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relationships with and impacts on the biosphere . The programme was divided into 14 Project 
arcas whose obpctives were defined by agreement at international level and whose activities were 
carried out both a! intemahnal and at local levels . National Man and the Biosphere Committees 
co-ordinated the national programmes and linked with UNESCO . Of the Projects. Number 11 
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iiom 1985 until 1 July 1997 when the UK re-joined UNESCO. set up a Working Group to look 
at how the UK could tap into and contribute to Project Number 11 from outside UNESCO . 
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in 1987 . 
The Forum is multidisciplinary . It acts as a think-tank and concept-developer using the wide 
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establish concepts and to identify when new research or review is needed . The Forum is 
composed of people actively involved in applying the ideas generated and in working in a variety 
of ways in e~vi&nmental sciences. planning and conservation . 

The Forum has no policy-making or operational role . It is for others to look at any 
rccomnendations the Forum makes and to use them to develop policy . It is for others to translate 

I thCsc policies into action . 
I 

1 (Forum members are listed on the inside back cove 

Foreword .............................................................. 1 

................................ Abstract of the Urban Forum's recommendations 2 

1 . Introduction ....................................................... 8 

2 . Theactors ....................................................... 10 

3 . Siteselection ..................................................... 12 

4 . Strategic framework ................................................ 15 

5 . Consultation ...................................................... 16 

6 . Management Plans ................................................. 17 

7 . Management Advisory Groups ........................................ 19 

8 . .By e.laws ......................................................... 20 

9 . Funding ......................................................... 21 

................... . 10 Inter-Reserve networking and public access to information 23 

................................... 1 1 . The Reserves and other programmes 24 

12 . Northern Ireland .................................................. 26 

....................... . Figure 1 Number of LNRs declared in England 1950-1995 29 

Tables 1-5 ............................................................. 30 

References ............................................................. 34 



Foreword 

Local authorities in Great Britain have had the powers to acquire, declare and manage Local 
Nature Reserves since 1949. These have now assumed added significance since local authorities 
have been developing programmes related to Local Agenda 21 and since the Biodiversity 
Convention gave rise to the UK Biodiversity Action Plan with its contributory Local Biodiversity 
Action Plans. Local Nature Reserves can have important roles in all of this. Further, the 
G o v m n t ' s  emphasis on education reinforces the value the Reserves can hold for local schools. 

English Nature asked the Urban Forum of the UK Man and the Biosphere Committee to consider 
the present situation with regard to Local Nature Reserves. It was intended to use the Forum's 
input in reviewing English Nature's work connected with these Reserves. In developing thinking 
it became clear that a considerable number of actions were needed from a range of organisations 
if Local Nature Resaves were to Mill their potential values to the community and in supporting 
the conservation of nature. There were also some diffennt problems, opportunities and 
procedures in Scotland and Wales which needed addressing. In Northern Ireland, the much more 
recent acquisition by the district councils of powers to provide nature reserves and the rarity with 
which these powers have been used, have led to the situation there W i g  looked at as a separate 
part of this document. 

With the a g r m n t  of English Nature, the Forum has produced and is widely disseminating this 
review with recommendations directed at those with key roles in selecting, declaring and 
managing Local Nature Reserves. 

The Forum hopes that this review: will add impetus and purpose to programmes involving Local 
Nature Reserves; will draw attention to the need to give them higher priority in spite of all the 
other demands on resources; and will add emphasis to their potential not only in nature 
conservation and environmental education but also in community development 

Comments on this document will be welcomed by the Forum's Secretary, Chris Gordon, 
The Wildlife Trusts, The Green, Witham Park, Waterside South, Lincoln LNS 7JR. 



Abstract of the Urban Forum's recommendations 

1. Introduction 

1.1 We urge local authorities to treat LNRs as important components of a wider 
environmental strategy and to link them to local, national and international 
environmental programmes. 

1.2 The Urban Forum of the UK Man and the Biosphere Committee should consider 
all LNRs as potential candidates for its accreditation scheme covering examples 
of best practice in relation to urban and urban fringe systems. 

1.3 We hope that Scot 
than in the past. 

tish N a W  I Heritage can promote LNRs more actively now 

1.4 We suggest that English Nature develops an active dialogue with local authorities 
which do not include policies for LNRs in Development Plans and ones which 
seem reluctant to declare LNRs. 

1.5 We recommend that the Countryside Council for Wales monitors progress 
carefully in the wake of issuing guidelines in 1996. 

2. Theactors 

2.1 We strongly suggest that local authoridies should seek constructive input from the 
Education Department where LNRs are used for education or where such use is 
proposed. 

2.2 We feel it would be very useful for the local authority associations, Association 
of Local Government Ecologists and the Nature Conservation Agencies 
(Countryside Couticil for Wales. English Nature. Scottish Natural Heritage) to 
meet to discuss and decide about: 

provision, access to, and maintenance of an authoritative data-base of 
LNRs which will provide local authorities with helpful information and 
provide a simple mans of monitoring the national picture. (See also 10.2) 

policy and strategy development in relation to LNRs 

bye-laws and the ways in which the model set of byelaws can be kept 
updated in response to need. To approach appropriate Government 
Offices with agreed proposals. (See also 8.1) 

8 standards of m g e m n t  planning to be recommended to local authorities 

8 need for and provision of technical advice. 



2.3 We think it inportant that the Nature Conservation Agencies make their position 
p h k r  than it is. Are they simply statutory consultces, or do they see themselves 
as partners and, if so, w h m  does the balance in the partnership lie? 

2.4 We see it as important for the Nature Conservation Agencies to ensure a 

1 consistent approach and standards of advice across their local offices and to 
monitor the situation annually to ensure this. (See also 5.2). 

2.5 We urge the Nature Conservation Agencies to review the value grants may have 
as a tool and a mans of steering activities into useful and productive areas. (See 

I also 9.1). 

2.6 We feel that the extent to which local communities and/or users are involved 
I netds to be improved. Mechanisms need devising and putting in place to ensure 

this, including those nceded to take input from such sources to wherever action 
and policy is decided. 

3. Site selection 

3.1 We would remind local authorities in their assessment and Nature Conservation 
Agencies in responding to consultation to check carefully that the meanings given 
in the 1949 Act are respected. (See also 5.3,62). 

1 3.2 We recommend that separate evaluations be carried out c 

fauna, flora and habitats 

geology and geomorphology 

I use (actual and potential) for school-based education 
! 

use (actual and potential) for community education 

use (actual and potential) for research 

value to local communities 

3.3 We ask local authorities to note that large sites are able to support a variety of 
uses wh i i  small sites usually cannot. It is our opinion that sites of less than 2 
hectares arc rarely suitable for multiple use unless a considerable investment of 
resources is made. 

, . 
3.4 We feel it would be helpful for Nature Conservation Agencies to debate whether 

LNRs should warrant buffer zones and to do so in the context of current ideas 
about green networks in which high quality sites are set 

4. Strategic framework 

4.1 We are clear in our view that local Development Plans should refa to LNRs and 
proposed LNRs and include policies for them 

4.2 We suggest that it would be constructive if any Development Plan, Natural 
Heritage Strategy, Countryside Strategy, Nature Conservation Strategy, 
Environmental Strategy or similar statutory or non-statutory planning document 
which includes the area under consideration, identifies LNRs as part of a green 
network and relates their functions and uses to the context of any wider green 
network. 

4.3 We are convinced that LNRs should play a part in Local Biodiversity Action Plans 
and that this should be linked to Local Agenda 21 processes. (See also 11.1). 

4.4 We suggest that LNRs can be used as a focus for some Local Agenda 21 projects 
and programnes and lnay be used as part of local environmental monitoring in the 
context of Local Agenda 21. (See also 11.1.11.2). 

5. Consultation 

5.1 We feel it important that consultation (formal and informal) with the Nature 
Conservation Agencies is made as simple and speedy as possible. 

5.2 We suggest that the country-wide standards expected by the Nature Conservation 
Agencies of their staff in responding to consultation, and the justification of these 
standards bc published. reviewed ~eriodicallv and maintained across the board by 
them. (See also 2 .3). 

~rtant that tl ie Nature C 5.2 We believe it impc should intervene 
in any instances where they have reason to think that the requirements of the 
National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act, 1949 arc not W i g  met. (See 
also 3.1.6.2). 

5.4 See 6.3. 

6. Management Plans 

6.1 We advise local authorities to address the following f 
not attempt to combine them in a single documnt: 

our elemen 

short policy statement 

three year costcd work plans rolled forward annually 

site monitoring programme with fed-back loops 

ts separately and 

site data-base. 
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I 
I 6.2 We empha$ise the need to ensure that the requirements of the 1949 Act are met 

in setting out proposals for enhancing and managing LNRs and that no work is 
I 

proposed which does not match the purposes of nature reserves defmed in the 
Act. (See also 3.1.5.3). 

6.3 We r c c o m d  the Nature C o m a t i o n  Agencies to encourage submission of an 
outline, at the least, of the policy statement, initial three-year work plan, and site 
monitoring programme when the formal consultation takes place. 

6.4 We feel that it would be of benefit if the actors discussed and agreed upon 
minimum acceptable standards in t e r n  of site quality and management 

7. Management Advisory Group 

7.1 We take the view that m g m t  advisory groups are so useful that they should 
' be set up unless there are strong reasons against this. Local authorities will find 
it helpful to tap local expertise from universities, specialist societies, and local 
communities. 

7.2 We also belim that user groups can be useful. We recommend local authorities 
to consider setting them up and ensuring that their views are taken .into account. 
If this is not possible, we suggest that re* (annual or biennial) surveys of users' 
views be made. Junior user groups (Junior Management Boards) seem potentially 
valuable on sites used frequently by schools and the Education Department has 
potentidly a valuable role in relation to them. User groups could also give direct 
links to Local Agenda 21 programmes. 

7.3 We believe that it would be an advantage if Nature Conservation Agencies and 
local authorities, in conjunction where appropriate with non-governmental 
cnvironnmtd organisations, canied out locally annual reviews of LNRs perhaps 
as part of a review of broader strategies. 

8.1 We suggest it is important for the Nature Conservation Agencies and local 
authority associations to put in place with the relevant Government Departments 
a means of keeping model bye-laws up-to-date. (See also 2.2). 

8.2 We urge the Government Departments to put in place systems which will ensure 
rapid response to applications for approval of bye-laws where model bye-laws are 
used. 

8.3 We suggest that the local authorities and Nature Conservation Agencies should 
find a way of keeping each other informed about new problems arising on nature 
reserves which the model bye-laws do not cover adequately. 

9. Funding 

9.1 We urge the Nature Conservation Agencies to bring forward plans for new grants 
directed to LNRs and aimed at steering action and encouraging high standards. 
(See also 2.4). 

9.2 We urge local authorities to give high priority to LNRs in strategies and Plans. 
linking them where possible to Agenda 21 targets. Local Agenda 21, Local 
Biodiversity Action Plans and environmental monitoring so as to attract funding 
from outside the authorities as well as horn within. 

9.3 We suggest that the Nature Conservation Agencies and local authorities make a 
joint bid for European and/or Lottery funding for a major programme of LNR 
development 

9.4 We underline the point that the h u e s  relating to funding full-time staff dedicated 
to WRs need exploring by all involved in LNRs and especially by local authorities 
and G o v e r m t  Departments. Such staff are needed if LNRs are to realise their 
potential value to nature conservation and to local communities. 

10. Inter-Reserve networking and public a- to information 

10.1 We recommend the local government associations and the Association of Local 
Government Ecologists to develop a m a n s  of networking between LNR 
managers. 

10.2 We believe it essential that an authoritative and accessible data-base is developed 
which gives basic factual, administrative and nature conservation information 
about all LNRs. The local government associations might take a lead but the 
Association of Local Government Ecologists and the Nature Conservation 
Agencies have potentially valuable roles. ~ u n d i n ~  and maintaining the data-base 
are important issues and might be linked to recommendation 9.3. (See also 2.2). 

10.3 We suggest that the Nature Conservation Agencies should explore facilitating 
annual conferences or regional meetings/workshops to bring together LNR 
managers, advisers and site staff. 

10.4 We t h i i  that it would be helpful if local authorities circulated schools annually 
with basii information about LNRs in their vicinity. Such information should also 
be available to the public in local libraries, community centres, etc. and, in 
Scotland, be sent to the Community Education Service. 

11. The Reserves and other programmes 

1 1.1 We feel it to be very important that clear linkages b a between LNRs 
and work coming out of the Biodiversity Convention e., 21 (in particular 
Local Agenda 21). This should be done not only by those working on 
Biodiversity and sustainability issues but also by those involved in managing and 
using LNRs or in developing policies relating to them (See also 4.3.4.4). 



1. Introduction 
11.2 We strongly recommend local authorities, Government Departments, non- 

governmental organisations and the Nature Conservation Agencies to include 
LNRs in the targets and monitors for Agenda 21. (See also 4.4). 

1 1.3 We urge the Nature Consuvation Agencies to explore in grcater depth the values 
LNRs have far sociUy. This is especiany needed in England where the number of 
LNRs is comparatively large and is rising quickly. The links between nature 
conservation, improved quality of life and other societal values are particularly 
important to establish at this time. 

11.4 We believe that Government should revisit the 1949 Act and its precursor 
documents and, if necessary, amend legislation affecting LNRs so that these places 
meet more closely cumnt thinking and needs. 

/ 12. Northern Ireland 

-1 2.1 We hope that dishict WI lakc positive use of the powers given to them 
to provide LNRs, particurmy to support Local Biodiversity Action Plans. 

12.2 We mphasise the potential that LNRs in or near to settlements have to improve 
quality of life and to give a focus for community development. 

12.3 We urge relevant ceneal Government Departments and district councils to form 
links with those in Great Britain concerned with LNRs and to contribute in 
developing a UK network of sites and a UK data-base for LNRs. 

12.4 We recommend the district councils to consider the possibilities of creating new 
habitats in the course of urban regeneration and derelict land reclamation and 
developing LNRs which will not ohy  help conserve target species but also give 
a resource for education and an amenity for local communities to enjoy. 

12.5 We suggest that those empowered to provide and manage LNRs in Northern 
Ireland will find food for thought in the foregoing sections of this review. 

1.1 LNRs are declared and managed by local authorities under powers given by 
Section 21 of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act, 1949. on 
land in their area of jurisdiction and owned or leased by them or subject to 
appropriate m g m t  arrangements with the owners and occupiers of the land 
concerned. In England a District, Borough or County Council and in Wales a 
County Borough Council rnay delegate its powers, with the full agreement of the 
Parish Council in England or Community Council in Wales, to a Parish Council 
or Community Council, although there is no known instance of this. In Scotland 
only the local planning authority declares LNRs and cannot delegate to 
Community Councils. In exercising their powers under Section 21, the local 
authority must consult in England with English Nature and in Scotland and Wales 
with Scottish Natural Heritage and the Countryside Council for Wales 
respectively. 

The 1949 Act says that LNRs must give special opportunities for studying and 
carrying out research on wildlife or natural features, or be managed so as to 
preserve wildlife or natural features of special interest in the area, or both. This 
has allowed considerable variety in the kinds of places declared as LNRs. It is 
also the case that the underlying motivation for declaring a site a LNR varies 
considerably too. Be that as it may, the majority of LNRs declared up until the 
late-1980s were either of high intrinsii value for wildlife or natural features andfor 
used by schools for field-studies. 

A change cam in the late 1980s when the Advisory Corrmatct for England of the 
Nature Conservancy Council gave its opinion as statutory consultee that the 
wildlife or natural features of a site were of 'special interest' if the public found 
them so for the quiet enjoyment and appreciation of nature. This view was more 
formally published in 1991 [English Nature, 1991/1995]. Staff also became more 
proactive in suggesting LNR designations [English Nature. 1992; Larwood, 19971 
- a considerable change from the reactive-only policy of the 1950s and 1%0s. 

Although there are differences in approach in England. Scotland and Wales, the 
value local communities dace on the wildlife and natural features of sites is seen 
in England and Wales as an important and legitimate factor in commenting on 
proposals for new LNRs, and is being considered in the review currently going on 
in Scotland. 

When this was coupled with work showing the physical and psychological bendits 
of access on a regular basis to natural greenspaces pohde and Kcndle, 19941, the 
societal element became important in encouraging urban local authorities to make 
much more positive use of their powers under Section 21 than had been the case 
previously [BOX, 199 1 (a); 199 1 (b)]. Encouragement to do so is also given in 
d o c m t s  tying LNRs into minimum standards of provision for accessible natural 
greenspace which suggest not less than one hectare of LNR per thousand 
population [Box and Harrison, 1993; Harrison el al. 1995; English Nature, 19961. 
This figure may be hard to achieve in the short t m  in heavily populated areas but 
is a realistic target, as Table 4 suggests. From 127 LNRs in 1985, the total rose 



to 549 m 1995, with most of the new Reserves in urban or urban fringe locations. 
(See Table 1 and figure 1). 

The rise of LNRs coincides with the production, starting in the mid-1980s. of 
strategies for nature conservation, in which urban local authorities were the most 

'active. Most strategies rder to LNRs and many suggest areas for declaration. 
Promotion and guidance litmatme gave impetus to the trend. The aftermath of the 
1992 Earth Summit, and notably the Biodiversity Convention, the Local 
Biodiversity Action Plans linked to if and Local Agenda 21, together with 
heightened public and political awareness have, no doubt, accelerated the upward 
trend. The agencies all suggest now that selecting LNRs should be part of a broad 
environmental strategy covering landscape, nature conservation, environmental 
education and socioeconomic issues. 

The success of the LNRs program has attracted international attention [Barker. 
19951. The concepts have been adopted in some other countries where similar 
arrangements did not exist already. The Urban Forum of the UK-MAB 
Committee has begun an accreditation scheme focussed primarily, but not 
exclusively, on urban LNRs and analogous sites. This aims to piece together a 
network of good examples which will give the basis for study tours and bring the 
managers of examples of best practice together. The network will be a UK 
contribution to the UNESCO MAB Project No.11 on urban systems. Within an 
international &work, rmch of the UK is regarded as being d k t l y  affected by 
urbanisation pressures, unlike areas of comparable size in northem Europe for 
example. Since many nual LNRs, Country Parks and similar sites are generally 
accessible and/or are used heavily for education. so performing important 
functions which benefit the community, the Forum should find it possible to 
consider all as potential sites for accreditation in the context of Project No. 11. 

Success has bought with it some problems. The average size has decreased (see 
Table 2 and Table 3). site quality and standards of management are variable, and 
budgets an not increased m line with increased numbers of Reserves in some local 
authorities. Success is also patchy, with some local authorities very enthusiastic 
but others not For a variety of reasons LNRs have been promoted most actively 
and successfully in England. The clear guidance issued in 1996 in Wales 
[Countryside Council for Wales, 19961 coupled with a more proactive approach 
by agency staff is likely to carry things forward here too. In Scotland work is 
currently in progress to develop Scottish Natural Heritage's work in the field. 

13.1 We urge local authorities to treat LNRs as important components of 
a wider environmental strategy and to link them to local, national 
and international environmental programmes. 

1.2.2 The Urban Forum of the U K  Man and the Biosphere Committee 
should c d d e r  all LNRs 8s potential candidates for its accreditation 
scheme covering examples of best practice in relation to urban and 
urban fringe systems. 

1.2.3 We hope that Scottish Natural Heritage can promote LNRs more 
actively now than in the past. 

1.2.4 We suggest that English Nature develops an active d i e  with local 
authorities which do not include policies for LNRs in Development 
Plans and ones which seem reluctant to declare LNRs 

1.2.5 We recommend that the Countryside Council for Wales monitors 
progress carefully in the wake of issuing guidelines in 1996. 

2. The actors 

2.1 At site level, individual local authorities are the key actors. LNRs arc declared 
and managed under powers which are their sole province. If a local authority 
wants to use its powers it does so. If it does not, no LNRs arc declared. The lead 
department varies from local authority to local authority. Since land-use is 
affected, Planning is often the key department. However, with LNRs being 
extensively used by schools, the Education Department has a potentially valuable 
role not real id as often as it should be. Problems can arise when the department 
pressing for the declaration of the site is not responsible to the land-holding 
committee for the site within the local authority. 

The local government associations have potentially a very important role: giving 
strategic guidance; ensuring reliable data are gathered, encouraging high 
standards; ensuing sensible and useful model byelaws; encouraging networking 
among practitioners and so on. 

The Association of Local Government Ecologists has potentially an important part 
in encouraging high standards in site selection, management, recording and 
monitoring. The Association's indiiual members an the key contacts locally for 
other organisations and are in a position to influence the policies and actions of 
these in relation to LNRs. 

The country nature conservation agencies can, and do, exert a considerable 
influence in their role as statutory consultees. They have been major sources of 
strategic guidance, overall data, and site selection criteria and have, and will 
continue to have, an important role in advising on site management and 
management planning. Except in Wales, where grants are W e d  to approved 
Countryside Strategies, they can give discretionary grants, usually for capital 
projects. However, it is not very clear whether they sce themselves together with 
the key actors, as champions of LNRs. This ambivalence should be clarified. 

The voluntary nature c o r n t i o n  organisations and natural history societies often 
help with site recording and monitoring and frcqucntly give advice on site 
management and educational rrrateriaL On several LNRs they manage the R e m e  
on behalf of the local authority. They often give swng encouragement to the 
local authority to acquire, where necessary, and to manage important sites as 
LNRs In England and Wales the British Trust for Conservation Volunteers has 



traditionally played a strong part in site management usually, but not necessarily, 
as a contractor to the site manager in carrying out estate management tasks. 

Locat communities are rarely involved to the extent they could be. However, in 
many cases local residents - as opposed to local conservation organisations - have 
been prime movers and are intimately involved in site management and use. In 
dmlop'mg Local Agenla 21 programnes, LNRs can offer good opportunities for 
people to improve their local environment and get involved in ways which will 
help community development 

Business, industry, charitable Trusts and similar bodies are seen usually as sources 
of help in kind or of help in the form of grants or gifts of money. They may, 
however, bc involved in other ways too, eg as landowners. South East Water, for 
example, ectively sought declaration of two of its reservoirs as LNRs and 
contributes resources towards their management as nature reserves. In 
Ckamhgton, Forbo-CP has supported declaration of 7 hectares of woodland and 

. grassland which they own as a LNR. 

Central Oovenrmnt Departments and agencies other than the nature conservation 
agencies are rarely involved directly. In England, the Counfqside Commission is 
sometimes involved indirectly where sites which it has helped fund are 
subsequently declared as LNRs. The DETR. Welsh Office and Scottish Office 
deal with byalaws. In other respects local authorities are largely left to their own 
devices, with Government intervening only when proposals or existing Reserves 
are seen to compromise Government policies. 

2.2 Reeommendatiom 

2.2.1 We strongly suggest that local authorities should seek constructive 
input from the Education Department where LNRs are used for 
education or where such we  is proposed. 

2.2.2 We feel it would be very useful for the local authority d a t i o n s ,  
Association of  Local Government Ecologists and the Nature 
Conservation Agencies (Countryside Council for Wales, English 
Nature, Scottish Natural Heritage) to meet to discuss and decide 
about: 

provision, access to, and maintenance of an authoritative 
data-base of  LNRs which will provide local authorities with 
helpful information and pmvide a simple means of monitoring 
the national picture. (See also 10.2.2) 

policy and strategy development i n  relation to LNRs 

bye-laws and the ways i n  which the model set of  bye-laws can 
be kept updated i n  response to need. To approach 
appropriate Government Omces with agreed proposals. (See 
also 82.1) 

standards of  management planning to be recommended to 
local authorities 

need for and provision of  technical advice. 

2.2.3 We think i t  important that the Nature Conservation Agencies make 
their position plainer than i t  is. Are they simply statutory consultees 
or do they see themselves as partners and, if so, where does the 
balance i n  the partnership lie? 

2.2.4 We see i t  as important for the Nature Conservation Agencies to 
ensure a consistent approach and standards of  advice across their 
local ofRces and to monitor the situation annually to ensure this. (See 
also 5.22). 

2.2.5 We urge the Natum Conservation Agencies to review the value granb 
may have as a tool and a means of steering activities into useful and 
productive areas. (See also 9.2.1). 

2.2.6 We feel that the extent to which local communities and/or usem are 
involved needs to be improved. Mechanisms need devising and 
putting i n  place to ensure this, including those needed to take input 
from such sources to wherever action and policy is decided. 

3. Site selection 

3.1 LNRs must be good quality sites. There is no escaping the demands of the 1949 
Act that they must provide special opportunities for study and research and/or 
preserve wildlife or natural features of special interest in the area. 

Opportunities for study and research may or may not be being taken prior to 
declaration. In fact declaration as a LNR often albws opportunities to be rcalised. 
Therefore the site's potential for study and/or research can, and shobld, be 
considered. 

When considaing a site's natural interest, potential interest is not involved. Sites 
are judged on what is there at the time. W h m  habitat and/or spccies protection 
or protection of geological features is the primary reason for wanting to declare 
LNRs, sites need selecting on the basis of systematic survey of the area and review 
of the natural resources. For wildlife sites, this can be done as part of the Local 
Biodiversity Action Plan. 

The main foci for evaluation are: fauna, flora and habitats; gwlogy and 
geomorphology; education at al l  leveIs; research opportunities; and the value 
p l a d  on the natural elements by bcal people and how accessible these in fact arc 
to them. 

In making an evaluation there scans little merit in hying to devii a systan which 
seeks to weigh these different aspects against one another. Each needs separate 



study. The Act docs not make demands of all, but requires special qualities in at 
least one. It is likely that some weighting will be given in selecting sites which 
reflects current local or national thinking, for example the priority suggested in 
Wales for sites near to where people live and which are able to become foci for 
comrunity invohrcmnt and learning [Countryside Council for Wales, 19961 will 
affect site selection. 

Thc r q u k n m t s  of the 1949 Act remain, whatever differences there are in local 
emphasis. For this reason English Nature's guidance is that LNRs should be: 

1. of high natural interest in the local context (SSSI or near equivalent); 

2. of some reasonable natural interest and of high value in the 
District/BoroughlCounty context for formal education or research; 

3. of some reasonable natural interest and of high value in the 
District/BorougWounty context for the informal enjoyment of nature by 
the public; 

4. any combination of 1-3; 

and 

5. capable of being managed with the conservation of nature andlor the 
maintenance of special opportunities for study, research or enjoyment of 
nature as the priority concern. [English Nature, 199111995]. 

This is broadly rcfhtal in comparable guidance h m  the Countryside Council for 
Wales [Countryside Council for Wales, 19961. Scottish Natural Heritage is 
currently considering the issue. 

Local variation should be within the parameters set here. 

While the agencies all recognise the need to keep within the constraints imposed 
by the 1949 Act they arc clearly anxious to see the values which potential LNRs 
have to local communities fully recognised. In particular accessibility, site 
intapretation for the benefit of all users, the focus which LNRs can give for local 
community involvement and development and the enjoyment which users obtain 
are being signalled as important 

the better able it is to demonstrate the functions of an ecosystem. In urban areas 
in particular, the bieger the better if local people are to use and enjoy it and if the 
site is to act as, or contain, a demonstration project. The most successful of the 
highly used urban LNRs are generally the big ones. 

Anecdotal evidence suggests sites of less than 2 hectares are ranly suitable for 
multiple use. Thcy also present m a n a g m t  problems inhacnt in their small size. 
such as small and unstable populations of specks and edgeeffects which pcrmcate 
the site. Thc current debate in Scotland about whether LNRs should have buffer 
zones is particularly relevant to small sites. The issue of buffer zones is one which 
would benefit from wider debate, perhaps in the context of networks of 
greenspace which meet multiple needs. 

3.2.1 w e  would remind local authorities i n  tbar  asa%srnent and Nature 
Conservation Agencies in responding to consultation to check 
carefully that the meanin@ given in  the 1949 Act are respected. (See 
also 5.2.3,6.2.2). 

3.2.2 We recommend that separate evaluations be carried out of: 

fauna, flora and habitats 

geology and geomorphdogy 

use (actual and potential) for school-based education 

use (actual and potential) for community education 

'-- (actual and potential) for research 1 
ue to local communities 

3.2.3 we  asK local authorities to note that large sites are able to support a 
variety of use  while small sites usually cannot. I t  is our opinion that 
sites of less than 2 hedares are rarely suitable for multiple use unless 
a considerable investment of resources is made. 

3.2.4 We feel it would be helpful for Nature Conservation Agencies to 
debate whether LNRs warrant buffer m e s  and to do so i n  the 
context of current ideas about green networks i n  which high quality 
sites are set. 

Large sites arc usually more cost-effective to staff and manage than small ones. 
They are much more likely to be able to accept multiple use without damage and 
without different activities intruding upon one another. The bigger a Reserve is 



/ 4. . Strategic framework 

4.1 While it is quite possible to declare and manage LNRs even if they are not 
mentioned in Development Plans or other local authority formal documents, it 
makes sense for them to be set in a clear strategic framework. This can be done 
m a Nature Conservation Strategy, Countryside Strategy, Natural Heritage 
Strategy, a Local Biodiversity Action Plan or the statutory Development Plan. By 
referring in the Development Plan to specific LNRs, or to specific proposed 
LNRs, a positive land use is given. This has important practical benefits, where 
the land is already m local authority ownership, by signalling to all the authority's 
departments that there is no potential here for other uses. Perhaps as importantly, 
it gives purpose to land which people may have looked upon as redundant space 
waiting for something to happen to it. A degree of political stability is introduced 
which brings social and, often. economic benefits. It also helps a little to move 
away from the impression given, particularly in urban areas, that you only get 
worthwhile nature on left-over bits no-one wants. Policies for site protection can 
be set out in the Development Plan against which planning applications can be 
dttcrmined. 

LNRs are best seen as nodes in multi-functional green networks. This not only 
sets them in a landscape context and sees them as part of an area-wide 
environmental resource, but also draws attention to their importance for nature 
conservation and to their excellence (Barker. 1997). 

Box and Harrison (1993), in commenting on the rapid increase in LNR 
declarations since 1990, say: 'This rapid increase is due to the need to safeguard 
sites which are important to local communities. They are a response by local 
authorities to public pressure for accessible open space which contain interesting 
wildlife habitat" Going on to address the question of minimum targets for natural 
landscapes they suggest one hectare of LNR per thousand population in urban 
areas. With this in mind LNRs can contribute to attainment of targets for 
providing accessible natural open spaces which can be used as sustainability 
monitors Warrison et al.. 19951. Table 4 illustrates the possibilities. They may 
also be important in the context of local and national Biodiversity Action Plans. 
In many cases they can provide a focus for Local Agenda 21 projects. 

4.2 Recommendations 

4.2.1 We are clear in our view that local Development Plans should refer 
to LNRs and proposed LNRs and include policies for them. 

4.2.2 We suggest that it would be constructive i f  any Development Plan, 
Natural Heritage Strategy, Countryside Strategy, Environmental 
Strategy or similar statutory or non-statutory planning document 
which indudes the area under consideration, identifies LNRs as part 
of a green network and relates their functions and uses to the context 
of any wider green network. 

4.2.3 We are convinced tbat LNRs should play a part in Local Biodiversity 
Action Plans and that this should be linked to Local Agenda 21 
processes. (See also 112.1). 

4.2.4 We suggest tbat LNRs can be used as a focus for some Local Agenda 
21 projects and programmes and may be used as part of local 
environmental monitoring in the context of Local Agenda 21. (See 
also 11.2.1, 1122). 

5. Consultation 

5.1 Section 21 of the 1949 Act in para 6 says: "A local authority shall exercise thcii 
functions under this Part of the Act in co-n with the Naturc Conservancy." 

This normally has been taken to mean only consultation prior to declaration. 
Formal consultation is with the conservation agency's Council. In Wales the 
Council itself looks at all proposals, thereby ensuring consistency across the 
Principality. In Scotland, the consultation issue is currently being reviewed but at 
present consultation is with 'the body corporate'. In England, Council delegated 
its functions here to senior officers initially, but currently delegation is to Local 
Tern. This brings with it the risk of local variation in approach, in standards and 
in the priority given to LNRs in spite of published guidelines setting out corporate 
views and standards. Local variation is to be expected and in- welcomed in 
some respects. What is not acceptable is variation which departs from the 1949 
Act definitions or which conpromises the standards either of site excellence or of 
corporate response to consultations. 

It could be argued that everything a local authority does which affects a LNR, its 
management, its use, its resources and so on is exercising its "...functions under 
this Part of the Act..." and should therehre involve consultation with the statutory 
agency. While this is in general impractical and undesirable given the large 
number of LNRs and the small number of agency local staff, it gives agencies the 
locus to intervene where they have any reason to believe that things art going 
badly or where standards are slipping. 

5.2 Reeommendations 

5.2.1 We feel it important tbat awrsultation (formal and informal) with the 
Nature Conservation Agencies is made ps simple and speedy as 
possible. 

5.2.2 We suggest that the country-wide standards expected by the Nature 
Conservation Agencies of the staff in responding to consultation and 
the justification of these standards be published, reviewed 
periodically and maintained across the board by them. (See also 
2.2.3). 

5.2.3 We believe it important tbat the Nature Conservation Agencies 
should intervene in any instances where they have reason to think 



that the requirements of the National Parks and Access to the 
countryside-~d,  1949 are not being met. (See also 3.2.1,6.2.2). 

5.2.4 See t 

Management PI 

i.23. 

ans 

6.1 There are four distinct elements: 

Policy statement (which includes objectives and prescriptions) 

C o d  3-year workplan 

Site monitoring programme 

Sitedatabase 

A Management Plan becomes unwieldy if these separate activities become 
entangled and is usually ignored then because of its size and complexity [English 
Nature, 19941. 

There should be a shwt policy statement or statements which set down why the 
LNR is being declared,-its its local significance, what the main targets 
are, how these are to be attained and, in general terms, who will do what. This 
will be the basis for any LNR summary plan used in bidding for resources. It is 
very important that clear objectives for the LNR are set and prescriptions for 
achieving than given here. 

There should be a costed three gear work plan giving the first year in detail, the 
second and third years in outline, and which is rolled forward annually as part of 
the local authority's planning round. 

There should be a site monitoring programme which looks at whether 
management is achieving the main targets and what is needed to ensure that 
targets are achieved or are adjusted in line with new information. The programme 
must set out clearly how and by whom the results of monitoring will be fed back 
into the work plan and, if necessary, used to adjust the policy statement. 

There should be a site data-base containing species records, results of research, 
interpretative information, environmental data, site user surveys and other social 
science sumy$ records of educational vis'i etc. As the data contained here build 
up they will be used to adjust the policy statement and work plan. However these 
data should not be part of either document but kept distinct from them. 

The agencies should encourage local authorities to prepare draft policy statements 
and work plans at the outset and, ideally, include them with other documents 
when canying out formal consultation. Without them it is difficult: to be 
constructive in consultation; for local people to know what is intended; for 
management to be consistenC or for committees to see how local authority 

A new pond on Den of Maidencraig LNR, Aberdeen. Photo: George Barker 

Horse grazing on Bowthorpe Marshes LNR, Norwich. Photo: Jeremy Burgess i 


























