently of the duty, reflecting The Crown Estate’s role as a responsible steward
of the Estate.

A more detailed review of the performance of public bodies in relation to the objectives of the
duty is provided in sections 4.4.1-4.4.4.

4.4

Impact of the duty

4.4.1
Objective A: To raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity
The duty was perceived as being most successful in raising the profile and visibility of
biodiversity by other public bodies, 62% of which that responded to the online questionnaire
reporting that the duty has had some impact in this regard, whilst the duty was perceived as
being least successful in achieving this by community councils, with only 15% reporting that
the duty has had some impact in raising the profile and visibility of biodiversity (see Table 4.4).
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Table 4.4

Impact of the duty in raising the profile and visibility of biodiversity

Objective

Level of
impact

% (no.) of public bodies

Government Community
and Agencies Councils

Raise the profile or visibility Some impact 52% (15)
of biodiversity
Significant
10% (3)
impact

AONB
Boards/
National
Park
Authorities

Universities Other
public
bodies

15% (15)

60% (9)

32% (7)

62% (18)

5% (5)

13% (2)

5% (1)

10% (3)

This objective includes raising awareness both internally within public bodies and externally,
with the general public, businesses and organisations. These two aspects are considered
separately below.
Internal awareness raising
Details of the percentage of public bodies which responded to the online questionnaire that had
undertaken actions to raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity are presented in Table 4.5,
which also indicates the percentage of public bodies which undertook such actions as a result of
the duty (either wholly or in part).

Table 4.5

Actions undertaken by public bodies to raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity
within the organisation

Action

% (no.) of public bodies which reported that they had undertaken
action to promote biodiversity within the organisation

Government
and Agencies

Community
Councils

AONB
Boards/
National
Park
Authorities

Universities

Other
public
bodies

Due to
duty

29% (9)

0% (0)

33% (5)

0% (0)

20% (6)

Total

42% (13)

3% (3)

67% (10)

17% (4)

40% (12)

Issued internal
guidance to
staff/personnel on
biodiversity

Due to
duty

30% (9)

5% (6)

27% (4)

4% (1)

37% (11)

Total

60% (18)

11% (12)

73% (11)

43% (10)

67% (20)

Set aside time for
staff to undertake
voluntary
conservation work

Due to
duty

16% (5)

3% (3)

20% (3)

9% (2)

10% (3)

Total

58% (18)

11% (13)

60% (9)

52% (12)

23% (7)

Held training
event(s) on
biodiversity with
staff/personnel
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Action

% (no.) of public bodies which reported that they had undertaken
action to promote biodiversity within the organisation

Incorporated
conservation and
enhancement of
biodiversity in any
advice provided
either externally
or internally
Other action

Government
and Agencies

Community
Councils

AONB
Boards/
National
Park
Authorities

Universities

Other
public
bodies

Due to
duty

40% (12)

8% (9)

40% (6)

9% (2)

45% (13)

Total

77% (23)

21% (24)

100% (15)

48% (11)

72% (21)

59% (19)

20% (23)

80% (12)

26% (6)

63% (19)

These findings indicate that community councils were least likely to have undertaken
awareness-raising activities, with a maximum of 21% incorporating biodiversity in advice,
whilst AONB boards/National Park Authorities were the most likely to have undertaken such
activities, with all reporting incorporating biodiversity into advice. Universities were much less
likely than Government and agencies, AONB boards/National Park Authorities and “other”
public bodies to have undertaken awareness raising activities, with only 11% having issued
guidance on biodiversity to staff, compared with 60%, 73% and 67% respectively, although they
were still more likely to have undertaken such activities than community councils.
It is clear from the results presented in Table 4.3 that much of the work that public bodies have
done to raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity within the organisation was done
independently of the duty. When interviewed, many public bodies were unsure as to the extent
to which the duty was a driver in respect of the activities they had undertaken to raise the profile
of biodiversity, although a number said that the duty provided them with opportunities to raise
biodiversity with colleagues. However, regardless of whether such activities were undertaken
as a result of the duty, they contribute to the objectives of the duty, and therefore provide
examples (as set out below) of the types of activity that public bodies can undertake to promote
biodiversity within their organisations.
• Government and agencies:
- holding training events and workshops for staff on biodiversity issues, and on
the duty itself; and
- producing internal guidance for staff on biodiversity issues and implementation
of the duty.
• Community councils:
- holding a training course on biodiversity; and
- circulating guidance on the duty to councillors by email and through council
meetings.
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• AONB boards and National Park Authorities:
- holding training sessions/workshops for staff and members, either specifically
on the duty or as part of wider biodiversity training;
- promoting the duty through the staff newsletter; and
- providing reference to the duty as background information in reports.
• Universities:
- holding a workshop on biodiversity;
- raising awareness through participation in local “In Bloom” competitions, part
of the Royal Horticultural Society’s Britain in Bloom campaign, which aims to
create a greener Britain through community gardening projects. One of the
criteria for judging is the “environmental friendliness” of the project, including
its contribution to biodiversity;
- raising awareness through a biodiversity working group or environment/
sustainability board, or similar; and
- staff attendance at events run by the Wildlife Trusts and other organisations.
• Other public bodies:
- including the biodiversity duty in internal environmental audits;
- producing a guidance note/briefing paper for staff on the duty;
- raising awareness though internal staff newsletters/e-Bulletins;
- raising awareness though internal business excellence awards;
- providing information about biodiversity on the corporate web page;
- staff attending workshops on biodiversity;
- holding an annual biodiversity event, with walks, talks etc;
- holding presentations and workshops for staff on biodiversity and/or
implementation of the biodiversity duty;
- internally circulating information relating to the duty; and
- briefing through the organisation’s Sustainability Forum (or similar).
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Case Study 4.3: Promoting biodiversity within the public body -Countryside Council for Wales
The Countryside Council for Wales’ (CCW) remit includes acting to conserve and enhance biodiversity. Nevertheless,
the duty encouraged CCW to look more specifically at what it does as an organisation, with the aim of establishing if
there was anything more that it can do to conserve and enhance biodiversity. One important mechanism that was
identified through this process (and one that can be attributed directly to the duty) is that all papers to CCW’s Council
now have to include a biodiversity assessment, even for those areas (e.g. finance, human resources) where the papers
that they are presenting may seem to have very little relevance to biodiversity. CCW has also held internal workshops
with its regional staff, to drive home the message of the duty and that it would not be enough to just assume they were
compliant with the duty because of their remit.
Hence, although to the casual observer, CCW would have seemed compliant with the duty without taking any additional
action, the measures that it has taken have improved its compliance with the duty and enable it to act as an exemplar to
other public bodies.

A key aspect to promoting biodiversity within an organisation was seen by both the public
bodies that took part in the follow-up interviews and the NGOs that attended the project
workshop as the availability of a member of staff within the public body with responsibility for
biodiversity. Most public bodies interviewed had at least one member of staff with
responsibility for biodiversity, although this was often only part of a wider responsibility for
sustainability or the environment. Community councils were the exception, with only one
stating that someone had been appointed with a formal responsibility for biodiversity.
Nevertheless a number of the council clerks that were interviewed stated that as they are the
only council employee, they are responsible for dealing with biodiversity issues, on the basis
that they are responsible for dealing with all council issues. In other councils, some members
who were interviewed said that they had taken a lead on biodiversity issues within their council
because they were personally interested in local biodiversity issues.
External awareness raising
Details of the percentage of public bodies which responded to the online questionnaire that had
undertaken actions to raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity are presented in Table 4.6,
which also indicates the percentage of public bodies which undertook such actions as a result of
the duty (either wholly or in part).
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Table 4.6

Actions undertaken by public bodies to raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity
externally

Activity

% (no.) of public bodies which reported that they had undertaken
actions to raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity externally

Government
and Agencies

Community
Councils

AONB
Boards/
National
Park
Authorities

Universities

Other
public
bodies

Due to
duty

35% (11)

3% (3)

33% (5)

0% (0)

20% (6)

Total

55% (17)

8% (9)

73% (11)

35% (8)

11% (37)

Produced or
commissioned
any other new
biodiversity
publications

Due to
duty

26% (8)

3% (3)

14% (2)

9% (2)

13% (4)

Total

42% (13)

3% (4)

86% (12)

35% (8)

37% (11)

Held any public
consultation or
education events
incorporating
biodiversity

Due to
duty

16% (5)

3% (3)

27% (4)

17% (4)

17% (5)

Total

42% (13)

14% (16)

100% (15)

48% (11)

37% (11)

Undertaken any
other relevant
activities

Due to
duty

28% (8)

6% (7)

43% (6)

4% (1)

28% (8)

Total

66% (19)

29% (32)

93% (13)

74% (17)

62% (18)

Issued guidance
for the general
public,
businesses or
land managers on
biodiversity

As with actions undertaken to raise awareness within public bodies, amongst those that
responded to the questionnaire, community councils were least likely to have taken action to
raise awareness of biodiversity outside the organisation, with AONB boards/National Park
Authorities most likely to have taken such action. Again, much of the work that public bodies
have done to raise awareness outside of the public body has been done independently of the
duty. A list of activities undertaken is provided below, with more detailed examples provided in
Case Studies 4.4 and 4.5.
• Government and agencies:
- holding external training workshops on biodiversity issues;
- producing external guidance on biodiversity issues;
- facilitating the implementation of the duty by other public bodies, for example
through producing guidance, holding training workshops and programmes, and
through publicity and awareness-raising campaigns;
- issuing press releases on biodiversity;
- providing funding for regional BAPs;
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- promoting biodiversity-related activities through an organisation’s website;
- undertaking partnership projects with organisations such as the RSPB;
- being involved in projects such as Open Air Laboratories (OPAL) which deliver
biodiversity education to a wide audience;
- including biodiversity in an annual Sustainable Development report or
equivalent;
- referring to biodiversity in responses to correspondence and enquiries from the
public; and
- promoting biodiversity through policies, advocacy work, project delivery and/or
biodiversity partnerships.
• Community councils:
- publicising biodiversity issues, for example through including stories on
biodiversity issues in the parish newsletter;
- other awareness-raising and community biodiversity events;
- incorporating the consideration/enhancement of biodiversity within allotment
agreements;
- providing funds to local schools to develop wildlife study areas;
- holding public meetings with local farmers and landowners;
- consulting local residents on the Parish Plan (which includes biodiversity);
- providing information on biodiversity in visitor information, on websites and/or
on information boards at Local Nature Reserves;
- involving the local Brownie pack in biodiversity enhancement works in the
parish; and
- involving local communities in “In Bloom” competitions, which have a
biodiversity element.
• AONB boards/National Park Authorities:
- providing training events for ecological consultants;
- hosting a local forum for biodiversity, workshops or similar to advise
landowners and others on relevant local biodiversity issues such as land
management;
- producing external guidance on biodiversity issues, as has been done, for
example, in a sustainable design guide for developers that applies to all National
Parks in Wales;
- undertaking environmental education and outreach programmes;
- providing interpretative material relating to biodiversity;
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- providing biodiversity information through the AONB/National Park website;
- holding public events and conferences;
- leading biodiversity projects with volunteers;
- providing development control advice relating to protected species and other
biodiversity issues; and
- providing Biodiversity Champion training to other public bodies.
• Universities:
- holding biodiversity/conservation events;
- establishing biodiversity or practical conservation groups for students;
- creating campus nature walks, designed to encourage staff, students and the
public to experience the natural environment; and
- providing biodiversity information on universities websites.
• “Other” public bodies:
- providing funding for schools’ education programme;
- holding events on biodiversity, either alone or in partnership with other
organisations;
- providing of guidance to commercial and recreational fishermen to avoid
damage to biodiversity;
- holding open days and guided walks to promote biodiversity within their
landholding to the community; and
- providing interpretation boards, interactive displays and information on web
pages, and in customer magazines.
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Case Study 4.4: External awareness raising- Loughborough University
Loughborough University has published a five year biodiversity action plan for the conservation and enhancement of
biodiversity on its estate, and there is also a key measure for biodiversity (“to develop and maintain the biodiversity on
site“) in the university’s strategic implementation plan. Hence, biodiversity is well integrated into the function of the
University.
The university has also been involved in a number of schemes designed to raise awareness of biodiversity. Whilst
these have been done independently of the duty, they serve as
examples of the activities which can be undertaken by universities (and
other public bodies) to raise awareness of biodiversity. Activities
include:
•

establishing a number of campus walks that are designed to
help students and the local community experience nature on
the University campus;

•

establishing a conservation action group, which uses
students as a volunteer resource to undertake practical
nature conservation work and at the same time provides the
students with environmental education and exposure to
nature conservation issues;

•

holding woodland conservation days to get students into the woodlands on campus to undertake habitat
works, such as coppicing, bracken clearance and creation of habitat piles - the University hopes to build this
into a bigger annual programme; and

•

the ‘Trees for Loughborough’ scheme, which is a carbon-offsetting scheme that takes into account biodiversity
issues, as well as promoting action on climate change.

4.4.2

Objective B: To clarify and consolidate public authorities existing
biodiversity commitments
Of the public bodies in each of the five categories of types of public bodies that responded to the
online questionnaire, less than half reported that the biodiversity duty has had some impact in
clarifying and consolidating existing biodiversity commitments (Table 4.7). The duty was
perceived as being least successful in this regard by community councils, only 17% of which
reported that they considered it has had some impact.

Table 4.7

Impact of the duty in clarifying and consolidating existing biodiversity commitments

Objective

Clarify and consolidate
existing biodiversity
commitments

Level of
impact of
the duty

Some
impact

% (no.) of public bodies

Government and
Agencies

Community AONB
Universities Other
Councils
Boards/
public
National
bodies
Park
Authorities

28% (8)

15% (15)

33% (5)

30% (7)

45% (13)

5% (5)

33% (5)

0% (0)

14% (4)

Significant 21% (6)
impact
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The primary ways in which public bodies can clarify and consolidate their existing biodiversity
commitments are through producing an overarching biodiversity strategy or policy document,
and through the introduction of corporate biodiversity objectives or a corporate Biodiversity
Action Plan or Strategy. The number and percentage of each type of public body that responded
to the online questionnaire which reported taking these actions is provided in Table 4.8.
Amongst the authorities that responded to the online questionnaire, AONB boards/National
Park Authorities were most likely to have produced such documents, whilst community councils
were least likely, with only 6% introducing a corporate strategy or objectives. Of those public
bodies which had reported undertaking such action, typically under half had undertaken this
action as a result of the duty.

Table 4.8

Action undertaken to clarify and consolidate existing biodiversity commitments

Type of action

Introduced any
overarching
biodiversity policy or
strategy to clarify or
consolidate existing
biodiversity
commitments
Introduced any
corporate
biodiversity
objectives or a
corporate
Biodiversity Action
Plan

% (no.) of public bodies which reported having undertaken action
undertaken to clarify and consolidate existing biodiversity
commitments

Government
and Agencies

Community
Councils

AONB
Boards/
National
Park
Authorities

Universities

Other
public
bodies

Due to
duty

29% (9)

4% (5)

33% (5)

17% (4)

27% (8)

Total

45% (14)

13% (15)

93% (14)

61% (14)

50% (15)

Due to
duty

22% (7)

2% (2)

27% (4)

17% (4)

23% (7)

Total

47% (15)

6% (7)

87% (13)

57% (13)

43% (13)

Case Study 4.5: Clarifying and consolidating biodiversity commitments - Newton-on-Ouse Parish
Council
Newton-on-Ouse Parish Council recently produced a Parish Plan, one chapter of which is on the environment, with a
specific focus on biodiversity. The plan includes reference to Local BAP species that are found in the parish (such as
great crested newt), as well as other species that are locally important (such as the tansy beetle), and sets out an action
plan for biodiversity in the parish. The main driver of this process was not, however, the biodiversity duty, rather that the
council felt that this was the right thing to do for the local community – a belief that was supported by the results of the
parish plan questionnaire, which confirmed that the environment and biodiversity were strong priorities for residents in
the parish.
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4.4.3

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)
Less than half of any of the five categories of public bodies that responded to the online
questionnaire reported that the biodiversity duty has had some impact in increasing the
integration of biodiversity within public body functions (Table 4.9). The duty was perceived as
being least successful in this regard by community councils, only 17% of which reported that
they considered the duty as having had some impact. However, the majority of Government
and agencies (7 of 10), universities (2 of 3), and AONB boards/National Park Authorities (4 of
4) interviewed had taken some kind of action to integrate biodiversity into the functioning of
their public body, whereas relatively few (3 of 10) community councils had undertaken such
action. Where such action had been undertaken, this was often independent of the duty (see also
Table 4.10), which may explain the difference between the proportion of public bodies that had
undertaken action to integrate biodiversity compared with the proportion that reported that the
duty has had some impact in this regard.
There were some notable exceptions in Government and agencies, particularly in Wales (e.g. the
Welsh Assembly Government and Countryside Council for Wales), where significant changes
had been brought about as a result of the duty. These are explored in more detail in section 5.

Table 4.9

Objective

Impact of the duty in increasing integration of biodiversity into public body functions

Level of
impact

% (no.) of public bodies

Government and Community AONB Boards/ Universities Other
Agencies
Councils
National Park
public
Authorities
bodies
Increase the integration Some
31% (9)
of biodiversity issues with impact
the public bodies
Significant 7% (2)
everyday functions
impact

12% (12)

27% (4)

26% (6)

45% (13)

2% (2)

27% (4)

4% (1)

10% (3)

A summary of the percentage of public bodies that responded to the online questionnaire which
reported undertaking actions to integrate biodiversity into their functions is provided in Table
4.10. These include measures such as incorporating biodiversity into new strategies and
policies, introducing an EMS which considers biodiversity, and addressing biodiversity in land
management planning and policy. The measures taken to clarify and consolidate existing
biodiversity commitments, described in section 4.4.2, such as producing an overarching
biodiversity strategy or policy documents and through the introduction of corporate biodiversity
objectives or a corporate Biodiversity Action Plan or Strategy, also contribute to integrating
biodiversity into public body functions.
As for other actions taken to implement the duty by public bodies that responded to the online
questionnaire (see sections 4.4.1, 4.4.2 and 4.4.4), community councils were least likely to have
taken action to integrate biodiversity within their functions, whilst AONB boards/National Park
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Authorities were most likely to have taken such action. The most common action taken by
public bodies was the integration of biodiversity into land management policy, with lower
percentages introducing overarching policies, such as an EMS, or corporate biodiversity
strategy.

Table 4.10

Actions undertaken by public bodies to integrate biodiversity within their functions

Type of action

Incorporated the
protection/
enhancement of
biodiversity in new
strategies and
policies for which
biodiversity is not
the main focus
Introduced an
Environmental
Management
System that
incorporates
biodiversity
considerations

% (no.) of public bodies which have undertaken actions to integrate
biodiversity within their functions

Government
and
Agencies

Community
Councils

AONB
Boards/
National
Park
Authorities

Universities

Other
public
bodies

Due to duty

31% (10)

8% (9)

40% (6)

17% (4)

47% (4)

Total

66% (21)

21% (24)

93% (14)

70% (16)

73% (22)

Due to duty

28% (9)

6% (7)

21% (3)

22% (5)

30% (9)

Total

53% (17)

18% (21)

43% (6)

57% (13)

63% (19)

Addressed the conservation and
enhancement of biodiversity in
relation to management of the
land or buildings they own or
manage through:
• Land or estate
management
policy

Due to duty

28% (7)

16% (15)

36% (4)

17% (4)

33% (9)

Total

80% (20)

38% (36)

91% (10)

61% (14)

56%
(15)

• Grounds
maintenance
and/or facilities’
management
contract(s)

Due to duty

33% (8)

18% (17)

27% (3)

30% (7)

37%
(10)

Total

75% (18)

55% (52)

82% (9)

78% (18)

63%
(17)

• Plan or
specification for
management
activities (e.g.
timing of works)

Due to duty

29% (7)

18% (17)

36% (4)

22% (5)

33% (9)

Total

63% (15)

49% (46)

91% (10)

65% (15)

63%
(17)

• Other

Due to duty

8% (2)

1% (1)

9% (1)

0% (0)

11% (3)

Total

13% (3)

5% (5)

27% (3)

4% (1)

22% (6)
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Although the majority of
reported incorporating the
and specifications, during
was typically restricted to
estate.

all public body types (with the exception of community councils)
conservation and enhancement of biodiversity in management plans
the interviews it was identified that this was limited in extent, and
a small number of sites rather than for the whole of the authorities

The public bodies that took part in both the questionnaire survey and the follow-up telephone
interviews reported undertaking a wide variety of measures to improve the integration of
biodiversity within their functions, in addition to those listed in Table 4.10. A summary of the
measures that they identified is provided below, with more detailed examples provided in Case
Studies 4.7 and 4.8.
• Government and agencies:
- production, promotion and implementation of a corporate Biodiversity Action
Plan;
- inclusion of biodiversity in a Corporate Strategy, Environmental Strategy,
Sustainability Strategy or equivalent;
- audit of the public body’s biodiversity or environmental performance;
- internal awareness-raising activities (see section 4.4.1);
- review of what the public body can do/has been doing to implement the duty,
the results of which were used to make recommendations for improving
implementation of the duty;
- establishment of a ‘policy gateway’ aimed at heads of departments so that in
developing new policy they must think about biodiversity (see Case Study 4.2);
- development of closer working relationships between policy officers and
biodiversity specialists;
- implementation of clauses relating to biodiversity in contracts;
- introduction of a mechanism whereby all papers to council have to include, as
standard, an assessment of the impact on biodiversity of the proposals; and
- adoption of an EMS to ISO 14001 which includes a biodiversity element.
• Community councils:
- adoption of an environmental policy which specifically refers to the duty to
conserve biodiversity; and
- inclusion of biodiversity in a Parish Plan.
• AONB boards/National Park Authorities:
- internal restructuring of staff to bring different teams (including the ecology
team) closer together for better integration of the various aspects of the National
Park’s responsibilities (Snowdonia National Park);
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- provision of guidance and advice on biodiversity to colleagues in other
departments as required;
- internal awareness-raising activities;
- inclusion of biodiversity in the National Park Management Plan, which sets out
how biodiversity should be addressed across all functions of the public body;
- the development of protocols for the assessment of planning applications; and
- review of response of the public body to the biodiversity duty.
• Universities:
- creation of a biodiversity working group or environment/sustainability board, or
similar;
- adoption of biodiversity as a key performance measure;
- production of a sustainable development strategy/strategic implementation plan
or equivalent, which includes biodiversity;
- participation in the EcoCampus scheme;
- development/improvement of a biodiversity policy/BAP;
- liaison with grounds staff and environmental academic staff to identify potential
projects to implement the duty; and
- production of a public realm design guide for the university which includes a
biodiversity element.
• “Other” public bodies:
- incorporation of biodiversity into grounds maintenance contracts;
- integration of biodiversity into a corporate Sustainability Policy; and
- adoption of an EMS to ISO 14001 which includes a biodiversity element.
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Case Study 4.6: Integrating biodiversity within public body functions- Warwick University
When the University of Warwick updated its Environmental Policy in 2006,
consideration was given to the implications of the biodiversity duty. This
resulted in more explicit reference to biodiversity than had hitherto been the
case. A key aspect of the policy relates to the management of the university’s
estate, which comprises over 500 hectares on two distinct sites, including large
areas of green space. As well as addressing the conservation and
enhancement of biodiversity on its estate, the revised policy refers to raising
awareness of biodiversity and wider environmental issues.
The policy states that the university will:
•

“seek to integrate a consideration of environmental issues into all
relevant aspects of the university’s teaching and research activities;

•

in conjunction with local, national and other agencies, promote and raise awareness of good environmental
management policies and practices among staff, students and other stakeholders across the university;

•

promote a purchasing policy which favours those products and services which cause the least harm to the
environment;

•

continue to reduce the consumption of primary raw materials (including fossil fuels, water and energy) and
seek to enhance the contribution of energy efficient, low carbon measures, recyclable components and
renewables;

•

implement sound long-term waste management strategies to reduce overall waste production and increase
the recycled component of the waste stream;

•

encourage and facilitate sustainable modes of transport to, from and within the university; and

•

develop and maintain the grounds and buildings of the university in an environmentally sensitive way, seeking
to protect and enhance natural habitats and biodiversity.”

Case Study 4.7: Integrating biodiversity - New Forest National Park
Biodiversity is a core part of
the remit of National Park
Authorities, reflecting the
fact that one of the two key
purposes of the National
Park is:
“to conserve and enhance
the natural beauty, wildlife
and cultural heritage of the
National Park”. National
Parks and Access to the
Countryside Act 1949.

Image © New Forest National Park Authority photographic library

It is in response to this combined with the biodiversity duty that the New Forest National Park Authority has taken many
measures to integrate biodiversity into its functions. Some of these could be adopted by other public authorities as a
means of improving their performance in relation to the biodiversity duty. These measures include the introduction of a
biodiversity checklist to enable developers and planners to determine when a biodiversity survey should be submitted in
support of a planning application, provision of biodiversity training to members and the establishment of an
environmental practices’ group to look at the consequences of the New Forest National Park Authority’s practices for
biodiversity, as well as other environmental considerations.
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The results of the questionnaire suggest that there is room for improvement in terms of
integrating biodiversity within public bodies’ development programmes; only around 60% of
public bodies responsible for a building programme reported “often” incorporating measures to
conserve and enhance biodiversity in new development, and with the exception of AONB
boards/National Park Authorities, only around 50% reported “often” commissioning
biodiversity surveys to inform development proposals, with even fewer using biodiversity
information to inform development proposals (see Table 4.11 - very few (only 5%) of
community councils were responsible for a building programme, and data for these are not
therefore presented in the table).

Table 4.11

Implementation of actions to have regard to biodiversity in development proposals by
public bodies

% (no.) of public bodies responsible for building
programmes which reported that they “often”
implemented actions to have regard to biodiversity in
relation to development proposals

Government and
Agencies

AONB
boards/
National
Park
Authorities

Universities

Other
public
bodies

Commissioned/undertaken biodiversity
surveys to inform development proposals

50% (6)

80% (4)

57% (12)

53% (8)

Used pre-existing biodiversity information to
inform development proposals

42% (5)

80% (4)

33% (7)

53% (8)

Incorporated measures to conserve and
enhance biodiversity within new developments

58% (7)

100% (5)

62% (13)

60% (9)

Implemented monitoring to ensure that
measures put in place to conserve/enhance
biodiversity are successful

50% (6)

50% (2)

29% (6)

47% (7)

Total responsible for a building programme

38% (12)

33% (5)

91% (21)

50% (15)

Objective D: To have a beneficial impact for biodiversity conservation
Less than half of the public bodies that responded to the online questionnaire in any of the five
categories said that the biodiversity duty has had some impact with regards to its objective to
have a beneficial impact on biodiversity conservation (Table 4.12). In contrast, a higher
percentage of public bodies reported that their actions due to the duty had resulted in either
conservation or enhancement of biodiversity (Table 4.12) or reported benefits to biodiversity
(such as improvements in SSSI condition - see Table 4.14). Similarly, much higher percentages
of public bodies reported undertaking actions designed to benefit biodiversity (see Table 4.13).
4.4.4

For example, all AONB boards/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 (see Table 4.13). The
difference between the relatively low percentage of public bodies which reported that the duty
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has had some impact on biodiversity conservation and the much higher percentages which have
undertaken projects to conserve and enhance biodiversity reflects the findings of the telephone
interviews that many of the activities undertaken to benefit biodiversity were either not due to
the duty or that it was unclear as to the extent to which the duty was a driver for those activities.
Community councils were notably less likely than other types of public body to perceive that
the duty had some beneficial impact on biodiversity, which reflects their lower awareness and
implementation of the duty; furthermore only 39% reported undertaking projects with the
specific aim of conserving or enhancing biodiversity (see Table 4.13).

Table 4.12

Impact of the duty as perceived by public bodies

Perceived impact

% (no.) of public bodies

Government
and Agencies

Community
Councils

AONB Boards/ Universities Other public
National Park
bodies
Authorities

The duty has had some
beneficial impact on
biodiversity conservation

38% (11)

18% (18)

33% (5)

35% (8)

45% (13)

The duty has had a
significant beneficial impact
on biodiversity conservation

3% (1)

4% (4)

3% (20)

0% (0)

10% (3)

Public bodies’ actions due to 52% (15)
the duty have resulted in
conservation of biodiversity

20% (21)

69% (9)

20% (4)

52% (15)

Public bodies’ actions due to 43% (13)
the duty have resulted in
enhancement of biodiversity

24% (25)

62% (8)

32% (7)

52% (15)
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Table 4.13

Actions undertaken by public bodies to benefit biodiversity

Activity

% (no.) of public bodies which have undertaken actions to conserve or
enhance biodiversity through their land/estate management activities

Undertaken
projects with
the specific
aim of
conserving or
enhancing
biodiversity
Undertaken
any land or
estate
management
activities
designed to
benefit
biodiversity
Designed or
modified
buildings to
benefit
biodiversity
“Often”
incorporated
measures to
conserve and
enhance
biodiversity
within new
developments*

Government
and Agencies

Community
Councils

AONB
Boards/
National
Park
Authorities

Universities

Other
public
bodies

Due to duty

30% (9)

11% (12)

33% (5)

26% (6)

41% (11)

Total

57% (17)

39% (44)

100% (15)

78% (18)

78% (21)

Due to duty

42% (8)

12% (11)

30% (3)

30% (7)

44% (11)

Total

84% (16)

38% (35)

100% (10)

83% (19)

76% (19)

Due to duty

30% (7)

9% (5)

36% (4)

22% (5)

26% (7)

Total

65% (15)

18% (10)

64% (7)

65% (15)

59% (16)

58% (7)

60% (3)

100% (5)

62% (13)

60% (9)

*based on the total number of public bodies which are responsible for a building programme which answered the
question

In addition to the activities listed in Table 4.13, public bodies provided numerous examples of
innovative ways of providing biodiversity benefits which would be of benefit to other public
bodies in implementing the duty, regardless of whether they were undertaken for that purpose.
A selection of such activities is provided below, with Case Studies 4.9 and 4.10 provided for
more detailed examples.
• Government and agencies:
- management of designated sites for the benefit of biodiversity, including work
done towards the PSA SSSI target;
- office and estate management for the benefit of biodiversity;
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- support of and grant-funding biodiversity partnerships and projects;
- sponsorship and commissioning of research into biodiversity issues;
- delivery of actions set out in a corporate BAP;
- incorporation of biodiversity measures into new buildings, for example the
construction of green roofs;
- species-specific measures, such as the installation of kestrel nest boxes around
the highways network or the installation of bee hives on Crown Estate
properties on Regent Street in Central London (see Case Study 4.1); and
- allocation of time for staff to volunteer on biodiversity projects.
•

Community councils:
- a wide variety of local community nature conservation projects, for example:
pond creation; wildflower meadow creation; and woodland management;
- improved management for biodiversity of council land, such as cemeteries and
village greens and commons;
- involvement in partnerships with nature conservation organisations such as the
RSPB and Wildlife Trusts to conserve/enhance biodiversity on specific areas of
land within the parish, such as pond creation, tree planting; and
- changes to management regimes, e.g. reduction in frequency of hedge cutting,
changes to grassland mowing regimes to benefit wildflowers.
• AONB boards/National Park Authorities:
- the delivery of actions for biodiversity that are set out in an AONB/National
Park plan or a Local/Strategic BAP, such as, for example, a non-native plant
control/eradication project in the New Forest National Park;
- management for biodiversity of land within the board/National Park ownership,
and provision of advice to other landowners within the AONB/National Park on
land management for biodiversity;
- management and/or restoration of designated sites for biodiversity;
- the delivery of landscape-scale biodiversity projects;
- species-specific projects, such as a large-scale water vole re-introduction in the
Brecon Beacons National Park;
- ensuring maintenance of buildings reflects their biodiversity interest;
- funding research on relevant local biodiversity issues (for example, the New
Forest National Park is funding research on two rare species of bat that are
found in the National Park area - barbastelle and Bechstein’s);
- the development of protocols for the assessment of planning applications; and
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- environmental education and outreach activities for members of the public who
live in or visit the AONB/National Park.
• Universities:
- management of the university estate or campus for the benefit of biodiversity,
both where they are located in a ‘greenfield’ context (for example, Warwick and
Loughborough) and in an urban setting (London Metropolitan University);
- habitat creation and enhancement projects, such as native species woodland
planting, bluebell planting and the provision of bird boxes;
- undertaking ‘greening’ projects within the estate, for example planting native
trees and shrubs, looking into the possibility of retrofitting green roofs and
implementing species-specific measures;
- commissioning/undertaking biodiversity surveys on the university estate;
- incorporating biodiversity considerations into new build projects, this can
contribute to BREEAM assessment credits;
- production of habitat management plans for university-owned land;
- implementation of a biodiversity policy/BAP; and
- production of a public realm design guide for the university which includes a
biodiversity element.
• “Other” public bodies:
- building a community garden at offices;
- working in partnership with other organisations on biodiversity research and
conservation projects;
- joining local biodiversity partnerships;
- entering into agreements with local records centres;
- provision of funding to external organisations for biodiversity projects;
- undertaking partnership projects with nature conservation organisations;
- biological surveys and biodiversity enhancement works as part of capital
projects; and
- management of council-owned land to benefit biodiversity.
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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.”

l:\projects\ea-210\#24000 projects\24368 review of biodiversity duty in section 40 of the nerc act\1 client\reports\final
report\final report\ctx 0811 review of biodiversity duty final rr025i4.doc

© Entec UK Limited
May 2010

68

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)

Total

42% (5)

25% (2)

80% (8)

0% (0)

64% (9)

Designation of
land that they
own as a wildlife
site (including
SSSI/NNR/LNR/
Local Wildlife
Site etc.)

Due to duty

11% (2)

2% (2)

13% (1)

0% (0)

12% (3)

Total

17% (3)

9% (8)

50% (4)

4% (1)

28% (7)

Contributed
towards UK,
country, regional
or local
biodiversity plan
objectives

Due to duty

37% (7)

2% (2)

30% (3)

9% (2)

24% (6)

Total

68% (13)

18% (16)

80% (8)

26% (6)

52% (13)

Other beneficial
biodiversity
impacts

Due to duty

47% (9)

3% (3)

22% (2)

9% (2)

28% (7)

Total

68% (13)

29% (26)

67% (6)

70% (16)

68% (17)

Improved
‘condition’ status
of an SSSI (e.g.
Recovering to
Favourable)1

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)

Total

50% (15)

7% (8)

100% (15)

35% (8)

38% (10)

Due to duty

3% (1)

0% (0)

0% (0)

0% (0)

0% (0)

Total

10% (3)

0% (0)

7% (1)

4% (1)

4% (1)

Due to duty

10% (3)

0% (0)

0% (0)

4% (1)

12% (3)

Total

33% (10)

0% (0)

7% (1)

22% (5)

31% (8)

Due to duty

10% (3)

0% (0)

0% (0)

0% (0)

4% (1)

Total

13% (4)

0% (0)

7% (1)

0% (0)

4% (1)

As part of the
Green Dragon
Environmental
Standard1

Due to duty

7% (2)

0% (0)

0% (0)

0% (0)

0% (0)

Total

10% (3)

0% (0)

20% (3)

0% (0)

0% (0)

UK, country,
Regional or LBAP
species and
habitat targets

Due to duty

10% (3)

1% (1)

27% (4)

0% (0)

11% (3)

Total

33% (10)

4% (4)

100% (15)

0% (0)

26% (7)

Other

Due to duty

10% (3)

0% (0)

7% (1)

13% (3)

12% (2)

Total

20% (6)

1% (1)

13% (2)

22% (5)

15% (4)

Internally agreed
performance
indicators/targets
Biodiversity
Benchmark
As part of ISO
14001
As part of EMAS

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)

Total

57% (17)

14% (15)

100% (15)

43% (10)

74% (20)

Authority has
been a member
of the country or
regional
biodiversity
partnership or a
local biodiversity
partnership

Due to
duty

10% (3)

2% (2)

27% (4)

4% (1)

31% (8)

Total

43% (13)

5% (5)

93% (14)

9% (2)

50% (13)

Authority has
been a member
of a national BAP
priority species or
habitat steering
group

Due to
duty

10% (3)

0% (0)

13% (2)

0% (0)

15% (4)

Total

41% (12)

2% (2)

60% (9)

13% (3)

26% (7)

Authority has had
contact with the
UK, country or
regional
biodiversity
partnership or a
local BAP
Partnership
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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 AONB
Councils
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 4% (1)
duty

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

Other

Government
and Agencies

Community AONB
Councils
Boards/
National
Park
Authorities

Universities

Other
public
bodies

0% (0)

1% (1)

7% (1)

0% (0)

11% (3)

30% (8)

18% (15)

27% (4)

24% (5)

26% (7)

Not specified
Total % (no.) of public body
respondent s that reported
experiencing any barriers1

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

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)

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

50% (15)

8% (8)

83% (10)

24% (5)

46% (13)

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)

Publications relevant to
public bodies operating
in both England and
Wales

Publications relevant to
public bodies operating
in England only1

Publications relevant to
public bodies operating
in Wales only2

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

Information used/
obtained

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

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 guidance5 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 guidance5,6 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

Objective

English authorities

Welsh authorities

% (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 Guide8), 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 Strategy9.
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 (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

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 habitats10).

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 memberlevel ‘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 councilowned 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 200711).
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

1.3)

•

Wales;

•

Scotland;

•

Northern Ireland;

•

Overseas.

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
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.ukbapreporting.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)

Not useful

No

Not Applicable

No

Yes
Useful

Not Applicable

Not useful

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
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:

No

Don’t know

4
4.1)

Policy, strategies and biodiversity
Has your public authority done any of the following?
No

Yes
In response to the duty

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?

Partly in
response to
the duty

Not in response to
the duty

Don’t Not
know Applicable

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

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)

No

Don’t
know

5.1.2B) If YES to BUILDINGS: [If Buildings only – answer this question, then proceed to Question 6.]
No

Yes
In response to
the duty

Partly in
response to the
duty

Not in response to the
duty

Don’t Not
know 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
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)

Partly in
response to the
duty

No
Not in
response to the
duty

Don’t know

Not
Applicable

5.3)
Yes
Influenced by
the duty

Partly in
response to the
duty

No

Don’t Not
know Applicable

No

Don’t Not
know Applicable

Not in response to the
duty

Has your public authority undertaken any biodiversity
surveys to inform your land/estate management

5.4)
Yes
Influenced by
the duty
Does your public authority undertake any land or
estate management activities specifically designed to
benefit biodiversity

Partly in
response to the
duty

Not in response to the
duty

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
6.1)

Planning, infrastructure and development
Is your public authority responsible for a building programme? (YES/NO) [If NO-proceed to Q7]

If YES –
Often
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?

Sometimes

Rarely

7
7.1)

Education, advice and awareness
Has your public authority done any of the following?:
No

Yes
Influenced by
the duty
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?

Partly influenced
by the duty

Not in response to the
duty

Don’t
know

Not Applicable

No

Yes
Influenced by
the duty
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:

Partly influenced
by the duty

Not in response to the
duty

Don’t
know

Not Applicable

8
8.1)

Implementation: Local Authorities
Has your local authority done any of the following?:
No

Yes
Influenced by the
duty
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?

Partly influenced
by the duty

Not in response to the
duty

Don’t
know

Not Applicable

No

Yes
Influenced by the
duty

Partly influenced
by the duty

Not in response to the
duty

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
9.1)

Commitment and contribution to Biodiversity Action Plans
Has your public authority done any of the following?:
No

Yes
Influenced by the
duty
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?

Partly influenced
by the duty

Not in response to the
duty

Don’t
know

Not Applicable

10
10.1)

Measuring progress
Has your public authority measured progress against any of the following biodiversity indicators and targets?:
No

Yes
Influenced
by the duty
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:

Partly
influenced by
the duty

Not in response
to the duty

Don’t
know

Not Applicable

11
11.1)

Use of biodiversity information
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
12.1)

Impact of the duty
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
Conservation of biodiversity
Enhancement of biodiversity

NO

DON’T KNOW

NOT APPLICABLE

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?
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?

Q5.3

Q5.2

Q5.4

Q5.2A

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?
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?
What has been the outcome for biodiversity of this action?

Q5.5.4

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

Q9.1.4

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

Q12.2

Q8.1.2

Q8.1.5
Q8.1.6

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?
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
To what extent has biodiversity been incorporated into specific
high priority local authority documents, for example Community
Strategies, corporate strategies, Local Area Agreements?
What involvement have you had with Local Wildlife Sites
Partnerships?
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, placeshaping activities?

Q8.1.8

Q1

Q2

Q3

Q4
Q5
Q6

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
How has the introduction of the biodiversity duty changed your
authority’s consideration of the enhancement and conservation of
biodiversity?
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
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
How was your authority made aware of its responsibilities under
the duty?
What information was provided and how useful did you find it?
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?

Q7

Q8

Q9

Q10

Q11

Barriers
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
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?
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
Have you experienced any benefits of implementing the duty other
than those related to biodiversity (e.g. improving other functions of
your authority)?
Consultation
Did you consult with anyone in completing
questionnaire, or before this interview? If so, who?

the

online

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

Sheffield City Council

Unitary Authority

Rochdale Borough Council

Unitary Authority

West Midlands
Yorkshire and the
Humber
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
Yorkshire and the
Humber

Ryedale District Council

District Council

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

Government Office for Yorkshire & the Humber

Government Office

West Midlands
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

More than 1 region

Forestry Commission England

Non-Departmental Public Body
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
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Association of
Local Councils

Community council

East Midlands

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

Appleton Wiske Parish Council

Community council

Barnby Dun with Kirk Sandall Parish Council

Community council

Bishopthorpe Parish Council

Community council

Bradfield Parish Council

Community council

Bramley Parish Council

Community council

Burley Parish Council

Community council

Dinnington St. John's Town Council

Community council

Eastfield Parish Council

Community council

Hebden Royd Town Council

Community council

Ilkley Parish Council

Community council

Kippax Parish Council

Community council

Laughton en le Morthen Parish Council

Community council

Newton on Ouse Parish Council

Community council

Redmire Parish Council

Community council

Topcliffe Parish Council

Community council

Upton & North Elmsall Parish Council

Community council

West Midlands
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
Yorkshire and the
Humber
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

Leeds Metropolitan University

University

Sheffield Hallam University

University

West Midlands
Yorkshire and the
Humber
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

Yorkshire Water

Utility company

South-west England
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

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

Scottish Government
Scottish Government

Royal Botanic Garden Edinburgh

Scottish Government

Scottish Government
Scottish Commissioner for Children and Young
People

Scottish Government

Scottish Government

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
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

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

Region

Authority Name

Type of Authority

Scottish Water

Utility company

Region

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

All

The Crown Estate

Non-Departmental Public Body
Non-Ministerial Government
Department
Non-Ministerial Government
Department
Non-Ministerial Government
Department

Cranfield University

University

Associated British Ports
North Western & North Wales Sea Fisheries
Committee

Harbour Authority

East of England
Yorkshire and the
Humber

Sea Fisheries committee

North-west England

Office of Rail Regulation
Ordnance Survey

All
All
All

