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Preface

The origins of this book lie in an Economic and Social Research Council
(ESRC) sponsored seminar series exploring the linkages between society,
sustainability and planning and, in particular, in a well-attended seminar held in
Cardiff in May 2000 on the theme of new approaches to countryside planning
and management. Many of the chapters derive from contributions made at that
seminar, though others were added for the sake of completeness.

The result is a volume of essays which explores the new frameworks for
planning and managing the countryside and its natural values, reviews the new
tools being developed to guide the identification, protection and management
of land with environmental value in the countryside, and assesses the value of
these new approaches through several case studies. We did not realize when we
began writing and editing this book how topical its subject matter would
become; but at no time in recent history has the future of the countryside been
the subject of such profound uncertainty and anguished debate. It is now clear
that we are at a watershed: the future of the countryside is bound to be very
different from its recent past. Many groups and professions are now engaged in
a discussion about shaping the future direction of countryside policy and
practice. We hope that this volume will contribute to their endeavours.

We believe that the strength of this book lies in the diversity of the
contributions and their individual subject expertise. However, as with many
edited volumes, such diversity presents the challenge of how to bring together a
large number of disparate contributions so that they cohere into a publication
that hangs together. As editors, we trust that this has been achieved. The
collective experience and expertise of the individual contributors far outweighs
the thoughts and analysis that we as editors can bring to this topic. Our aim has
been to ensure that the individual contributions are clear in their description
and analysis; and that the story told in this volume as a whole adds up to more
than the sum of its many individual parts.

Our first note of thanks must be to the ESRC for their financial assistance
for the seminar that gave birth to the book. However, our greatest debt of
gratitude is to the individual contributors for their chapters, sometimes written
under considerable pressure whilst they attempted to balance this extra task
with their full-time responsibilities in key roles within public, private and
voluntary bodies. We would also like to thank the colleagues, friends, partners
and families of our contributors for their patience and support.

The staff at Earthscan, notably Pascale Mettam who commissioned the
book and Tamsin Langrishe who inherited the project, have been both
supportive and patient. Our thanks also to Janice Edwards and Alex Farr in the
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Department of City and Regional Planning for their assistance with the
illustrations. Our final thanks must be to our respective families for their
tolerance whilst we worked on this project. Also an apology to James and
particularly Thomas who thought that their Dad was working on a Bob the
Builder style blockbuster. We will never again underestimate the effort involved
in editing a book!



Chapter 1

Then and Now: Planning for
Countryside Conservation

Kevin Bishop and Adrian Phillips

INTRODUCTION

Not since the Corn Law debates of the 19th century has the countryside been
such a focus of political and public attention. Fundamental attitudes and
assumptions that have underpinned policy in this field for more than half a
century have been challenged. In recent years, a watershed has arrived: we can be
sure that the future for the countryside will not be a continuation of past trends.

New tools are therefore needed to help us plan and manage the countryside
at a time of unprecedented change. This is what this book is about, and in
particular about the various approaches being developed to promote
environmental concerns. Its main aim, therefore, is to review expetience within
the UK and Ireland in shaping what the Performance and Innovation Unit of
the Cabinet Office has called a ‘a new national framework for protecting land of
environmental value in the countryside’ (1999, p78).

The book’s more detailed aims are to:

* examine the impact of new international and European frameworks for
planning and managing the countryside and its natural values;

* review the range of new tools for the identification, protection and
management of land with environmental value in the countryside;

* assess the value of these new approaches through a range of case studies;
and

* draw conclusions on a new approach to countryside planning.

To set the scene, this introductory chapter outlines what we mean by the terms
‘countryside conservation’ and ‘planning’, looks back at how the countryside
has been planned and managed over the last 50 years, compares this with the
situation now and then identifies the key themes addressed in this book.
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Figure 1.1 7he countryside planner’s bookshelf

DEFINING COUNTRYSIDE CONSERVATION AND PLANNING

In reality, there is no single system of ‘countryside planning’ in the UK but
rather a number of separate systems and initiatives which represent an ad hoc
policy response to different issues that have arisen over time. Despite the
introduction of a ‘comprehensive’ system of town and country planning in
1947, planners (in a statutory sense) have played a limited role in rural land use
— often being mere bystanders to the changes in landscape and loss of ecological
resources that have occurred. Whilst relatively minor built development has
been subject to the full rigour of planning control, major agents of landscape
change, such as afforestation schemes and agricultural improvements, have been
allowed to proceed outside the planning system. In reality, economic forces
driving land management have shaped the countryside far more than has town
and country planning.

That is why our definition of countryside conservation and planning is not
focused only on the statutory system of town and country planning — and the
term ‘planner’ means more here than those professionals entitled to use the
initials ‘MRTPI” (Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute). Rather, we are
concerned with how society plans and manages the natural and cultural heritage
of the countryside in its widest sense. Thus defined, there has been a profusion
of countryside plans and strategies aimed at conserving the countryside. As
illustrated in Figure 1.1, the countryside planner’s bookshelf is now sagging
under the weight of such documents. Moreover, a veritable toolkit of
countryside planning processes has been devised to help identify, conserve and
manage the natural and cultural heritage to help the planner in his or her work
(see Figure 1.2).

The focus of this book is on these new frameworks and processes for
countryside conservation and planning. In particular, these include:
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Figure 1.2 The countryside planner’s toolkit

* methodologies to describe landscape character and natural qualities;

* historic landscape assessments;

* anational to local system of biodiversity action plans; and

* ways of involving local communities in the protection and enhancement of
their own environments.

But despite these innovations, the current framework for rural policy still bears
the imprint, in part, of the thinking of the 1940s. Therefore, before discussing
the key themes addressed in the book in further detail, we briefly recall the
origins of countryside planning and management, and how attitudes and policy
have changed over the past 50 years.

THEN: A LASTING LEGACY

The prevailing view of the 1940s was cleatly captured in the Scott Committee
(1942) Report on Land Ultilisation in Rural Areas. This held that a healthy farming
industry was a sine qua non for national food policy, landscape protection and
the revival of the rural economy (Cherry and Rogers, 1996). For half a century,
this assumption dominated countryside planning and management. The
approach that it gave rise to was characterized by the following themes, each of
which is explored below:

* agricultural fundamentalism;
* containment planning;

* site specific conservation;

* functional divergence;
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¢ domestic drivers;
* community consultation.

Agricultural Fundamentalism

In the early years after World War II, there was a clear view of what the
countryside was for and what should be done to realize this vision. There was a
general determination amongst politicians and policy-makers to develop further
the ‘Dig for Victory” approach to agriculture which had served Britain so well
during wartime. Agriculture was seen as the primary function of rural areas and
the role of farmers was to ensure food security. The role of government was to
support agriculture and provide a policy framework that encouraged food
production and provided a favourable environment for farmers to achieve this.
Successive governments intervened in the agriculture sector in order to foster
and promote domestic food production through price support, production
subsidies, scientific research and special treatment for farmers within the land
use planning and taxation systems. Though it took a different form after the
UK joined the Common Market (now the European Union — EU), production-
focused support continued, and was indeed reinforced, under the Common
Agticultural Policy (CAP). This philosophy of what the late Gerald Wibberley
called ‘agricultural fundamentalism’ only began to be seriously challenged in the
1980s, perhaps most dramatically with the arrival of milk quotas in 1984. But,
despite more than ten years of continual reform to the CAP and national
agricultural policy, some of the framework developed immediately after World
War II remains intact (Performance and Innovation Unit, 1999; Policy
Commission on the Future of Farming and Food, 2002).

Containment Planning

During the inter-war years, Britain took tentative steps towards establishing a
town and country planning system, but in reality progress was slow and
piecemeal. The major impetus for a national land use planning system came
from a trilogy of wartime reports — Barlow (1940), Scott (1942) and Uthwatt
(1942). All three reports took the view that a land use planning system should
have as one of its primary duties the protection of agricultural land. The seminal
influence of the Scott Committee has already been noted. It considered that
planning should be about protecting farmland, and farming should have a prior
claim to land use unless competing uses could prove otherwise. Such thinking
was embodied in the Town and Country Planning Act 1947, which was largely
designed to protect the countryside and agricultural land from urban
encroachment. The planning system not only sought to contain urban
development in order to safeguard agricultural land, it also imposed minimal
controls on agricultural and forestry enterprises. The use of land and buildings
for agriculture and forestry was (and remains) excluded from the definition of
development contained in the 1947 and all subsequent planning acts; hence
there is no need to obtain planning permission for agriculture or forestry
operations. Also, most building or engineering operations carried out for
agriculture or forestry purposes are classified as permitted development under
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the General Development Order (GDO) Schedule 2. Though some limited
erosion of this freedom has taken place over the years, successive governments
have resisted pressure from amenity and conservation interests to extend
planning controls over a variety of farming and forestry activities. Indeed, strong
protection of agricultural land has been the bedrock of national planning policy
in the UK for over 50 years (Green Balance, 2000). In so far as the planning
system has protected the rural heritage, it has been primarily achieved
incidentally, through the protection of the best, most versatile agricultural land
from urban development. Since the formal planning system has played such a
limited role in protecting the landscape, nature and the historic heritage within
the farmed and forested countryside, a range of alternative non-statutory and
often innovative approaches have evolved.

Site Specific Conservation

Conservation was an important part of the post-war vision of building a ‘Better
Britain’. The National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 marked
the culmination of decades of argument and lobbying about the need for
conservation of the countryside. Under the Act, conservation efforts were to
be focused on the designation and notification of protected areas — special
places identified as such because of their scientific or amenity value. For
example, the newly established Nature Conservancy was charged with notifying
owners and appropriate authorities of the value of ‘any area of land of special
interest by reason of its flora, fauna, geological or physiographical features” and
from this the SSSI (Sites of Special Scientific Interest) ‘system’ was established.
Similarly, the National Parks Commission was charged with designating National
Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB:s).

The distinction between protected and unprotected places has been
fundamental to policy-making and much of the thinking about conservation in
the UK over the last 50 years (Bishop et al, 1995; Adams, 2003). For many years,
most people probably thought that conservation was something that took place
only within protected areas.

Functional Divergence

The network of nature conservation bodies, environmental groups and
countryside lobbies that developed in Britain during the first part of the 20th
century was united in its concern about unregulated urban encroachment and
the need for protected areas. However, these groups held different views on the
purpose and function of such areas. For example, the arguments of bodies such
as the Society for the Promotion of Nature Reserves and the Council for the
Protection of Rural England (now Campaign to Protect Rural England) was
reflected in the Huxley and Hobhouse Committees’ reports of 1947 on nature
conservation and National Parks respectively (Hobhouse Committee, 1947
Huxley Committee, 1947). Whilst the two committees struggled for a short while
to develop a unified approach, it was not long before the Huxley Committee
opted to follow its own separate route. So, when Hobhouse argued aesthetics,
Huxley argued science; where Hobhouse had access and public benefit in mind,
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Huxley had study and learning; where Hobhouse saw local authorities, working
through the town and country planning system, as the chief deliverers of
countryside protection and enjoyment, Huxley wanted hands-on ownership and
the management of nature reserves by scientists (Phillips, 1995). The National
Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 incorporated these differences
into legislation. By the end of 1949, the ‘great divide’ that would last for 40 years
or so was in place, with National Parks and countryside work separated
institutionally from that on the conservation of nature — and both quite separate
from historic heritage protection. Henceforth, landscape, nature and historic
heritage were to be pursued as separate policy areas (Gay and Phillips, 2000).

Domestic Drivers

Whilst those lobbying for the establishment of National Parks drew some
inspiration from the experience of countries such as the US, in general the
values, beliefs and approaches upon which post-war policy was based were
largely domestic. There was very little influence from beyond these shores and
certainly no significant international drivers to ‘push’ or ‘pull’ domestic policy
until the 1980s (the first nature conservation treaty to affect the UK significantly,
the Berne Convention, was adopted in 1979, which was also the year in which
the Birds Directive took effect).

On the other hand the context used in post-war legislation, and
subsequently, was not particularly sensitive to national differences within Great
Britain. Thus the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949
provided for a common system of nature conservation for Great Britain and a
common system of landscape protection for England and Wales. Whilst
Northern Ireland developed its own legislative frameworks, these mirrored the
approach across the Irish Sea.

Community Consultation

Concepts of community engagement, enablement and participation were
conspicuously absent from the thinking behind the post-war policy framework
that shaped the UK’s approach to countryside conservation and planning, The
model developed was one of top-down, paternalistic delivery with community
involvement often restricted to a limited form of consultation under the formal
planning system.

NOW: A NEW ERA?

A comparison of the legacy of the 1940s with the current context suggests that
a critical point has been arrived at in terms of how we plan and manage the
countryside. The consensus that characterized the approach of successive UK
governments to the countryside has broken down.

First, and perhaps foremost, the predominance of agriculture has been
challenged and notions of ‘agricultural fundamentalism’ potentially consigned
to history — though as some anguished comments from farmers’ interests during
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the recent epidemic of Foot and Mouth Disease (FMD) show, it retains a neat-
mythical following in some quarters. The evidence of damage to landscape,
wildlife and historic heritage brought about by modern agricultural practices
challenged the thinking of the 1940s; it suggested that the price paid by society
for farming’s privileged position was too high. However, history will probably
confirm that domestic food scates (such as BSE — Bovine Spongiform
Encephalopathy) and the FMD epidemic of 2001 were the key national events
in bringing about insistent calls for changes in agricultural policy. Meanwhile, at
the European level the cost of the CAP, and especially of the planned EU
expansion, are driving the search for CAP reform; while globally the move for
change comes from pressures to liberalize trade in agricultural products. The
discussion is now about how to ensure that farmers ate rewarded for positive
management of the countryside in an environmentally responsible way rather
than being subsidized to produce food (Policy Commission on the Future of
Food and Farming , 2002). The minority view expressed by Professor Dennison
in an appendix to the Scott Committee report (1942) has achieved respectability
at last. Furthermore, the debate is not just about what we should be conserving
in the countryside but also about what to restore and enhance. Thus there is
now a need for planning processes that can identify the character of different
areas and guide how that character could be enhanced.

The purposes of town and country planning have had to absorb some
important new influences in recent years, perhaps the most relevant to our
account being the concept of sustainable development. The focus on urban
containment remains, but the sustainable development agenda highlights the
importance of comprehensive and environmentally informed planning systems
(Owens and Cowell, 2001). More particulatly, there is a desire to replace the
old orthodoxy of protecting the best and most versatile agricultural land with a
new set of environmental values that better reflects the character of the
countryside. The new approaches to countryside conservation and planning
reviewed in this book help to identify such values. They should provide the
basis for environment-based rather than agriculture-led planning of the
countryside.

Although there is still a practical focus on site-based nature conservation, it
is now widely understood that conservation needs to move beyond protected
areas to embrace the whole landscape. Protected areas do not exist in a vacuum:
their ecology, and thus their integrity, are influenced not just by internal
management but also by wider processes beyond their boundaries. The practice
of nature conservation has been evolving in the following ways (Bishop et al,
1995):

* from the protection of species towards the protection of their habitats;

* from the protection of species and habitats towards placing their
conservation within the protection of the natural processes upon which
they depend;

* from self-contained nature conservation towards its integration into the
planning and management of the terrestrial and marine environment as a
whole, and into each economic sector;
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* from isolated local and national initiatives towards contributions to
international programmes, guided by internationally agreed criteria; and

* from a concern with scientific and aesthetic qualities towards a recognition
of the importance of biodiversity (ie ecosystems, species and the variety
within species) as a component of sustainable development.

Similar trends in thinking can also be detected in the sphere of landscape
conservation (Bishop et al, 1995):

* from an almost exclusive concern with the protection of the ‘best’ towards
an interest in (a) the diversity of the entire landscape, and (b) local
distinctiveness;

* from a concern with ‘protection’ towards more interest in creative
conservation, both to restore lost features and to create new ones; and

* from an essentially aesthetic approach towards a deeper appreciation of the
ecological, historical and cultural values of landscape and the ways in which
these are interwoven.

Many of the new countryside planning processes are based on the concept of
landscape ecology and the need to develop a landscape-scale perspective to the
conservation of the natural heritage (Adams, 2003). They provide the potential
for innovative thinking about how to connect protected areas and link them to
the wider countryside, rather than viewing them as ‘islands’ of consetrvation.

There have also been important developments in the integration of the
previously separate components of conservation: joining together landscape,
nature and historic dimensions of the countryside and breaking down the
functional divisions that have characterized British conservation since the 1940s.
The ‘great divide’ between landscape and nature conservation agencies was, in
structural terms, ended in Wales and Scotland with the establishment of new
integrated agencies — the Countryside Council for Wales in 1991 and Scottish
Natural Heritage in 1992. The appreciation of the historic dimensions of the
countryside has also matured: in particulat, archaeologists and historians now
lay much more emphasis on the links between heritage and nature conservation,
promoting archaeology as a ‘green’ topic which contributes ‘time-depth’ to
understanding the environment (Macinnes and Wickham-Jones, 1992).

Conservation is no longer only about nature, landscapes or history — it is
also increasingly about people. If conservation is to be effective and sustainable
in the long-term, then it must re-connect with people and the local economy. As
is now widely understood (though not always acted on in practice), planners
have to do more than merely consult people on pre-determined plans; they need
to involve them in the formulation and implementation of plans and projects. It
is becoming much more common for policy initiatives related to countryside
conservation or planning to involve some form of community participation.
Indeed, involving local people in decision-making and delivery is often seen as
key to strategies for enhancing and sustaining the rural environment.

Another important factor has been devolution. The changes that followed
the abolition of the former Nature Consetrvancy Council in 1991, and in
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particular the establishment of separate conservation agencies in Scotland and
Wales, were reinforced by the devolution agenda of the Labour government
elected in 1997. This led to the setting up of separate legislatures in both
countries and in Northern Ireland. The significance of this development is very
apparent in those chapters of this book that show how each country is now
adopting its own approach to planning and managing its countryside.
Devolution has led to divergence and diversity. It is in this context that it seems
particularly appropriate to also include the experience of Ireland, which is
probably now only marginally more distinctive from the English approach than
that of the ‘peripheral’ countries of the UK.

Finally, globalization has also affected the practice of countryside
conservation just as it has the face of retailing or manufacturing (Marsden et al,
1993). Despite the protection still afforded by the CAP, global markets
increasingly affect rural land use in the UK as trade liberalization is promoted
by the World Trade Organization (WTO). The environmental movement has
itself been ‘globalized” there are now global pressures for environmental
protection and international frameworks (such as conventions) to secure this. In
countryside protection, as in everything else, the UK no longer exists in
‘splendid isolation’. More and more, countryside, environmental and
conservation policy is made not only in the UK but also in Brussels and globally
—and the flow of ideas is now as international in the conservation sector as it is
in many others. The result is a very creative petiod in countryside conservation
and planning which we hope this book helps to reveal and record.

AN OUTLINE

The book is divided into three parts. Part 1 looks at the wider context for
countryside planning and discusses some of the key drivers behind the new
approaches. By reference to experience in England, Ireland, Scotland and Wales,
Part 2 examines in detail a range of the new approaches to countryside planning,
the thinking behind these, their proposed and actual uses and their effectiveness.
Part 3 explores, through the use of several case studies, the practical use of
these new approaches.

Whilst the tendency may be to look at international policy drivers as part of
a top-down process, this simplifies what is often a complex policy network. In
Chapter 2, Kevin Bishop and Richard Cowell focus on the impact on the UK of
the United Nations Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and, in particular,
the development of biodiversity action planning. The analysis presented
demonstrates the key role of certain environmental non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) in influencing the UK’s position on the drafting of the
CBD and its subsequent implementation. Unlike most other international
conventions and agreements relating to biodiversity, the CBD does not
introduce its own category of protected area; it is focused on ‘process’ rather
than ‘product’. The authors trace the way in which environmental groups, such
as the Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB), used this opportunity
to develop a new system of biodiversity action planning in the UK. This in turn
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has helped such groups acquite resources and increase their political influence.
It is a complex story of policy networks — of who promoted biodiversity action
plans (BAPs), to whom, in what areas and with what results — and of policy
learning, rather than simply a tale of policy implementation.

In contrast to the framework approach of the CBD, the focus of the 1992
EU Birds and Habitats Directives is cleatly on product. The Habitats Directive
provides for the designation of ‘Special Areas for Conservation’ (SACs) which
are to form part of a trans-European network of sites called ‘Natura 2000°.
Special Protection Areas (SPAs), declared under the earlier Birds Directive, will
also be part of this network. In Chapter 3, Dave Burges explores the impact of
these directives on the British planning system and wider countryside policy
frameworks. He notes that, to date, their effect has often been to reinforce site-
based nature conservation and that the thinking about how such sites can be
connected and, in turn, linked to the wider countryside has been secondary. The
analysis presented in Chapter 3 highlights the way in which nature conservation
has been ‘Europeanized’ with decision-making for SACs and SPAs centralized
in Brussels in cases of ‘overriding public interest’.

Chapter 4, by Adrian Phillips and Roger Clarke, is concerned with a new
development: the harnessing of landscape as an international policy instrument,
and the impact of this on conservation and land use policy and practice in the
UK. It considers two significant, parallel and related developments: how
landscape has become a source of international attention, notably through the
World Heritage and European Landscape Conventions; and how landscape has
emerged both as a precious resource in its own right and as a means of achieving
sustainable development. The central argument is that landscape policy is now
becoming an international driver, shaping environmental and rural policy within
the UK. This influence may become even mote pronounced if the UK signs the
European Landscape Convention (ELC).

Countryside consetvation can never succeed without the active engagement
of people. This is the central tenet of Diane Warburton in Chapter 5, who
reviews the European and global drivers for community involvement in
countryside planning, such as Agenda 21, and analyses the UK response.
Community involvement should not be a box in a flow chart for a countryside
planning process, but rather it is a profound challenge for policy-makers. The
need is to ensure local participation, and the key words to guide a community-
based approach ate: listening, honesty and partnership.

As Chapters 2 to 5 illustrate, there is a diversity of approach from the rigid
requirements of the Birds and Habitats Directives to the looser framework of
the ELC. These evolving frameworks have offered a new language to
conservation circles (witness the business-derived terminology of biodiversity
action planning) and new concepts, such as ecological corridors. They also
introduce the concept of accountability to higher levels (eg through the formal
decision-making procedures of the Habitats Directive or the national reporting
requirements of the CBD). Yet these international agreements, conventions
and European directives have grown in an ad hoc way. As a result, it is often
left to the national or even sub-national level to achieve integration between
them.
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Part 2 contains a set of chapters that explore in detail some of the new
approaches to countryside and nature conservation that have been developed in
the countries of the UK and in Ireland, the thinking behind these policy
initiatives, their proposed and actual uses and their effectiveness.

In 1992, English Nature began to look for a rational framework that would
bring together species and habitat targets at a landscape scale. The result was a
biogeographic framework termed ‘Natural Areas’. Keith Porter in Chapter 6
provides an analysis of why Natural Areas were developed, how this was done
and how English Nature and others have used the framework. He reports on
how a natutre conservation agency is tecognizing that biodiversity targets cannot
be achieved through a narrow focus on species, habitats and natural features
and site-based conservation alone. The Natural Areas framework, and the
associated ‘Lifescapes’ initiative, are an attempt to link the various aspects of
heritage — natural and cultural — and communicate these to the partners that
English Nature needs to work with to deliver its own objectives in relation to
nature conservation.

In the last five years, the concept of ‘countryside character’ has become
central to a wide range of activities in landscape and environmental planning
and management in England. It is largely, but not completely, synonymous with
the term ‘landscape character’. Both focus on the use of character as a
framework for decision-making on environmental issues. There are two main
differences: countryside character is a broader, integrating concept that draws
together landscape, wildlife and archaeological and historical aspects of the
countryside, and focuses largely on the rural environment; landscape character
is concerned with all types of landscape, in both town and country. In Chapter
7, Carys Swanwick provides an overview of approaches to the assessment of
countryside and landscape character in England. She explores the evolution of
thinking about countryside and landscape character from its origins in eatlier
work on landscape evaluation and landscape assessment, and examines the way
that methods for assessing chatracter have developed and been applied in a wide
range of practical situations. She also considers the links that exist between this
approach and other emerging tools that have been developed to assist with
planning for sustainable development (such as Village Design Statements and
Quality of Life Capital). Carys Swanwick concludes by calling for research into
the value of this approach in the decision-making arena.

Chapters 8 and 9 deal with the development of landscape characterization
and assessment methodologies in Ireland. Michael Starrett in Chapter 8
describes the work of the Heritage Council which, unlike similar advisory bodies
in the UK, has a remit that embraces most aspects of Ireland’s natural and
cultural heritage. There is no separation of responsibility for the built and
natural heritage, as there is, for example, between the duties of Scottish Natural
Heritage (SNH) and of Historic Scotland (although Chapter 11 shows how
SNH is working to overcome this separation), or between those of English
Heritage and English Nature. Only the Heritage Lottery Fund in the UK has a
comparably broad remit. The European Landscape Convention and the
EUROPARC network were important ‘pull factors’ in the approach developed
by the Heritage Council. Concerns that planning authorities and development
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agencies might act in an ad hoc and ill-informed way without standardized
landscape character were important ‘push factors’. Building upon work
undertaken in England, the Heritage Council has pioneered an integrated
approach to landscape characterization that it is now hoping will be adopted
throughout Ireland.

In parallel with the work of the Heritage Council, the Irish Forest Service
and Department of the Environment and Local Government have funded
research to develop a landscape assessment methodology, described by Art
McCormack and Tomas O’Leary in Chapter 9. They detail the approach adopted
in developing the Irish Landscape Assessment Guidelines and evaluate their
application through case studies concerned with afforestation and wind farm
developments.

Standard approaches to Landscape Character Assessment (such as those
reviewed in Chapter 7) tend to understate the complex ways in which humans
impact on the appearance of the landscape and the length of time over which
this influence has occurred. By focusing on the more recent past and highly
visible historic features, the more subtle connections between vegetation covet,
land use and human history may be undetr-played in the landscape
characterization process. A desite to ensure that historical influences are
propetly reflected in such processes has led to the development of different
techniques for historic landscape characterization. Lesley Macinnes reports in
Chapter 10 on the evolution of historic landscape characterization in Great
Britain and beyond, and provides a preliminaty evaluation of its application.

Chapters 11 and 12 detail the new approaches to countryside conservation
and planning being developed in Scotland and Wales respectively. In Scotland,
Scottish Natural Heritage (SNH) started work in the mid-1990s on what was
then called the ‘Natural Heritage Zonal Programme’ with the aim of developing
an integrated approach to wildlife, landform and landscape protection and
management. As made clear by Roger Crofts in Chapter 11, the objectives of
this initiative derived in part from international thinking about the need to take
a holistic approach to environmental protection, but also from a practical wish
to demonstrate that SNH was delivering on its new integrated remit. Although
he makes the point that it is still too eatly fully to evaluate the impact of the
programme (now called ‘Natural Heritage Futures’), Roger Crofts shows that
the initiative has played an important part in developing the culture of a new
organization.

In contrast to the initiatives in England, Scotland and Ireland, the
LANDMAP approach developed in Wales is based on collaboration rather
than an exclusively agency-led programme, and is described in Chapter 12 by
Rob Owen and David Eager. Thus, whilst the Countryside Council for Wales
has played an important role in developing the L.ANDMAP methodology, it
has done so through the Wales Landscape Partnership which involves the
National Assembly for Wales, the Welsh Development Agency and local
authorities. The methodology is also very different from that used in other
countries in that it attempts to combine natural, cultural and historical
information and has been implemented at a local authority level rather than
through a national initiative.
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It is possible to discern a number of common themes from the chapters in
Part 2:

* Many of the new approaches would not be possible without recent
developments in technology. The widespread use of geographical
information systems has facilitated the analysis of different data sets and
allowed for the ready identification of different character areas. Future
technological developments (web-based mapping and improved three-
dimensional modelling) should further improve the user-friendliness of
these programmes, enable the handling of data from more diverse sources
and extend the range of potential uses.

* They are all area-based methodologies rather than being site-specific.
Consciously or unconsciously, they adopt a landscape-scale approach.

* The approaches are forward-looking and often developed to influence the
programmes and practices of third party organizations (eg government
departments, local planning authorities, landowners).

* There is a country divergence, with each part of the UK (and Ireland too)
developing different approaches. The consistency of approach that
historically characterized British conservation has disappeared.

There are also two important differences between the new approaches to
countryside conservation and planning:

* Some have been more successful at integration than others. ZLANDMAP,
for example, attempts to integrate scenic, sensory, earth science, biodiversity,
historical and cultural information, whilst in England, the Natural Areas
and Countryside Character initiatives have remained as distinct processes.

* There are important differences in terms of orientation. Most approaches
are country-wide and top-down in the sense that the ‘product’ has been
developed in the relevant countryside agency and then made available for
wider use, but LANDMAP is more bottom-up. The LANDMAP
methodology was developed through the Wales Landscape Partnership
Group but then implemented by individual local authorities independently.
Thus, at the time of writing, there was no national Z.ANDM.AP dataset for
Wales.

Part 3 of the book explores, through case studies, the use of these new
approaches. Whilst the choice of case studies is necessarily selective, the analysis
of a number of common issues can be discerned. Julie Martin in Chapter 13
describes how the national work on Landscape Character Assessment (LCA) has
been taken up at local level, not only by official bodies but also land managers,
consultants and community groups. The potential application of the approach in
the areas of development control, impact analysis and land management is
considered. She concludes that, whilst there is still much work to do to refine the
approach, the greater need now is to promote good practice.

In Chapter 14, Kevin Bishop and Richatrd Bate find that there has been little
integration between local BAPs and the statutory town and country planning
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system. There are also issues of consistency of approach within and across
government departments — for example, the conflicting advice being given to
local planning authorities by central government and regional government
offices on the requirements of Article 10 of the Habitats Directive. Yet in other
areas the influence would appear quite profound — for example BAP targets are
being used in the regional chapters of the England Rural Development Plan
and in guiding the distribution of Lottery funding (see Chapter 2).

As Jo Milling makes clear in Chapter 15, the nature of the influence often
depends upon the commitment of one or more key individuals and a willingness
on their part to experiment and take risks. It is also clear that new initiatives in
countryside planning and management call for greater collaboration between
and within local government departments than has been usual in the past.

Finally, in Chapter 16, Diane Warburton’s overview looks at a range of
recent initiatives in which community participation is central, including Parish
Appraisals, Village Design Statements and Countryside Design Summaries. She
concludes that often the value of many of the new approaches to community
participation lies as much in the process as in the product. Indeed, many of the
approaches discussed in this book involve a learning experience for all involved.

All the approaches described in Part 3 are still in their infancy and the
analysis is inevitably incomplete and partial. Moreover, there is an unavoidable
time lag between development and implementation. Whilst there has therefore,
as yet, been no time for a proper evaluation of the new approaches to
countryside conservation and planning, there is a need for such an exercise to
be undertaken soon. It should also consider wider questions about whether it is
possible to ‘plan for nature’, how such approaches should influence economic
development, and what scope there is for knowledge transfer between different
parts of the UK and Ireland.

In conclusion, this book identifies the global drivers, the attempts at joined-
up thinking and the local action that are all features of countryside planning and
management in Britain and Ireland at a historic point of time. The legacy of the
post-war settlement for the countryside is passing into history. A new context is
emerging: it is to be hoped that the tools that are now being fashioned will help
realize the vision of the Policy Commission on the Future of Food and Farming
of a ‘... countryside that is vatied and attractive ... [and that] has regained its
diversity and regional character’ (2002, p11).
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Part 1

The International Context
for Countryside Planning
and Management




Chapter 2

From Sandy to Rio: The Development
of Biodiversity Action Planning

Kevin Bishop and Richard Cowell

This chapter focuses on the impact on the UK of the United Nations
Convention on Biological Diversity (CBD) and, in particular, on the
development of biodiversity action planning. The UK government’s signature
of the CBD at the Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro in 1992 can be seen as a
landmark measure that has had a significant impact on UK policy (House of
Commons Environment, Transport and Regional Affairs Committee, 2000).
Since the signing of the CBD by the UK, and its subsequent coming into force,
the language of nature conservation in this country has shifted significantly, as
the new concern for ‘biodiversity’ began to change the way people thought
about conservation (Adams, 1996). Biodiversity action plans (BAPs) —
combining species and habitat targets, with agendas of action to achieve them —
have emerged to become a widely utilized tool of environmental planning in the
UK.

Whilst the tendency may be to look at the CBD as a top-down global driver
that has provided the framework for biodiversity action planning in the UK, it
will be argued that this perspective ignores a more complex picture whereby
‘domestic thinking’ (and, in particular, the changing strategies of certain
environmental groups) helped influence the UK’s position on the drafting of
the CBD and its subsequent implementation. In the context of a governing
culture generally resistant to the idea of environmental targets, BAPs have been
mobilized skilfully by conservation NGOs at a variety of spatial scales. As a
consequence, BAPs now form an important source of guidance, objectives and
targets for land use planning, the distribution of lottery grants and the allocation
of agri-environment funding. This chapter examines how the BAP concept was
developed in the UK. It is a story of policy networks (of who promoted BAPs,
to whom, in what areas and with what capacity to bring pressure to bear) and of
policy learning. In particular, is there something about the managerialist
language of BAPs, with their claim to a strongly rational approach to planning,
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that enabled them to acquire support from particular quarters? To address these
issues, it is necessary first to understand how the mandate behind BAPs was
pieced together in international arenas.

THE ROAD TO RIO

Work on what was to become the CBD formally commenced in 1987 when the
Governing Council of the United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP)
established an ad hoc working group to investigate the ‘... desirability and
possible form of an umbrella convention to rationalise current activities in this
field [biological diversity], and to address other areas which might fall under
such a convention’ (UNEP Governing Council Resolution 14,/26 (1987), cited
in Glowka et al, 1994). This resolution was, in part, a response to: work by the
IUCN’s Commission on Environmental Law that had coordinated the
production of draft articles for inclusion in a new global treaty on biodiversity;
the proposal contained in Owr Common Future (World Commission on
Environment and Development, 1987) for a species protection convention; and
calls by the US for an initiative to develop a global convention on biological
diversity.

The ad hoc working group concluded that existing conventions were
piecemeal in their coverage. They either covered only internationally important
natural sites (the World Heritage Convention), the specific threat of trade in
endangered species (CITES), a specific ecosystem type (such as the Ramsar
Convention on Wetlands of International Importance) or a group of species
(such as the Migratory Species Convention). Even when taken as a whole, these
treaties were clearly failing to ensure the global conservation of biodiversity.
Nor did they respond well to the broader agendas of sustainable development
advocated by the World Conservation Strategy IUCN, UNEP and WWE, 1980),
Caring for the Earth TUCN, UNEP and WWE, 1991) and the Global Biodiversity
Strategy (WRI, IUCN and UNEP, 1992). These reports shifted the ethos of
conservation from a largely scientific basis and linked it to ethics, development
aims, economic benefits and human survival. The UNEP-appointed working
group determined that the concept of preparing an umbrella convention that
would absorb or consolidate existing conventions would be practically
impossible. Instead, they proposed a framework convention that would build
upon existing conventions by providing overall goals and policies for the
conservation of biodiversity.

At its 15th meeting, held in May 1989, UNEP’s Governing Council
authorized the Executive Director to start work on an international legal
instrument for the conservation of the biological diversity of the planet. This
would address social and economic issues and the use of genetic resources in
biotechnology development as well as more ‘traditional’ conservation issues
(Decision 18/12). The instrument was to be formally negotiated by another ad
hoc working group, in this case composed of technical and legal experts.

As with the negotiation of all international treaties, progress was slow and
negotiation difficult, with issues of power and control over conservation
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resources very much to the fore. The UK delegation was briefed from an early
stage to propose national conservation strategies as a basis for national action to
achieve global aims (McConnell, 1996). The preparation of such strategies, plans
or programmes was seen as a relatively neutral, essentially procedural
requirement but one that would foster a comprehensive national-level process
for the conservation of biodiversity. This position did not always meet with
universal support. For example, the French were keen to support top-down
action that would enable supranational decisions to be taken, whilst many of
the G77 developing nations were initially suspicious of UK-led proposals,
fearing a post-imperialist conspiracy to dictate and impose actions in the
developing world. Importantly, the UK government’s position on ‘national
action as the basis for global agreement’ (McConnell, 1996, p9) brought together
traditional concern for solutions that preserved national sovereignty and new
thinking amongst certain environmental groups in the UK who were attempting
to develop a more rational and planned approach to natute conservation.

This confluence of agendas occurred largely because, unlike previous global
agreements, UK environmental groups were given a role in the negotiation
process. The UK delegation to the first preparatory conference for UNCED
(United Nations Conference on Environment and Development — the 1992
Earth Summit) included a representative from an NGO. This innovation
effectively opened up the negotiation process and it was reinforced by domestic
manoeuvres, notably the establishment of the UK Advisory Group on
Biological Diversity in May 1991. This group was borne out of necessity: the
Department of the Environment (DoE) was leading on the UK’ input to
UNCED and this was placing severe burdens on civil servants (McConnell,
1996). The advisory group was established to try and streamline the consultation
process; to keep interest groups informed about negotiations; to take account
of their views; and to attempt to develop consensus on a UK position
(McConnell, 1996). It brought together different government departments
(Ministry for Agticulture, Fisheries and Food (MAFF), Overseas Development
Administration, DoE, Department of Trade and Industry and Foreign and
Commonwealth Office) with representatives of environmental NGOs (RSPB,
WWF and Wildlife Link), business, academia, and learned institutions such as
Kew Gardens and the Natural History Museum. The establishment of the
advisory group and invitations to some UK environmental NGOs to participate
in the drafting of the CBD gave such groups unprecedented access to policy-
making networks both within the UK and at a UN level. Indeed, such an
emphasis on treating NGOs as partners for sustainable development was a
characteristic common to the UNCED process as a whole.

Negotiations on the CBD went ‘to the wire’ and it is unlikely that agreement
would have been reached but for the imposed deadline of UNCED (Glowka et
al, 1994). The CBD was eventually agreed on the final day of the final scheduled
negotiating session and a record number of over 150 countries signed it at the
Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro. The treaty has been desctibed as a landmark as
it takes a comprehensive rather than a sectoral approach to the conservation of
biodiversity (Glowka et al, 1994). But a key feature of the CBD is the retention
of decision-making powers at the national level. Unlike some other conservation
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treaties, there are no CBD lists of species to be protected or protected areas to
be established. Article 6 requites each signatory to develop national strategies,
plans or programmes for the conservation of biodiversity and sustainable use
of biological resources and to integrate the conservation and sustainable use of
biological diversity into relevant sectoral or cross-sectoral plans, programmes
and policies as well as national decision-making,

The focus on national-level action and priority setting was a practical
response to the concerns regarding ecological colonialism expressed by
developing countries about international mechanisms, but it was also regarded
as desirable for the following reasons:

* The national and sub-national level was seen as the optimum spatial level
for biodiversity to be conserved and biological resources managed.

» States are more likely to adhere to priorities developed at a national level
than to ‘imposed’ global targets.

* The complex nature of biodiversity conservation and management lends
itself to national- and local-level action rather than top-down global
decisions (Glowka et al, 1994).

For the environmental NGOs involved in shaping the UK’ position during the
UNCED process, their international efforts reaped domestic dividends: the
CBD has provided a crucial lever for lobbying and shaping a national plan for
biodiversity. The next step of the story is to explain how the strategies of
conservation groups came to converge with international diplomacy in the
concept of BAPs.

From Preservation to Positive Action

The history and practice of nature conservation in the UK is inextricably linked
to the development of the voluntary organizations who both lobbied for
government action and undertook practical measures to safeguard nature. The
idea of nature conservation, first promoted by groups such as the Selbourne
Society for the Preservation of Birds, Plants and Pleasant Places and the Society
for the Promotion of Nature Reserves (SPNR) has a long history. It is based
largely on the desirability of preserving in perpetuity sites suitable for nature
reserves. At least until recently, the language was of preservation and the focus
was substantially on special sites, a mode of operation that was transferred into
the statutory system of protection. Indeed, the first official report on
countryside conservation in Great Britain contained recommendations to
establish ‘nature sanctuaries’ (National Park Commission, 1931). The
designation of protected areas was formally enshrined in the National Parks
and Access to the Countryside Act 1949, and the newly established government
body the Nature Conservancy began to establish a pattern of post-war
conservation based on the designation and notification of National Nature
Reserves and Sites of Special Scientific Interest.

However, whilst the number of protected areas increased and the voluntary
conservation movement continued to expand, nature continued to retreat.
Despite attempts to strengthen the machinery of protection (witness the Wildlife
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and Countryside Act 1981 and the Wildlife and Countryside (Amendment) Act
1985), the rate of damage to and destruction of the nature resource continued
unabated and, in certain instances, actually increased. The scale of the problem
demonstrated the weakness of traditional site-based nature conservation
measutes: they were insufficient to preserve features of interest within the sites,
especially where impacted by wider ecological and economic processes extending
far beyond the site itself; they also neglected the ecological value of the wider (ie
undesignated) countryside. These systemic weaknesses, coupled with the
institutional deficiencies of leaving responsibility for conservation to special
interest statutory bodies, served to undetline the need for new thinking;

This need was recognized by certain of the voluntary conservation groups,
notably the RSPB. In the 1980s, groups such as the RSPB underwent an
organizational step change. An increase in members, attendant on widening
public concerns for the environment, generated additional revenue: the RSPB
had an annual budget in excess of £30 million by the beginning of the 1990s.
Although benefiting from increased resources, there was growing recognition
that the organization needed to target its resources more effectively if it was to
achieve its stated aim of conserving wild birds and the wider environment on
which they depended. Part of this involved employing staff in fields such as
economics and policy advice; part of it involved applying a focused rationality
to their own conservation agenda. Meanwhile, the production of Red Data Birds
in Britain (Batten et al, 1990) provided, as one official put it, ‘an internal bible’,
which effectively established bird-species conservation priorities. Priority species
were considered to be those that bred or wintered in Britain in internationally
important numbers, had localized breeding or wintering populations, were rare
breeders or had declined by more than 50 per cent since 1960. Having
established conservation priorities (in terms of species and the habitats that
supported them), the RSPB developed an internal system of action plans to
convert the priorities into practical effect (Porter et al, 1994). The action plans
were strategic in nature, covered a five to ten year time span, and identified a
measurable conservation objective. This was a desited end-point in terms of the
numbers, range and/or productivity of a given species; the extent and quality of
the habitat; or the areal extent and quality of sites (Porter et al, 1994). Within
the RSPB, the action plans were used initially to frame the development of
annual work programmes. As such, they represented a new approach that was
more business-like. The focus on outcomes (in terms of targets) and specific
actions to achieve these targets had clear parallels with the language of business
plans. Moreover, the specific aims of the action plans developed by the RSPB
(see Box 2.1), whilst focused on the conservation of wild birds and the habitats
that sustain them, took the RSPB into a whole ecosystem approach and
undetlined the importance of partnership working,

Work on species action plans for birds began in 1989 and by April 1994
plans had been completed for 50 of the 118 Red Data bird species. In addition,
habitat action plans had been prepared for lowland wet grassland, lowland
heathland, Caledonian pine forest, lowland peat bogs and marine habitats. The
RSPB was joined in this task by the Joint Nature Conservation Committee
(JNCC), the statutory conservation agencies and the Wildfowl and Wetlands
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Box 2.1 SPECIFIC AIMS OF RSPB ACTION PLANS

*  ‘Prevent loss of any regular breeding or wintering species due to human activities.

* Achieve a measurable increase in the numbers, ranges and productivity of bittern,
red kite, white-tailed eagle, hen harrier, capercaille, grey partridge, corncrake, stone
curlew, redshank, chough, cirl bunting. These species were selected as being
threatened in their own right or being ‘indicator’ species of threatened or degraded
habitat.

* Achieve the number and range of targets set in Species Action Plans for other Red
Data Book birds.

* Improve the extent and condition of lowland wet grassland, reedbeds, lowland
heath, Caledonian pine forest, dry grassland (as occurring in Breckland) and
deciduous woodland.

*  Slow the rate of deterioration and loss of upland heaths and mires, lowland peat,
and estuarine habitats.

*  Prevent the loss of and limit the damage to internationally and nationally important
bird sites.

* Maintain and, where appropriate, enhance the numbers and ranges of common
bird species.

* Improve the wildlife value of the wider countryside and marine environment.’

Source: Porter et al, 1994, pp6-7

Trust. What started off as a managerial prioritization process for the RSPB
began to influence UK thinking on the CBD through the RSPB’s involvement
in the Advisory Group for Biodiversity discussed above.

The benefits of a convention that supported and required national
strategies, plans or programmes for biodiversity conservation were obvious to
the RSPB and the other NGOs, such as WWE, Plantlife and Butterfly
Conservation, that had come to be persuaded of the merits of the action
planning approach. It would require the UK government to clarify its biological
objectives for the environment, and provide an opportunity to promote an
objective-led approach to the conservation of biodiversity (Wynne et al, 1995a).
But the challenge was significant: after all, the government’s own white paper on
the environment, 7his Common Inberitance (H M Government, 1991), richly
illustrated a deep-rooted political and administrative aversion to setting targets
in the environmental field. Nevertheless, the concept of biodiversity action
planning, initially viewed with scepticism, has become the language of nature
conservation, and has managed to insinuate itself into the state’s governing
machinery. In so doing, the NGOs promoting the concept ceased to be
‘outsiders’ and became instead part of the governing policy network for
biodiversity action planning,

THE ROAD FROM RIO

The CBD was signed in Rio de Janeiro by the UK Prime Minister, John Major,
triggering a series of changes to conservation policy and practice that are still
unfolding, Shortly after the Earth Summit, the Prime Minister wrote to leaders
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of all European Union (then Community) and G7 countties proposing an eight-
point action plan to follow-up the agreements signed at Rio de Janeiro. Included
on this list was a commitment to publish a plan for action on biodiversity and to
establish the basis for ratification of the CBD. The DoE began work on a
national biodiversity plan for the UK almost immediately. This process was
initially ‘closed’ the DoE declined offers from the RSPB and other NGOs to
assist in the process, stating that they would be consulted in due course.

In May 1993, the JNCC organized a meeting at the Royal Geographical
Society to discuss the format, purpose and content of the plan. This event
provided an opportunity for the RSPB and other NGOs to press for an
objective-led approach to the conservation of biodiversity. There was concern
that early drafts of the plan prepared by the DoE were not a plan at all, but
were redolent of the style of This Common Inberitance: more, as one NGO official
satirized it:

an essay extolling the wonders and virtues of the English countryside ... how
wonderfully important biodiversity was [and how| it was terribly important
that we carried on with the policies that we'd adopted ever since 1981 (pers
comm).

The RSPB and other NGOs lobbied for the adoption of an objective-led
approach and used their own experience with species action plans as a model.
Despite some interest in this approach, the government remained largely
sceptical, claiming that whilst it might work for birds it would not be possible
for invertebrates or plants. The government’s conservation agencies were also
initially sceptical about the use of targets for biodiversity — a concern that seems
to have been based on fear of the potential ramifications of not meeting such
targets, the realization of which was not wholly within their control. This
scepticism and, in some instances hostility, prompted certain environmental
groups to start work on their own UK BAP in the summer of 1993 — to test the
efficacy of an objective-led approach across a range of different taxa (Wynne et
al, 1995a).

Thus two parallel processes wete set in motion: the DoE was leading on the
preparation of the official UK BAP, whilst six environmental groups (Butterfly
Conservation, Friends of the Earth, Plantlife, the RSPB, the WWF and the
Wildlife Trusts) were collaborating on the preparation of their own version.
These processes did not take place in complete isolation from each other:
material was fed across from the NGO initiative to government officials, and
vice versa. However, the government remained reluctant to use the advent of a
UK BAP ‘merely’ to set in motion a new planning process. At this stage the
NGO alliance working on the objective-led approach decided to publicize their
thinking. Biodiversity Challenge: An agenda for conservation in the UK (Wynne et al,
1993) was published in December 1993 and set out the basis of a process for
planning to conserve biodiversity in the UK. The central focus was outcomes —
ie what needs to be achieved for individual species, in terms of numbers and
ranges, and for habitats, in terms of extent and quality (Wynne et al, 1993).

The key elements of the ‘Biodiversity Challenge’ approach are illustrated in
Box 2.2. An initial audit of biodiversity was seen as necessary to ensure that
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Box 2.2 KEY ELEMENTS OF THE BIODIVERSITY
CHALLENGE APPROACH

An audit of biodiversity (what do we have?)

A goal, objectives and measurable species and habitat targets (what do we want?)
Priorities (where should we start?)

Implementation of a plan for action (what should we do?)

Monitoring and review arrangements (what have we done? did it work?)

O~ wWwND =

Source: Wynne et al, 1995b, p15

policy decisions and actions would be based on sound information and
knowledge. The audit process would also provide a baseline against which to
monitor and assess biodiversity action planning itself. The document contained
an overall goal for UK biodiversity action, broader conservation objectives and
detailed targets for species and habitats: 530 species targets and 16 habitat
targets were presented as examples. It argued that priorities should be
established according to the criteria adopted in the Red Data Books namely:
priority to the conservation of those internationally important species and
habitats that are present in the UK, and to species and habitats that are
threatened. A key part of the new approach was the production of detailed
action plans for all priority species and habitats, following the model of the
RSPB’s internal action plans, which they had been developing since the late
1980s. These action plans should include a brief analysis of threats, a statement
of biological objectives, broad policies and a plan for action. Although
Biodiversity Challenge did not include costings, it was envisaged that the
individual action plans would be fully costed. The final element of the approach
outlined in Biodiversity Challenge was ‘monitoring and review’. This would
address such questions as whether conservation targets were being met, whether
the conservation targets were the correct ones, and whether priorities for action
had changed. The results of this exercise would then inform what was seen as a
continual, cyclical process of plan—manage—monitor.

The official action plan — Biodiversity: The UK Action Plan (H M Government,
1994) — was formally published in January 1994 as part of the UK’s follow-up
to the agreements reached at the Earth Summit. Whilst 7he UK Action Plan did
not adopt the objective-led approach being proposed by the Biodiversity
Challenge group it did show some evidence of NGO input:

*  The overall goal and objective of both documents were similar in focus, if
not wording. They were both aimed at no further net loss of biodiversity.

* The need for conservation targets was recognized in 7he UK Action Plan.
Late in the drafting stage, following continued lobbying by the Biodiversity
Challenge group, civil servants inserted a list of 59 steps or action points
to conserve and, where practicable, enhance wild species and wildlife
habitats. Number 33 in this list was a commitment to produce action plans
for threatened species; a priority similar to that advocated in Biodiversity

Challenge.



From Sandy to Rio: The Development of Biodiversity Action Planning 27

* Both documents emphasized the need for an integrated approach to
biodiversity conservation. This was underlined by the fact that 7he UK Action
Plan was a Command Paper and presented to Parliament by the Secretaries
of State for Environment, Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, Transport,
Defence, National Heritage, Employment, Scotland, Northern Ireland and
Wales, the President of the Board of Trade, the Chancellor of the
Exchequer, Chancellor of the Duchy of Lancaster, the Minister for
Agriculture, Fisheries and Food and the Minister for Overseas
Development. Thus it had common ownership and could not be portrayed
as an initiative of the DoE — even the Treasury had signed up to the concept
of costed action plans for conservation with detailed targets.

Through its commitment to produce action plans for threatened species in
priority order, The UK Action Plan provided an important entry point for
continued lobbying by the Biodiversity Challenge group. The action plan
contained a commitment to establish a Biodiversity Action Plan Steering
Group, comprising representatives from relevant government departments,
the statutory conservation agencies, NGOs and nominees from academic
institutions and local government. The establishment of this group moved
the NGOs closer to the heart of the policy process. Even though the steering
group was to be advisory, the government would be honout-bound to respond
to its views and recommendations. Moreover, the group was set a specific
brief to:

* develop a range of specific costed targets for key species and habitats for
the years 2000 and 2010 to be published in 1995;

* make recommendations designed to improve the accessibility and
coordination of existing biological datasets, and to provide common
standards for future recording;

* prepare and implement a campaign to increase public awareness and
involvement in conserving UK biodiversity; and

* cstablish a review process for the delivery of the 59 action points listed in
The UK Action Plan.

In January 1995 the Biodiversity Challenge group published a second edition of
Biodiversity Challenge: An agenda for conservation in the UK (Wynne et al, 1995b).
This was a more detailed version of the first report aimed at informing the
implementation of the UK action plan. The document provided more detail on
the objective-led approach that the group wished to see the UK adopt. It
contained detailed examples of species and habitat action plans, and it began to
address the issue of costing biodiversity targets. Rather than re-invent the wheel,
the Biodiversity Action Plan Steering Group decided to contract the Biodiversity
Challenge group to draft the species and habitat action plans that it was directed
to prepate by the government. Thus the role of the NGOs was inverted. While
normally commenting on and attempting to strengthen documents prepared by
government, the NGOs were now placed in the position of actually drafting the
documents and trying to prevent them from being weakened (Tydeman, 1995).
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Whilst the template for BAPs outlined in the two Biodiversity Challenge reports
(Wynne et al, 1993, 1995b) was largely accepted, the costing element still caused
concern within certain government departments (notably MAFF, the Scottish
Office and HM Treasury). The action plan process, if implemented, would
require a change in policy and increased expenditure — both challenging
propositions to a government keen to control public expenditure.

The Biodiversity Steering Group published its report in two volumes: the
tirst, Meeting the Rio Challenge (UK Biodiversity Action Plan Steering Group,
1995a), set out criteria for the selection of species and habitat types of
conservation concern and the second volume contained costed action plans for
116 priority species and 14 priority habitats (UK Biodiversity Action Plan
Steering Group, 1995b). These plans, and the approach that they adopted, were
endorsed by the UK government in its response (H M Government, 1996). By
October 1999 a total of 391 species and 45 habitat action plans were in place
(UK Biodiversity Steering Group, 2001). The government also established the
UK Biodiversity Group as a successor to the steering group and charged it with
producing a report evaluating progress every five years.

RE-FRAMING THE AGENDA

Diffusion and Profusion

As illustrated in Figure 2.1, the BAP process has developed to encompass a
variety of spatial scales and different formats. At a country level, country
biodiversity steering groups have been established and they have identified
their own priorities and programmes within the context of the UK BAP (see
Figure 2.1). In Scotland, a Scottish Biodiversity Group was set up in 1996,
with representatives from departments of the Scottish Executive, farming and
land-owning groups, conservation NGOs as well as the scientific community
(Ekos Ltd, 2001, p6). Several of the English regions have prepared regional
BAPs.

The official backing given to the BAP process has also galvanized significant
practical action at a local level. The UK Biodiversity Action Plan Steering Group
(1995a, 1995b) proposed the preparation of Local Biodiversity Action Plans
(LBAPs) as a means of ensuring that national targets would be translated into
local action, by linking together stakeholders from a variety of sectors and
encouraging participation. Driven by the statutory mandate given to the BAP
process, these LBAPs have proved highly influential in extending the local
networks of conservation bodies, and in refocusing them around an action
planning process (Selman and Wragg, 1999a). In terms of the actual process,
Selman and Wragg (1999b, p335) describe how the ‘UK BAP has been cascaded
down to county level through a process initially entailing the production of
Biodiversity Challenge documents ... outlining locally important habitats and
species towards which conservation priority should be directed’. In converting
conservation priorities into objectives and strategies for each prioritized species
and habitat, the LBAP process echoes strongly the rational planning approach
of the UK BAP at the local level. There are now over 160 LBAPs across Great
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Figure 2.1 Spatial hierarchy of biodiversity action planning in the UK

Britain with an advisory target of 100 per cent coverage (UK Biodiversity
Group, 2001).

Other organizations, too, have taken up the BAP agenda. A joint initiative
between FWAG (the Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group) and J Sainsbury
PLC has extended the concept of biodiversity action planning to individual
farms (Sainsbury’s, 1997). The BAP process has also been adopted by individual
companies (the Wessex Water Biodiversity Action Plan, for example) and for
specific sectors. The Scottish Executive has prepared a Trunk Road BAP and
Dumfties and Galloway have developed their own Roads BAP.

The momentum is such that, since 1995, one can say that the BAP has
provided the dominant framework within which nature conservation has been
pursued in the UK (Parliamentary Office of Science and Technology, 2000).
Despite a governing culture generally resistant to the idea of environmental
targets, the government has accepted the concept of objective-led conservation
plans. Thus in the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, it introduced a new
duty on government ministers and departments, and the National Assembly for
Wales, to have regard to the purpose of the conservation of biological diversity
in the exercise of their functions — a duty explicitly related to the obligations of
the CBD. The Act also supports the biodiversity action planning process by
requiring the Secretary of State and the National Assembly for Wales to
maintain and publish lists of ‘living organisms’, that is species and habitat types
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which are of principal importance for the conservation of biodiversity. They
must also take steps to further their conservation and to promote the taking of
such steps by others.

This new approach involves the widening and deepening of partnership
working for the conservation of biodiversity in the UK (Selman and Wragg,
1999b). It signals a departure from the traditional approach to conservation
which saw it as a responsibility of relatively few, specialized organizations
(primarily the statutory conservation agencies). The BAP process has seen the
conservation NGOs become fully involved in the development of policy and
there have also been moves to involve industry and commerce. For example, the
UK Biodiversity Action Plan Steeting Group introduced the notion of ‘species
champions’ who are prepared to fund or support conservation work on particular
species. Under this scheme, several species action plans have attracted support
from corporations, ranging from ICI’s support for the Large Blue Butterfly to
Tesco’s support for the Skylark. It is estimated that these ‘species champions’
have contributed over £1.4 million to the biodiversity action planning process
(UK Biodiversity Steering Group, 2001) albeit that their support is limited to just
6 per cent of the priority species (Avery et al, 2001). The partnership approach is
clearly witnessed in the steering groups established to guide and oversee the
species and habitat action plans. From a survey of 191 species and habitat action
plans, it was found that 243 different organizations were involved in their
production and implementation (UK Biodiversity Steering Group, 2001).

After five years, the BAP process was subject to an official review, Sustaining
the Variety of Life: Five Years of the UK Biodiversity Action Plan (UK Biodiversity
Steering Group, 2001) and a separate evaluation by the Biodiversity Challenge
group: Biodiversity Counts: Delivering a Better Quality of Life (Avery et al, 2001). The
UK Biodiversity Group argued that the process had resulted in significant
achievements in terms of the actual preparation of species and habitat action
plans, the partnerships being formed to develop and implement these action
plans and the establishment of support frameworks such as the National
Biodiversity Network (UK Biodiversity Steering Group, 2001). Such
achievements may hide a mote profound impact. The promotion of biodiversity
action planning is changing the way in which certain NGOs operate and their
position in the policy process. It is part of a series of forces that are
reconstituting NGOs, such as the Wildlife Trusts, from being guardians of
nature, in the face of a not always cooperative state, to becoming agents for
delivering the conservation of biodiversity. The Wildlife Trusts have been
particularly successful in using BAP targets to help justify support for practical
conservation projects funded by the National Lottery (Bishop, Norton and
Phillips, 1999). BAP targets also represent, in theory at least, a more rational
approach to resource allocation which, remarkably, has been able to travel
between policy silos. The new wave of rural development plans in the UK all
make reference to BAP targets in relation to agri-environment schemes. For
example, the Rural Stewardship Scheme in Scotland applies a new system for
ranking applications based on the contributions that farmers’ actions will make
to national and local BAP targets (Abernethy, 2000; UK Biodiversity Steering
Group, 2001).
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Lines of Resistance

Overall, the BAP process has generated a significant degree of support from a
wide range of organizations: public, private and voluntary sector. The core
environmental groups involved feel that, ‘for the first time, we now have a
common agenda for action backed by government, agreed by all major partners
and which responds to international obligations’ (The Wildlife Trusts, 2000,
p58). That is not to say that biodiversity action planning has been immune from
criticism. Indeed, both official (UK Biodiversity Steering Group, 2001) and
unofficial evaluations (Avery et al, 2001) of the first five years identified a
potential implementation deficit and emphasized the need to ensure plans turn
into action.

More fundamental criticisms have been levelled at the extent to which BAPs
now dominate the conservation agenda, excluding other legitimate interests. It
has been argued that ‘the BAP represents a species-centred view of nature
conservation more appropriate to the wilds of Brazil or Botswana than a long-
farmed environment like Britain. It has shown huge appetite for resources, and
has generated more bureaucracy than conservation’ (Marren, 2000, p43). For
some, biodiversity action planning has emphasized process over product: ‘many
of the species action plans seem to be written to a bureaucratic formula, dare
one say by someone not necessarily well-acquainted with the plant or beast in
the spotlight (Marren, 2000, p44). There is a concern that the process of
preparing BAPs has diverted resources and effort away from practical
conservation, generating a mass of detail that can result in confusion rather
than clarity (Green, 2000; Marren, 2000).

Broader dilemmas arise from the practicality and cultural politics of seeking
to ‘plan for nature’. Rooted in the very language of BAPs is a belief that nature
is something that can be regulated to achieve precise, human objectives. This
perspective rather marginalizes the view that the value of the natural world lies,
in part, in its capacity to ‘function outside human planning’ (Adams 1996, p173;
Evans, 1996). A related concern is that the ethics underpinning BAPs are
anthropocentric and selective (Green, 2000; Marren, 2000): rationalizing
conservation based on the contribution species and habitats can make to human
life rather than any moral duty we may have to nature. Equally significant is the
difficulty — which varies between species and habitats — in steering complex
ecosystems and social processes to deliver specific outcomes over time, one of
the qualms raised in eatly debates about the Biodiversity Challenge approach.
Green (2000) argues that the BAP process is stuck in a dated, interventionist,
hierarchical and isolationist approach to conservation that ignores recent moves
in ecological science away from a balance of nature towards a more fluid state
where ecosystems are in constant flux.

Such isolated voices have scarcely affected the momentum of BAP activity,
and in any case it would be countered that the BAP targets are merely desirable
aspirations, not something over which the parties involved should be held to
account. But this rather belies the diligence with which environmental groups
have sought the institutionalization of BAP processes and species targets across
government. Selman and Wragg (1999a) observed how the imperative of
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biodiversity action is proving a strong basis for spontaneous cooperation
between different interests, but expressed concern about the fragility of these
alliances in the face of failure to achieve targets, especially given the demands of
time and resources that the BAP process entails and, at the LBAP level, the lack
of statutory mandate.

Questions might also be asked about the politics of integration: whose
agenda is being aligned with whose? Research suggests that only halting progress
is being made in integrating LBAP objectives into land use plans (Selman and
Wragg 1999a; Ekos Limited, 2001), albeit that there is greater uncertainty facing
their relationship with Local Agenda 21, and community strategies and plans
(Ekos Limited, 2001). The ‘successful’ alignment of formetly conflicting
interests raises challenges of its own. Outside the conservation community, the
popularity of the BAP process seems most strikingly appatent with just those
policy or economic sectors that have the greatest need to legitimize the land use
impacts of their own activities — the MoD, transport and mining departments.
Selman and Wragg (1999a) identified familiar concerns among conservation
groups that consensual joint working with industry around LBAPs may
compromise theit ability to object to undesitable proposals. In so far as LBAPs
are being rolled out through partnerships and consensus, one might soon detect
limits in conservation terms to what this mode of governance can achieve.

Returning to the five-year reviews of the BAP process, this has yet to form
a major line of concern. Indeed, both Sustaining the Variety of Life (UK
Biodiversity Group, 2001) and Biodiversity Counts (Avery at al, 2001) would seem
to shift the emphasis away from the initial focus on habitat and species action
plans towards implementation. Both of these documents identify the need to
ensure that the process becomes more dynamic in terms of practical action and
more participatory. An important aspect of this is that biodiversity itself, ‘is not,
as yet, a well understood concept within local authorities or the wider public’
(Ekos Limited 2001, p4), with the risk that BAP activity is ‘divorced from teal-
life’ and can act as a barrier to the engagement of society at large in biodiversity
conservation (Sergeant, 2000). This new phase in the UK BAP process relates
to current international thinking: the 1998 Meeting of the Parties to the CBD
recognized that conservation involves societal choices and thus needs to involve
all relevant sectors. A good example of this new emphasis on participation is
the funding of new facilitator posts within such organizations as the RSPB and
the Natural History Museum. The aim of these posts is to harness the support
of amateur naturalists who, it is argued, are disengaged from the official BAP
process. From a policy perspective, the attempts to broaden patticipation and
engage new stakeholders should assist policy implementation and delivery. It
may also be seen as further evidence that the role of science, as delivered by
‘experts’ who are considered above challenge, is becoming less influential as a
legitimate basis for public actions.

Yet there are inherent conflicts ot problems, the first being that calls for
wider, more meaningful participation must be rationalized with the delivery of
species and habitats defined according to national critetia. By and latrge, the first
five years of the UK BAP process measured conservation need in terms of
rarity and threat to extinction at the expense of the more common species and
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habitats. This tension has played itself out in different ways in different
locations. Selman and Wragg (1999b) explain how, in Oxfordshire, the process
of translating national targets into local action plans was conducted
predominantly by professionals; consultation was perceived to be limited, and
partners sought to balance the selection of target species on the grounds of
rarity and threat with the case for selecting ‘more charismatic’ species with a
perceived capacity to engage a wider public. In Buckinghamshire, wider public
input to LBAP development was sought. A second issue is that, in some local
authorities across Scotland, it is believed that the scope for achieving greater
integration between LBAPs and development plans would be enhanced by a
greatet statutory impetus from central government (Ekos Limited, 2001). Limits
to spontaneous local cooperation might by addressed by more, rather than less,
central direction.

CONCLUSIONS

Over the last 20 years the UK government has adopted a large number of
international conventions and agreements relating to biodiversity. Of these, the
House of Commons Environment, Transport and Regional Affairs Committee
identified the CBD (1992) and the European Community Birds and Habitats
Directives (1979 and 1992) as the key landmark measures that dictate the shape
of current UK policy on biodiversity. Unlike most other international
conventions and agreements relating to biodiversity or the Birds and Habitats
Directives (see Chapter 3), the CBD does not require the designation of
protected areas; it is focused on process rather than ‘product’. In the UK, the
CBD has led to a new system of biodiversity action planning. Conservation
groups such as the RSPB have successfully used the CBD, and the mechanism
of BAPs, to acquire resources and political clout. The business-like language of
BAPs has managed to secure the attention of politicians and decision-makers in
a way that traditional ‘nature conservation’ never did. A key feature of this new
approach has been the widening and deepening of partnership working, with
the conservation NGOs becoming more fully involved in the development of
policy and its subsequent implementation.

The realization of BAPs raises much broader questions for nature
conservation, for conservation groups and for notions of nature in general. The
insinuation of BAPs into government policy entails simultaneously the creation
of alliances between various actors and the issue of institutional linkages
between BAPs and other strategy building exercises. Hence BAPs provide a
context in which to further understand the processes of policy integration and
the extent to which the practice of integration is almost always asymmetric,
with one agency or objective becoming subservient to another. Looking at
horizontal integration, the issue is how far — due to their national policy status,
powerful managerial logic, or networks of local partnerships — BAPs can
influence the design and content of statutory development plans and other non-
statutory environmental plans (eg Local Environment Agency Plans). It is also
unclear so far whether BAPs really make an impact on the core objectives of
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corporate or governmental organizations involved in the BAP process, or
whether it leads to no more than symbolic compliance. The determination of
BAP objectives also raises important questions about vertical integration — the
linkages between global ecological concerns and local action. These questions
concern such matters as the role of science-based and local knowledge in the
formation of alliances and in the transmission of policy goals through different
policy and corporate arenas.

The fact that BAPs, with their detailed structure of targets and timetables,
appear to have found acceptance in several branches of policy-making demands
closer inspection since, broadly-speaking, central government has continued
successfully to resist the institution of targets in what it petceives as sensitive
policy areas — traffic reduction being a prominent example. Part of this stems
from the fact that a real effort to achieve targets can mean confronting the
divisive issue of environmental limits; that to sustain a specified level of habitat
or population, development will sometimes need to be regulated or even
forbidden altogether. Yet the consensual, partnership-based ethos of BAP
activity tends to retreat into a managerialist logic rather than confront such
issues. It is possible that the capacity of BAPs to negotiate environmental limits
— and with it to renegotiate interests in nature conservation — has yet to be fully
tested.
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Chapter 3

European Frameworks for Nature
Conservation: The Case of the Birds
and Habitats Directives

Dave Burges

This chapter will focus on the requirements of the Birds and Habitats
Directives. It will identify the significant (and, in the UK, the novel) thinking
that these European frameworks introduce by emphasizing the move away from
a narrow concentration on protected areas, and the development of spatial
planning, which links land use and land management. Such thinking is also
reflected in other Europe-wide initiatives. These developments have important
implications for countryside planning in the UK.

THE BIRDS AND HABITATS DIRECTIVES

Looking back from the present, it seems increasingly difficult to recall a time
when the UK was without a European obligation to protect wildlife and wildlife
habitats. The European Union Directive on the Conservation of Wild Birds
(Birds Directive) (Commission of the European Communities, 1979) has in fact
been in force since 1979; and the European Union Directive on the
Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora (Habitats
Directive) (CEC, 1992) has been at the centre of the EU’ nature conservation
efforts for ten years (see Box 3.1).

Nevertheless, despite the impact that both directives have had in nature
conservation planning and decision-making, neither has been fully implemented
in any EU member state. Indeed the process of identifying and designating
Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and Special Areas for Conservation (SACs)
under the Birds and Habitats Directives respectively is still underway, with no
clear indication of when either will be completed — finally delivering the Natura
2000 Network of protected areas underpinned by Article 3 of the Habitats
Directive.
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Box 3.1 THE EU BIRDS AND HABITATS DIRECTIVES

The European Directives on the Conservation of Wild Birds (79/409/EEC) — the Birds
Directive — and the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and Flora
(92/43/EEC) - the Habitats Directive — are the two key instruments of European Union
nature conservation policy.

In essence the Birds Directive, which came into force in 1979, aims to protect rare
and vulnerable bird species, listed in Annex 1 of the Directive, principally by means of
the designation by member states of Special Protection Areas (SPAs). It also requires
member states to establish a more ‘general system of protection for all species’ with
respect to killing or capture, destruction of nests or eggs and disturbance. Certain
species may still be hunted under defined criteria.

The Habitats Directive of 1992 aims, amongst other things, to complement the
Birds Directive for identified priority habitats, flora and fauna other than birds. One of the
principal mechanisms is the designation of Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) by
member states. In contrast to the Birds Directive process where the selection of SPAs is
largely a national decision, the final selection of SACs is ‘moderated’ by the European
Commission (EC). Like the Birds Directive, it also establishes additional protection
measures for certain species outside SACs.

Both SPAs and SACs contribute to the Natura 2000 Network of protected areas
across the community, which is subject to strict legislation designed to protect the sites
against damaging developments. Both Directives also require Member States to
address the ‘wider countryside’ within which the Natura 2000 sites sit.

Since the Birds and Habitats Directives are often spoken of in one breath, it
might be assumed that they are broadly similar instruments. It is true that both
have their origins in the Convention on the Conservation of European Wildlife
and Natural Habitats (the Berne Convention), ratified by the UK in 1982, which
places obligations on all European states to protect endangered flora and fauna
and the habitats that support them. However, the apparent focus of both
directives on protected areas conceals important differences: both are products
of their time, and whilst separated by only 12 years, the latter at least aims to be
much more wide-ranging,

The Birds Directive focused on the need for protected areas for birds
(SPAs), sought to ensure the protection of listed species outside these areas and
aimed to control the hunting of protected quarry species. It therefore
recognized that the conservation of rare, declining and migratory bird species
depended on concerted action across the EU. However the directive also noted,
in so many wotds, that birds were a good indicator of environmental health and
constituted a common heritage, themes which were to recur in the Habitats
Directive. Critically, it recognized — although the terms were not in common use
at the time — the need for the conservation of biodiversity through protected
area networks and beyond, and the need for sustainable development. The
directive also includes measures to control the introduction of alien species, and
recognizes the importance on ongoing research in delivering its conservation
objectives.

In delivering these objectives, the Birds Directive notes in Article 2 that
‘Member States shall take the requisite measures to maintain the population of
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the species referred to in Article 1 at a level which corresponds in patticular to
ecological, scientific and cultural requitements, while taking account of
economic and recreational requirements, or to adapt the population of these
species to that level’. It could be argued that this text is a forerunner of two
concepts, both of which are set out in the Habitats Directive: ‘favourable
conservation status’ and sustainable development. In practice, the application of
Article 2 has proved to be rather more difficult, and perhaps even more so since
the adoption of the second directive.

Articles 3 and 4 form the heart of the Birds Directive, requiring (in Article
3) member states to ‘preserve, maintain or re-establish a sufficient diversity and
area of habitats for all the species of birds referred to in Article’. Whilst a key
element of Article 4 is the need for protected area designation, it could
reasonably be argued that the above also requires a wider countryside approach.

This would in theory provide the matrix within which SPAs sit, as the
‘special conservation measures’ for the species listed in Annex 1 to the directive.
The extent to which the former has been delivered in the UK may be arguable,
although successive governments would no doubt claim that the increasing
range and scope of agri-environment measures flowing from reform to date of
the Common Agticultural Policy (CAP) help to address this requirement. In any
event, rather more attention has been focused on the classification of ‘the most
suitable territories in number and size as special protection areas for the
conservation of these species’. The SPA designation process is still underway
for terrestrial sites throughout the EU. Giving effect to this part of the Birds
Directive in the marine environment is proving still more problematic and time
consuming, an expetience which is also evident with the Habitats Directive.

Article 4(4) of the Birds Directive comprises just two sentences:
Member States shall take appropriate steps to avoid pollution or deterioration
of habitats or any disturbances affecting the birds, in so far as these would be
significant having regard to the objectives of this Article. Outside these
protection areas, Member States shall also strive to avoid pollution ot
detetioration of habitats’. Whilst, therefore, the directive intended that protected
areas be considered in a wider framework, the focus has in fact been rather
narrowert. This has been controversial and the debates over the interpretation of
the directive have thrown up significant European case law. The Leybucht
Dykes, Santona Marshes and Lappel Bank cases are still widely quoted and have
in turn shaped policy and practice across the EU (see Box 3.2).123

However, it was the introduction of the Habitats Directive that really
brought about a step change in the level and complexity of debate surrounding
EU nature conservation policy and practice. This applies both to the selection
processes for protected areas, and to the measures designed to protect those
sites. It is particulatly relevant that the first two sentences of Article 4(4) of the
Birds Directive, quoted above, are subsumed by four paragraphs in Article 6 of
the Habitats Directive, which consider the treatment of plans or projects
affecting all Natura 2000 sites. It is worth noting that the last sentence of Article
4(4) of the Birds Directive is still operative however.

During the drafting of the Habitats Directive, there was a view amongst
some member states that the protection afforded to SPAs under the Birds

<
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Box 3.2 EUROPEAN COURT OF JUSTICE DECISIONS UNDER
THE EU BIRDS DIRECTIVE

Three European Court of Justice (ECJ) cases — Leybucht Dykes (Case C-57/89 1991),
Santona Marshes (Case C-355/90 1993) and Lappel Bank (Case C-44/95 1996) — are
milestones in the interpretation of EU protected area legislation. They set important
precedents for the designation and protection of SPAs, and have influenced subsequent
policy.

The Leybucht Dykes case concerned the construction of flood defence works
adjacent to an SPA in Germany, which the EC considered infringed Article 4(1) of the
Birds Directive. The Commission argued that the works had led to deterioration in the
habitats of birds for which the SPA had been designated. The German government
argued that the damage to the SPA was minimal, that the works were necessary and in
the public interest, and that they had exercised a member state’s discretion in this
respect. The UK government intervened in support of the German government'’s
position. The Germans argued that the Commission had not provided evidence to
support its contention that deterioration of the SPA had occurred as a result of the works,
and that the works would actually improve conditions in the SPA, so having a
compensatory effect.

The ECJ argued that whilst member states have ‘a certain discretion with regard to
the choice of territories which are most suitable for classification as Special Protection
Areas’, they do not have the ‘same discretion ... in modifying or reducing the extent of
areas’. By definition, these were the most suitable territories for the bird species in
question. The ECJ stated that ‘... the power of the Member States to reduce the extent
of a special protection area can be justified only on exceptional grounds’.

The judgement continued that ‘those grounds must correspond to a general interest
which is superior to the general interest represented by the ecological objective of the
Directive’. The court stated that economic and recreational requirements as identified in
Article 2 of the directive did not meet this test, but that construction of flood protection
measures in this case did, as long as damage to the SPA was minimized. The court
noted that other aspects of the works, while not meeting this test, would improve the
quality of the SPA. So although the Commission actually lost this case, the point of
principle was established that destruction of even part of an SPA could be sanctioned
only if very strict conditions were met.

The Santona Marshes case turned on the need to designate ‘the most suitable
territories’ as SPAs, and then ensuring their appropriate protection and management.
The Commission argued that Spain had ‘neglected the obligations of protection
stemming from Articles 3 and 4 of the directive’. The Spanish government rejected the
allegations. In common with the Leybucht case, it argued that the obligations of the
directive ‘should be subordinate to other interests’, such as those of an economic or
social nature, or ‘at the very least balanced against those interests’. The Commission, of
course, cited the Leybucht result as clear case law against this position. The
Commission and the Spanish government did agree that the Marismas de Santona
were indeed important wetland habitats, but the government argued that it had some
discretion as to which areas it decided to designate.

The court ruled that the member state was obliged to designate the territory as an
SPA, if it met the criteria set out in the directive — choosing not to designate was not an
option. It also considered that the designation of the Marismas as a nature reserve
under Spanish law did not meet the obligations of the directive, nor was the area so
designated adequate to meet the requirements of the bird species involved. It followed
that the management plan drawn up to protect the Marismas was also inadequate, and
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that Spain had not delivered its obligations under Articles 4(1) and 4(2) of the directive.
The court also found that Spain had breached Article 4(4), as it had permitted the
building of a new road and associated development, clam farms in the Marismas and
pollution.

The Lappel Bank case concerned the exclusion of mudflats (Lappel Bank) from the
Medway SPA in Kent on economic grounds, and the subsequent lack of any
compensatory measures to restore the habitat damage. The case had been taken by
the RSPB through the UK courts, and was eventually referred to the ECJ by the House
of Lords. The House of Lords requested clarification as to whether member states could
draw the boundaries of SPAs taking economic considerations into account. If not, was it
possible to take a superior general interest into account (as per the Leybucht
judgement), and whether any such economic considerations constituted ‘imperative
reasons of overriding public interest” as set out in the Habitats Directive.

The conservation case relied on both the Leybucht and Santona cases and on the
Article 6 process (see above) contained in the Habitats Directive. The ECJ ruling was
clear: (i) member states cannot take account of economic requirements when
designating SPAs and defining their boundaries; (i) economic requirements do not
constitute a general interest superior to the ecological objective of that directive; and
(iii), even if economic interests do constitute overriding public interest under the Habitats
Directive, these matters could not enter into consideration at the designation stage,
although they might be considered in any Article 6 process.

Directive was too absolute, and did not take account of social, cultural and,
especially, economic factors. This concern seemed to reflect the call from Rio
for sustainable development; indeed the preamble to the directive duly notes
this responsibility (see below). Furthermore, the text of the Habitats Directive
itself does allow for the possibility of otherwise damaging developments
(provided that they are associated with mitigation or compensatory habitat
action) under certain conditions of ‘over-riding public interest’. A contrary view,
of course, was that the level of protection afforded to SPAs had in fact been
watered down by a decision-making process, which under certain conditions,
would permit damaging development.

In the context of the debates which culminated in the Earth Summit, held
in Rio in 1992, the Habitats Directive (adopted in the same year) took a wider
approach than the Birds Directive in two important respects. First it looked
beyond a strictly protected areas approach; and second it recognized the
importance of sustainable development. This is apparent in the language used
in the preamble: ‘... the main aim of this Directive being to promote the
maintenance of biodiversity, taking account of economic, social, cultural and
regional requirements, this Directive makes a contribution to the general
objective of sustainable development; whereas the maintenance of such
biodiversity may in certain cases require the maintenance or indeed the
encouragement of human activities’.

The preamble goes on to set out the requirements for protected areas (in
this case SACs), and notes that land-use planning and development policies
should encourage the management of features of the landscape which are of
major importance for wild flora and fauna’. But while the Habitats Directive is
set in a wider context than was the Birds Directive, the earlier directive is
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brought into this new framework. Thus the protection and management of
SPAs complement the SACs as patt of the Natura 2000 network.

However, as with the Birds Directive, the main focus of the implementation
of the Habitats Directive across the EU has been on the identification and
eventual designation of SACs. This is a more complicated process than that for
SPAs, involving initial selection of qualifying sites at the member state level, and
then the moderation of these lists by biogeographic region in concert with the
Commission. This process should have been completed by 2000, but is now
severely delayed: a second round of moderation meetings has been required and
is now in progress. They are several reasons for these delays. Site selection
procedures are more complex, and interest groups (industry, landowners,
sporting interests and nature conservation NGOs) have been much more
actively involved than was the case for SPAs (in the UK at least) under the Birds
Directive. The net effect is that delays at the national level have seriously
impeded progtess in implementing this EU-wide measure.

Article 10 of the directive aims to provide a wider framework within which
the Natura 2000 series should sit. It is not, however, strongly worded: ‘Member
States shall endeavour, where they consider it necessary, in their land-use planning
and development policies and in particular, with a view to improving the
ecological coherence of the Natura 2000 network, to encourage the management
of features of the landscape which are of major importance for wild fauna and
flora’. Having set this strategic overview, the text then continues: ... Such
features ate those which, by virtue of their linear and continuous structure (such
as rivers with their banks or the traditional systems for marking field boundaries)
or their function as stepping stones (such as ponds or small woods) are essential
for the migration, dispersal and genetic exchange of wild species’.

One way to pataphrase these paragraphs is that they recognize that the land
use planning system has a contribution to make in protecting and enhancing the
wider countryside matrix within which Natura 2000 sites will sit. They also imply
that targeted habitat management is needed to deliver conservation benefits.

DELIVERY MECHANISMS

In common with most member states, the UK has focused on the identification,
designation and protection of Natura 2000 sites. The first two components are
still not complete for either SPAs or SACs (indeed at the time of writing, the
European Commission was part way through a second series of so-called
Biogeographic Moderation meetings which aim to finalize the SAC series across
the Community). Setting up Natura 2000 involves a wide range of players, such
as individual landowners and managers, major commercial concerns, NGOs,
the statutory nature conservation agencies, civil servants and ministers. A
national legal and policy framework is needed for such wide-ranging
deliberations, designed to deliver the UK’s obligations under the two directives.

The workings of the directives are transposed and given force in national
law by a combination of regulations (some emanating from devolved
administrations) and planning guidance. These are in turn cross-referenced to a
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still wider range of land use topics, concerning subjects as diverse as regional,
county and district planning, transport and minerals planning, and an
environmental impact assessment. There are also strong links with non-statutory
processes and plans, such as the local to national Biodiversity Action Plans
(BAPs) (H M Government, 1994; UK Biodiversity Group, 2001), and the
Environment Agencys Local Environment Agency Plans (LEAPs)
(Environment Agency, 1997) for river catchments. The introduction into UK
law of the EU Water Framework Directive (CEC, 2000), which will be partially
dependent on the implementation of the Birds and Habitats Directives, will add
a further factor.

Even though the directives increase the level of obligation to meet EU
requirements, UK governments have delivered the directives’ obligations
through existing legislation, including the introduction of regulations derived
from this. No primary legislation has been enacted. Thus, with very few
exceptions, the site designation provisions of the Birds and Habitats Directives
have been delivered through Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) (or Areas
of Special Scientific Interest (ASSIs) in Northern Ireland), under the Wildlife
and Countryside Act 1981. The Conservation (Natural Habitats &c.)
Regulations 1994 (the Habitats Regulations), adopted in October 1994, gave
effect to key elements of the Habitats Directive at the then UK level. The
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 has now been amended by the Countryside
and Rights of Way Act 2001 in England and Wales. As a result, the SPAs and
SACs are essentially part, whole or composite suites of SSSIs. The use of SSSIs
as the site designation delivery mechanism has important implications for the
effectiveness of the Natura 2000 series in the UK, given that the SSSI selection
criteria bear no direct relationship to the site selection criteria in the directives.
As noted above, key Habitats Directive obligations, notably the concept of
‘favourable conservation status’ and the site safeguard provisions of Article 6,
apply equally to SPAs. It is symptomatic of the patchy way in which both
directives have been transposed that while site safeguard is dealt with at a UK
level (through the Habitats Regulations), ‘favourable conservation status’ is not,
even though it is critical to successful implementation.

So, whilst UK governments since 1979 have progressed, but not yet
completed, action to implement the directives, the mechanisms through which
this is being achieved do not necessarily fully reflect their intent. Whilst the
concept of subsidiarity allows for a degree of national-level interpretation, it
should not be taken so far as to undermine the necessarily uniform
implementation which an EU-wide network implies. But it would be wrong to
single out the UK government in this respect: as recent work by the World Wide
Fund for Nature (WWF) makes clear, member states’ performance on Directive
implementation is highly variable, and the UK is in fact one of the better
performers to date (World Wide Fund for Nature, 2001).

The approach adopted by many member states, the UK included, has been
to take a national perspective, based on that member state’s own interpretation
of what is expected of them. It is only when country-based, directive-led
decision-making is challenged by third patties, or perhaps by the Commission
itself, that the Commission has become involved in enforcement action against
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the member states. As result, the EU overview tends to catch up with member
states’ interpretation, rather than lead it. This is true of the notable ECJ
judgements (see Box 3.2) which have focused on the issues surrounding the
designation of SPAs and SACs and the likely impacts of plans or projects that
could affect them. It is also instructive that Commission guidance on Article 6
of the Habitats Directive emerged only in 2000, eight years after the directive
had come into force; and that no guidance has yet been issued on site
management and monitoring (also Article 6) and so-called wider countryside
measures (Article 10).

So whilst it would seem reasonable to suggest that the directives do indeed
‘Buropeanise’ conservation policy and decision-making, in practice this is a
much more iterative and less complete process than might have been expected.
But, in this respect, ate the directives any different from much other legislation,
the interpretation of which inevitably evolves over time?

IMPACT ON THE BRITISH PLANNING SYSTEM AND
WIDER COUNTRYSIDE POLICY FRAMEWORKS

With the benefit of hindsight, it is clear that a range of related worldwide,
European and national changes to policy and guidance affecting biodiversity
was initiated in the early 1990s. The obligations of the Convention on Biological
Diversity in 1992, the Habitats Directive itself, and new national planning
legislation paved the way for an important change in the way in which the
environment, and protected areas in particular, were dealt with through the
planning system. Around the same time, the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 and the Planning and Compensation Act 1991 introduced a new emphasis
on a plan-led system.

The weight to be accorded to nature conservation issues, especially those
arising from international or European obligations, was formally underlined
with the replacement of Department of the Environment Circular 27/87 on
Nature Conservation (DoE, 1987) by Planning Policy Guidance Note 9 (PPGY)
on Nature Conservation in October 1994 (DoE, 1994). This was accompanied
by the so-called Habitats Regulations (see above). PPG9 and the regulations
provide the framework for conservation within the planning system in the UK,
although, as a result of devolution and new national legislation, both are now
due for revision.

The magnitude of this change is well illustrated by the contrast between the
full treatment given to biodiversity conservation in PPG9 and the cursory
treatment in Circular 27/87. Thus, Circular 27/87 devoted a mere seven
paragraphs to the treatment of SPAs in the planning system; and the key section
is just two paragraphs re-iterating the text of Article 4(4) of the Birds Directive.
By contrast, most of PPGY9, which deals with the treatment of nature
conservation issues in the planning system in general, is concerned with the
implications of the Habitats Directive. This was inevitable; given that Articles
6(2) to 6(4) addressed the treatment of plans and projects which could impact
on Natura 2000 sites.
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The Habitats Directive Article 6 decision-making process, and its
transposition into UK law through the Habitats Regulations and PPG9Y, has had
a marked impact on strategic and site-specific planning policy and practice. This
is evident both in the way that the requirement has been interpreted in general
and in how it has been used to resolve site-specific planning issues. The cases
cited in Box 3.2 have shaped evolving national policy and guidance in the UK.
Furthermore, planning inquiries in the UK have produced decisions that have
lent further interpretation to the application of the directive. These kinds of
decisions, whether taken nationally or at the European level, can have significant
long-term implications for the general thrust of a statutory development plan
by affecting the likely locations for new housing development for example, or
the proposed development of sensitive sites. None the less, ten years after the
Habitats Directive came into force, we are now seeing the promotion of major
infrastructure projects, such as new deep-water container port facilities in
sensitive environments, which are seriously testing the concepts of site integtity,
over-riding public interest and mitigation/compensation.

Thus a significant amount of time and energy has been spent on the site
designation and protection issues raised by the directives, and on how these
have been delivered through the planning system. But there are also questions
about the management of Natura 2000 sites, and the wider countryside within
which they are set.

Many Natura 2000 sites ate, or at least include, existing nature reserves that
benefit from management plans which already take account of their
international status. There is a specific obligation under Regulation 33 of the
Habitats Regulations for all marine sites to have management plans drawn up,
although a similar obligation does not apply to terrestrial sites. Similarly, agri-
environment measutes, such as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) and the
Countryside Stewardship Scheme (CSS) in England or Tir Gofal in Wales, do
address particular habitats and habitat features, providing they operate
approptiate prescriptions and are adequately funded. These measures fulfil, at
least in part, the requirements of the second paragraph of Article 10,
complementing the more traditional protected area approach in the UK. The
importance of wider countryside measures has, however, come to the fore in
recent years, mainly as a result of steep declines in farmland flora and fauna
arising from agricultural intensification, encouraged and financed by the CAP.
But as yet there is no overarching protection and management scheme that really
works at a landscape scale — delivering the ‘favourable conservation status’ for
habitats and species listed in the Habitats Directive for example.

THE CHANGING CONTEXT

The need for CAP reform, coupled with the recent Bovine Spongiform
Encephalopathy (BSE) and Foot and Mouth outbreaks in the UK, have led
efforts by government, statutory agencies, farming and landowning bodies, and
nature conservation NGOs to promote more sustainable and integrated rural
land use policies. The importance of a wider rural development framework
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chimes with the social, economic, cultural and sustainable development
objectives set out at the beginning of the Habitats Directive.

This is the context in which a much more proactive and strategic nature
conservation agenda is taking shape, involving large-scale habitat restoration
through the UK Biodiversity Action Plan process and related biodiversity
rebuilding initiatives. Action at the county and local levels reflects this; among
many examples are Hampshire’s Biodiversity Action Plan and Landscape
Strategy (Hampshire Biodiversity Partnership, undated; Hampshire County
Council, undated). While a landscape-level approach to nature conservation is
not a new theme in the UK, it is only now coming to the fore. It would seem
that the drivers for this are not, however, the Birds and Habitats Directives so
much as the concerns and opportunities created by CAP reform and climate
change, and the growing alarm at the erosion of biodiversity, landscape and
local distinctiveness in the countryside as a whole. They also respond to the
thinking behind other initiatives at the European level, which are less binding
than the two directives, notably the European Landscape Convention (see
Chapter 4), the Pan-European Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy
(PEBLDS) and the European Ecological Network (EECONET).

To quote directly from its website summary, PEBLDS ‘presents an
innovative and proactive approach to stop and reverse the degradation of
biological and landscape diversity values in Europe’ and emphasizes the need
for integrated and coordinated action.* The strategy was developed under the
auspices of the meetings of Europe’s Environment Ministers and focuses on
the whole of Europe. It grew out of the recognition that political, social and
economic change across Europe, coupled with a growing public awareness and
concern for biodiversity and landscape conservation, presented both a need and
opportunity for better coordination. Whilst this is undoubtedly the case, the
strategy has not received the publicity and political support it cleatly needs to
succeed. Not having been framed within the EU, PEBLDS has no legal teeth,
but only aims to ‘fill gaps where these initiatives are not implemented to their
full potential or fail to achieve desired objectives’. Since even the Habitats
Directive has received relatively little attention by many, even most, member
states, it is not surprising that the PEBLDS should have had such a low profile.

Nevertheless, the strategy’s ten key principles provide an excellent
framework for what many would see as enlightened environmental and
landscape decision-making. These include:

* careful decision-making;

* avoidance of damage;

*  precautionary principle;

* translocation of species;

* ccological compensation;

* ccological integrity;

* restoration and (re)creation of habitats;

*  Dbest available technology and environmental practice;
* polluter pays;

*  public patticipation and access to information.
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The core objectives trelate to, amongst other things, the maintenance and
enhancement of key ecosystems, habitats and species to create EECONET, the
sustainable management of the resources within the network, and sectoral
integration and ‘adequate financial means’ to make it happen.

CONCLUSIONS

The Birds and Habitats Directives have had a major impact on the way in which
nature conservation is operated in the UK. They have certainly affected the
workings of the planning system and provided a rationale for many of the agti-
environmental initiatives. Above all, the directives have helped to raise the
profile of biodiversity conservation in the UK.

Yet the approach, certainly as it has been interpreted, has tended to be site
focused. As has become clearer in recent years, the countryside agenda is
changing rapidly and connections are being made between sectors that
previously acted in relative isolation. Whilst site-based conservation still has a
very important role to play in the protection of the countryside, there is a
growing need for a more comprehensive approach. It is to be hoped that the
implementation of the directives will be part of this strategic approach to
shaping the countryside of the future, in which the welfare of people, the
strength of the rural economy, and the health of biodiversity and natural
systems are more strongly linked.

NOTES

1 Court of Justice of the European Communities (1991) Case Number C-57/89:
Commission v. Federal Republic of Germany.
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3 Court of Justice of the European Communities (1996) Case Number C-44/95: Regina
v Secretary of State for the Environment ex parte Royal Society for the Protection of Birds.

4 See wwwstrategyguide.org/straabow.html
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Chapter 4

Our Landscape from a
Wider Perspective

Adrian Phillips and Roger Clarke

This chapter is about a new development: the harnessing of landscape as an
international policy instrument, and the impact of this on conservation and
land use policy and practice in the UK. It discusses two significant, parallel and
related developments: how landscape has become a source of international
attention, notably with the World Heritage Convention and the European
Landscapes Convention (ELC), and how landscape has come to be seen both as
a precious resource in its own right and as a means to achieve sustainable
development. It concludes with a brief exploration of what these developments
might imply for the UK.

LANDSCAPE — AN ELUSIVE CONCEPT FOR
INTERNATIONAL POLICY

The topic of landscape has attracted many writers. Some have looked at it from
a historical perspective, pointing out how tastes in landscapes have changed
greatly over the years. Such students of landscape often recall how distant are
18th-century views from our own. William Cobbett wrote that he had ‘no idea
of picturesque beauty separate from fertility of soil’, and William Gilpin said
that there were ‘few who do not prefer the busy scenes of cultivation to the
greatest of nature’s rough productions’. Even Wordsworth, that poet of the
romantic landscape, could not deny that for many people the sight of ‘a rich
meadow, with fat cattle grazing on it, or the sight of what they would call a
heavy crop of corn, is worth all ... the Alps and Pyrenees in their utmost
grandeur and beauty’ (all quotations in Thomas, 1983).

Others have written about landscape more from a cultural and philosophical
perspective. They would contrast the power of the ancient forest mythology on
the peoples, and even the politics, of central Europe, with the poetic tradition
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of /a douce France — ‘sweet France’ — as captured in the 7res Riches Henres of the
duc de Berry (Scharma, 1995). Venerating the link between landscapes and
culture appeals strongly to the English hunting classes, for whom a love of the
pastoral landscape and a passion for the chase and field sports seem to be
interwoven (Vandervell and Coles, 1980).

Others again have written of landscape from a more analytical standpoint,
seeking to understand its physical elements, and how they relate to each other,
to cultural and artistic associations and to the changing needs of society. A
whole series of landscape studies of this kind have been undertaken in Britain
in recent years, many of them pioneered by the former Countryside
Commission, but now being pursued by its successors, other national agencies
and local government. This work, which has supported a thriving industry of
landscape consultancy, is drawn upon in several of the chapters that follow in
Part 2. A common feature of these initiatives by public agencies is that they are
multidisciplinaty.

So landscape has many meanings, can be approached from numerous
perspectives and draws on many disciplines. But as a basis for a policy-related
discourse it has suffered from three distinguishing characteristics: landscape is a
convergence ground for different disciplines; attitudes and responses towards it
are culturally-related, change over time, and are considered to be subjective; and
few of its qualities can sensibly be quantified.

The study of landscape involves ecologists, architects, archaeologists,
historians, geographers, geologists, geomorphologists and others; it unites the
natural and social sciences. This is the strength of the landscape approach to
environmental management, as we will see. However, until quite recently,
multidisciplinary approaches to the understanding of our environment wete not
fashionable, and landscape was therefore doomed to be everyone’s interest, but
no one’s responsibility. As a result, there has been no strong disciplinaty core to
the topic, and indeed there are difficulties in defining what is meant by a
‘Tandscape profession’. Its practitioners are involved in everything from the
treatment of the curtilages of buildings to the management of broad tracts of
countryside; and they come to the profession from many different primary
disciplines.

The problem is compounded by the apparently subjective nature of people’s
responses to landscape. Landscape beauty is indeed in the eye of the beholder.
To one petson, the china clay pits on the south-west edge of Dartmoor are a
gross violation of wild scenery. But others may see in them an industrial majesty,
particulatly if they are enthusiasts for the architectural notion of ‘“functionalism’,
which asserts that ‘providing the function of the landscape ... finds visual
expression through the form of the landscape itself, the result would be
aesthetically pleasing’ (Appleton, 1991, p73). There are indeed no universally
agreed norms in this business, and prevailing attitudes change over time. The
historical changes in landscape taste have already been touched on. Attitudes to
the industrial revolution demonstrate this well: what were once seen as industrial
intrusions — the Ribblehead viaduct in the Yorkshire Dales National Patk, for
example — have become essential parts of well-loved landscapes (but who would
say that of lines of electricity pylons?). The National Parks and Access to the
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Countryside Act 1949, which provided the framework for the current family of
national parks and areas of outstanding natural beauty (AONBs), focused
mainly on mountains, moors, upland and hilly country, omitting such places as
the Somerset Levels. Today ‘critics of the list of the range of landscapes covered
by AONB designation cite the preoccupation with hills, seemingly at the
expenses of flat landscapes, as a significant shortcoming’ (Holdaway and Smart,
2001, p27).

Since landscape is a social construct, it is viewed very differently in different
parts of the world. Each society has its own distinctive view of landscape and
of its values; and each culture celebrates its landscape in different ways.
Moreover, two cultures may look upon the same piece of landscape in quite
different ways. For example, newly arrived Australians of European origin saw
the outback of that continent quite differently from the aboriginal peoples who
had lived there for millennia. To this day, the Maasai in east Africa see the wildlife
spectacle of the Serengeti plains through different eyes to those of the safari
tourist. In both cases, the indigenous peoples look upon their environment as a
working landscape. They can locate in it those things that Europeans cannot: its
food and water sources, and its dangers; but they are less impressed by the drama
of the scenery. As a result, landscape was not initially a comfortable topic for
international discourse. In patticular, a ‘euro-centric’ view of landscape, with its
heavy emphasis on a shared cultural heritage of painting, literature and music,
had little appeal to those whose culture leads them to look on landscape very
differently. It seems reasonable to assume that landscape could not become a
topic for international debate until its advocates were ready to recognize and
respect the diversity of views and attitudes towards the subject (Phillips, 2000).

In theory, it might be possible to overcome these problems by recourse to
some objective means of measuring landscape and its qualities, and to reduce its
infinite complexity and vatiety to a commonly agreed quantifiable base. But that
is a chimera, since there can only be quantification when there is an agreed
framework of values, and a good understanding of how those values and the
measurable characteristics of the landscapes relate. Given the subjective nature
of responses to landscape, it is unlikely that such a shared understanding exists
within any one society, let alone between societies. Moreover not everything
about landscape can be measured (its association with painters or writers, for
example, ot the spiritual values that many indigenous peoples and other
communities attach to it). The assessment of landscape can be undertaken in a
rigorous and comprehensive way (Countryside Commission, 1993), but it
cannot be reduced to a set of computer-based calculations dealing only with
numbers.

These characteristics of landscape make it an elusive concept, and a difficult
topic to embed in policy. None the less, love of landscape has driven public
policy for many years. The UK’s legislation to designate and protect landscapes
deserving special protection (national parks and areas of outstanding natural
beauty in England and Wales) was enacted more than 50 years ago. It has also
motivated millions of people to support powerful voluntary sector organizations
like the National Trust and the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE). But
landscape has usually been seen as a second-class member of the environmental
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club. Lacking a coherent philosophy, thin on quantification and without a strong
disciplinary core, it has often been viewed as a ‘soft’ topic, to be swept aside in
the rush to develop and exploit the environment, a trend that is justified by that
trite commentary: jobs before beauty’. In these respects, landscape protection,
management and planning contrast strongly with conservation of nature, and
with the protection of clean air and water.

The contrast is particulatly evident at the international level. Until just a few
years ago, there wetre no international measutres at all that specifically addressed
the topic of landscape: the reasons for this reluctance have already been
identified. In contrast, by 1980, there were already two global biodiversity-related
agreements, the Convention on Wetlands of International Importance (Ramsar),
and the World Heritage Convention (see below). There were also a number of
regional nature conservation conventions, for example, in South-East Asia,
Europe, Affica, the western hemisphere and in a number of marine regions. In
1992, the Convention on Biological Diversity was signed by many countries at
the Earth Summit (see Chapter 2), but in the last few years landscape has at last
become a topic of international discourse as well; it is interesting to consider
why this came about.

Landscape Comes in from the Cold

Landscape has emerged on the international agenda in several places in recent
years. ‘Cultural landscapes’ have been included as a specific category under the
World Heritage Convention; and increasing interest is being taken in ‘protected
landscapes’ as a World Conservation Union (IUCN) category of protected area;
a Pan-European Biological and Landscape Diversity Strategy has been agreed;
and a European Landscape Convention (ELC) has been adopted. In light of
such developments (which will be discussed below), it is possible to make a bold
claim for landscape: that it provides a ‘medium’ through which to address the
challenge of sustainable development. There are four reasons for this.

First, landscape can be seen as a ‘bridge’ between two perceptions of the
world: one that focuses both on people and their cultures, a#d on nature and its
systems. Thus landscape is a unifying notion: ‘it is used as a theoretical concept
and social construct around which an array of disciplines, including geography,
art, literature and science coalesce to explore ... nature—human relationships’
(Benson and Roe, 2000, p3). The idea of landscape already embraces both the
human and natural dimensions that must be addressed in the pursuit of
sustainable development. In this, landscape contrasts with biodiversity, which is
but one — albeit very important — element in the sustainability agenda.

Second, landscape introduces a sense of time into our understanding of the
environment. “The English landscape itself, to those who know how to read it
aright, is the richest historical record we possess’ (Hoskins, 1955, p14). An
understanding of the time-depth in the landscape of today is important to
taking the right management decisions for the future. This is due to the fact that
the archaeological dimension in the environment is significant in itself, but also
because it ‘allows management decisions for tomorrow to be made in light of
the fullest knowledge of the effects of past practices’ (Macinnes and Wickham-
Jones, 1992, p2).
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Next, landscape provides an appropriate scale for many sustainable
development policies. Many writers believe that governance for sustainability
needs to be based on bioregional landscape units (eg Miller, 1996), arguing that
‘there is an increasing appreciation of the need to manage defined landscape
units, such as coastal zones or river basins’ (Maltby et al, 1999, p28). While it is
true that the word ‘landscape’ may be used hetre to mean a bio-physical unit, in
practice such units — a river basin, say, or a mountain range — almost invatiably
have social and cultural significance too. While it may be desirable to divide the
landscape into quite small units for on-the-ground delivery of policy (eg
Warwickshire County Council, 1991), it seems that the basic units for shaping a
policy response need to be relatively large. Examples are the UK’s national parks
and its AONBs, or the comparable protected landscapes in many other
European countries.

Finally, landscape is a popular notion. The very word is far more accessible
than a term such as ‘biodiversity’. Landscape can inspire intense affection; its
protection can engender great dedication. People care about the landscape of
the places that they live in or visit. Landscape sums up experience of place, and
people can often engage more easily in sustainable development and
environmental issues through the medium of landscape.

So an understanding of landscape brings four critical petspectives to our
appreciation of the environment and human interaction with it: it is a unifying
theme, requiring an inter-disciplinary approach; it reveals a time-depth
understanding; it can only be addressed meaningfully on a relatively large scale;
and it involves engaging in a cause close to many people’s hearts. Similatly,
policies for landscape protection, management and planning — the core activities
encouraged by the ELC — can be a way of pursuing much of the sustainable
development agenda. Traditionally, care for the landscape was often linked to
access to beautiful countryside and opportunities for healthy outdoor recreation.
But in a sustainable development context, landscape offers much more than
that. It ‘is inescapably connected to policy initiatives which seek to improve the
quality of life, including the natural systems which support life itself” (Selman,
2000, p98). ‘It is a principal means of enhancing the “identity” of places,
associated with a sense of stability, continuity and attachment. It is a setting and
a resource for the attraction and indigenous growth of industry. It supports
biodiversity and the functioning of environmental life-support systems’ (op cit).
It is a means of encouraging the participation of people in shaping their own
environment, and blends local knowledge with expert analyses. Hence today’s
concept of landscape is vastly more than attractive scenery for tourists to view.
It is no longer located at the outer margins of political interest, but nearer the
heart of the agenda for sustainable development and thus a ‘key element within
a nationally and internationally significant policy agenda’ (op cit).

Another way to look at the topic is chronologically: landscape is at the
beginning and the end of the sustainable development process. At the outset,
how a place looks and feels is a good way to begin to address issues: whether a
place is beautiful or derelict, improving or deteriorating can be diagnostic
evidence of environmental health. In shaping a sustainable development
strategy for an area, policies for the various sectors, such as transport, housing,
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watet or agriculture, need to be integrated: as we have seen, landscape provides
a tool for such an integrated approach. National park management plans already
offer an example of how a landscape-based tool can be used to pull all the
various elements — economic, social and environmental — together. Finally, the
landscape can provide a means to measute the success of the strategy when it is
implemented: does this place look and feel a better one to live and work in?

To conclude this part of the argument: landscape is both an environmental
resource in its own right with a strong appeal to society, but which has been
relatively neglected by policy-makers in the past; and a edium by which sustainable
development programmes can be pursued in the future. These ideas ate captured
in the Oxford Landscape Declaration, adopted in May 2000 (see below).

CULTURAL LANDSCAPES AND THE WORLD
HERITAGE CONVENTION

This treaty, the full title of which is the Convention Concerning the Protection
of the World Cultural and Natural Heritage, is one of the oldest environmental
agreements; it was adopted in 1972, the year of the Stockholm Conference, and
came into force three years later. As of December 2002, 172 states were party
to it. The convention aims to promote cooperation among nations to protect
and conserve natural and cultural heritage of ‘outstanding universal value’. It
does this mainly by inscribing sites on the World Heritage List. These must be
endowed with exceptional natural and/or cultural values. The list currently (at
the end of 2001) includes 730 sites: 563 are cultural sites (such as the Pyramids
of Egypt, or Westminster Abbey); 144 are natural sites (such as the Grand
Canyon in the USA, or St Kilda in Scotland); and 23 are mixed (such as Machu
Picchu in Peru) (UNESCO, 2002). Designation as a World Heritage site, which
is undertaken by the World Heritage Committee, carries with it the expectation
of strict protection.

Although the convention brings together cultural and natural sites within
one international framework, there was no way, until recently, of recognizing
sites which were important precisely because of the interplay between cultural
and natural values — ie outstanding cultural landscapes. This became a source of
concern during the 1980s for several reasons. It was felt that the split between
culture and nature in the implementation of the convention excluded some
important areas from consideration. A domestic example was the Lake District,
which was nominated by the UK government in 1985; consideration by the
World Heritage Committee was deferred because there were no appropriate
criteria against which the area’s landscape qualities could be assessed (Jacques,
1995). Also, the convention seemed to be failing if it could not offer protection
to landscapes at the very time when preparations for the Rio Earth Summit in
1992 stressed the need to safeguard all forms of environmental capital.
Moreover, sharp distinctions between nature and culture had become
discredited in light of evidence that people had in fact modified nearly all so-
called natural environments in the world, often over millennia. Finally, a
reassessment was also called for because many societies were claiming the
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cultural significance of landscapes: in some places, such as Australia, indigenous
groups see protection of such landscapes as a political issue tied to the fate of
their own identity (Lowenthal, 1978).

As a result of such arguments, in 1992 criteria were adoptedto allow cultural
landscapes to be recognized as a special kind of World Heritage cultural site
(but often with important natural values too). Several sub-categories were
identified:

* designed landscapes,

* organically evolved landscapes (sub-divided in turn into living and ‘“fossil’
landscapes of this type),

* associative landscapes (Plachter and Rossler, 1995).

Since 1992, about 30 cultural landscapes have been added to the World Heritage
List. These include:

* designed landscapes: eg Sintra (Portugal), and Lednice-Valtice (Czech
Republic);

* organically evolving landscapes: eg the astonishing rice terraces of the
Philippines Cordillera, in Luzon, and the terraced vineyards of the Cinque
Terre (Italy); and

* associative landscapes: eg Tongariro National Park (New Zealand) and
Uluru-Kata Tjuta (Ayer’s Rock) National Park (Australia), landscapes of
great significance to the Maori and Aboriginal peoples respectively.

The inclusion of cultural landscapes in the World Heritage Convention

enables landscapes of ontstanding universal value to take their place on the
list alongside the world’s great cultural monuments and natural sites,
recognising them as part of the world’s environmental capital. [1t] sends a
signal to all concerned with the better understanding and protection of the
environment that landscapes merit attention at the international and — by
extension — the national level too. (And) through its threefold division of
landscapes types, the convention is enconraging debate around the idea that
landscapes may be designed, may evolve organically, or may be found in the

mind (Phillips, 2000, p81).

UNESCO is due to publish guidelines on the management of Cultural
Landscapes, as an impetus to encourage more states to designate such places.
Already, the World Heritage Convention is acting as an international driver in
this field; as we shall see, the UK is among the countries that are responding.

PROTECTED LANDSCAPES

In parallel with the growing interest in cultural landscapes of ‘outstanding
universal value’ under the World Heritage Convention, a similar enthusiasm is
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Box 4.1 ITUCN PROTECTED AREA MANAGEMENT CATEGORIES

| Protected area managed mainly for (la) science or (Ib) wilderness protection (Strict
Nature Reserve/Wilderness Area)

Il Protected area managed mainly for ecosystem protection and recreation (National
Park)

Il Protected area managed mainly for conservation of specific natural features
(Natural Monument)

IV Protected area managed mainly for conservation through management intervention
(Habitat/Species Management Area)

V  Protected area managed mainly for landscape/seascape conservation and
recreation (Protected landscape/Seascape)

VI  Protected area managed mainly for the sustainable use of natural ecosystems
(Managed Resource Protected Area).

Source: IUCN, 1994

being shown in new ideas about protected areas. These involve using protected
areas to help conserve lived-in environments, which thus complements their
traditional role of safeguarding more natural areas. The focus of this new
approach is as much on landscapes as it is on biodiversity. Such ideas crystallize
within the international categorization system for protected areas.

This system is based on the IUCN definition of a protected area as ‘an area
of land or sea especially dedicated to the protection and maintenance of
biological diversity, and of natural and associated cultural resources, and
managed through legal or other effective means’ IUCN, 1994, p7). More than
30,000 sites meet that definition (IUCN, 1998). In order to rationalize the many
different kinds of protected area set up for a range of different purposes, IUCN
has developed six management categories for protected areas (see Box 4.1). The
system was prepared by IUCN’s World Commission on Protected Areas
(WCPA), which is a world-wide body of experts on protected areas.

Categories I to III focus on areas which are in a broadly natural state —
though in practice there is little if any truly natural environment remaining
anywhere. Categories IV and VI are subject to rather greater manipulation,
whether for conservation purposes (Category IV sites, which include UK
National Nature Reserves and Marine Nature Reserves) or so that local
communities can exploit natural resources sustainably (Category VI sites).

Category V, or ‘Protected Landscapes’, involves the greatest degree of
modification: they exist to protect valuable humanized and managed landscapes.
They are lived-in, working landscapes, which have special natural and cultural
values deserving recognition and protection. This category is therefore
specifically intended to recognize a class of protected area established for the
purpose of landscape protection. The UK’s national parks, AONBs and
National Scenic Areas (in Scotland) are all regarded as Category V protected
areas (IUCN, 1998).

In recent years there has been a growing interest in Category V, in particular
at the international level. The reasons are easy to understand. The world’s
environmental crisis calls for more and better-managed protected areas of all
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kinds, but there ate problems with strictly protected areas such as the traditional
North American model of a national park — wild areas dedicated to nature and
to visitors. In poor countries especially, they may be seen as anti-people,
excluding them from access to resoutces that they may have used in the past. So
there is often tresistance to the creation of new parks of this kind because they
are thought to impose unreasonable burdens on local people. Such areas cannot
protect places where people live and work, but which are still important for
conservation, such as some farming areas. Also the scope for bringing natural
or near-natural areas into strictly protected parks and reserves is fast diminishing
as the world becomes ever more densely populated.

So new models of protected areas are needed to complement Categotries
I-1V, and to protect places where people live and work. Hence the interest in
the Category V or protected landscapes approach. As with the new category of
cultural landscapes under the World Heritage Convention, the concept is based
on the links between nature and culture which are the essence of what is meant
by the term ‘landscape’, ie people plus nature. Local communities are central to
the management of protected landscapes. The economic, social, cultural and
environmental aims for the landscape embody the community’s traditions and
values. Protected landscapes are thus managed to maintain the integrity of the
relationship between people and their environment.

The UK has itself played an important part in promoting awareness of the
Category V approach. In 1987, the then Countryside Commission organized
the Lake District Symposium, an international event to focus on protected
landscapes (Countryside Commission, 1988). In 1988 the IUCN General
Assembly in Costa Rica (1988) called for the wider use of Category V. A guide
to protected landscapes was published (Lucas, 1992) and the International
Centre for Protected Landscapes (ICPL) was established in Aberystwyth around
the same time, both with the help of the Commission and both carrying the
message more widely. Renewed impetus was given to this work with a workshop
in Vermont, US in 1999, which helped to launch a global programme on
Category V areas (Brown et al, 2000). This programme will develop published
guidance on Category V areas; will set up a network of managers or other
practitioners; and will consolidate the global experience in this field as a
contribution to the Fifth World Parks Congtess, to be held in Durban, South
Africa in September 2003.

These developments have two main implications for the UK. First, as
pioneers of the approach, it is likely that the UK’s expertise in this field will be
drawn upon in giving advice on Category V areas in many countries. Already
UK experts of this kind are active in a number of UK-funded programmes,
such as the Know-How Fund for Eastern Europe. In addition, international
exchange programmes, such as those run by the EUROPARC Federation and
the US Glynwood Center, have made considerable use of UK knowledge in
landscape protection and management (LaBelle, 2000). The other implication is
more subtle: this trend amounts to an international recognition and validation
for the conservation and sustainable development work undertaken in the UK’
national parks and AONBs. While the UK nature conservation sector has long
been used to working with international partners, and gaining some esteem from
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this, such appreciation has come only recently to those engaged in landscape
protection in this country.

EUROPEAN LANDSCAPE CONVENTION

In October 2000, amid the splendours of Florence’s Palazzo Vecchio, 18
European states signed the European Landscape Convention (ELC), the first
international agreement specifically addressing landscape issues. This treaty,
which was developed under the auspices of the Council of Europe, illustrates
the way in which landscape has come to be seen as a legitimate topic for
international action. Even though the UK was not among the countries signing
in Florence, the door is still open to signature at a later date. In view of the
potential importance of the ELC to the UK, it is necessary to understand the
thinking behind the convention and its implications.

Europe has a particularly rich and varied heritage of landscapes. It is,
therefore, no surprise that an interest in them and a concern for their protection
go back several hundred years. The painting of landscape has been a strong
tradition in many countries, notably France, the Low Countries and Britain,
along with its celebration in poetry, song and literature. Nineteenth-century
French and German geographers pioneered the systematic study of landscape.
The English landscape movement took root with the founding of the National
Trust in 1895 (Waterson, 1994). In 1949, England and Wales comprised one of
the first countries to legislate for comprehensive landscape protection, with
powers to set up its system of National Parks and AONBs based on landscape
quality. Many other European countries now have similar legislation, and have
developed systems of landscape protection through the designation of special
areas, known nationally under many titles, such as regional nature parks, nature
parks and landscape parks. As result, land in Category V protected areas in
Europe, as a proportion of land in all protected areas, is about 66 per cent. This
contrasts with only 8 per cent globally IUCN, 1998).

Despite this continent-wide interest in landscape protection at the national
level, the topic was strictly off the international agenda until around 1990. In
this it contrasted with other aspects of Europe’s shared heritage. Thus the
Council of Europe (COE), with its pan-European responsibilities, adopted the
Berne Convention on wildlife and natural habitats in 1979. The EC Birds
Directive, applying to the member states of the European Union, came into
force in the same year. The COE also developed two other conventions: those
on the Architectural Heritage (Granada, 1985) and on the Archaeological
Heritage (Valetta, adopted in 1969, revised in 1992). The EC’s Habitats Directive
was adopted in 1992.

The rationale for adopting an international approach to landscape
protection is very similar to that successfully argued in the past for the
protection of wildlife and of the architectural and archaeological heritage. Thus,
many landscapes are of importance to the people of Europe as a whole and
may therefore be regarded to some extent as a common heritage and a shared
responsibility. Often landscapes face threats that arise at the international level,
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and these must be addressed through international cooperation. There is also a
particular need to support less wealthy countries. Only in one respect does the
conservation of wildlife have an added claim to international cooperation:
because some species migrate from one country to another, countries must
work together to protect them.

Such arguments were advanced during the eatly 1990s in support of a
Europe-wide instrument for landscape, for example: in the proceedings of the
Anglo-French Landscape Conference in Blois, France in October 1992 (Phillips,
1992); the IUCN Parks for Life Programme for Protected Areas in Europe
(IUCN, 1994); and in The Dobris Assessment of Burope’s Environment (Stanners
and Bourdeau, 1995). This last report, prepared at the request of Europe’s
Environment Ministers, meeting in Dobris Castle in 1991( at that time in
Czechoslovakia), devoted a whole chapter to the topic of landscapes. It
commented sympathetically on ideas for the development of a landscape
convention under the auspices of the COE. ‘Its broad aim would be to
strengthen the conservation of rural landscapes of Europe’ (Stanners and
Bourdeau, 1995, p187). It speculated that its objectives might be to ‘encourage
states to record their landscapes and put into place measures to protect or
enhance them; to develop a network of landscapes of European significance;
and to support this with training, information exchange and perhaps a centre of
European landscape expertise’ (op cit).

Another important development was the inclusion of landscapes both in
the title and the content of the Pan-European Biological and Landscape
Diversity Strategy (PEBLDS), the cumbersomely titled programme adopted by
the European Environment Ministers at their meeting in Sofia in October 1995.
The Dutch government sponsors of the PEBLDS initiative were not at first
sympathetic to the inclusion of a landscape theme but, with lobbying from the
Central and Eastern Europe countries in particular, the concept was eventually
established. As a result, and for the first time, landscape diversity was placed
alongside biological diversity as an aim for international action; and this was
supported by a special action theme in the PEBLDS.

However, the critical factor in moving the landscape convention idea
forward to reality was the interest shown by the Congress of Local and Regional
Authorities (CLRAE) of Europe, a constituent part of the COE. In 1994,
inspired by the Mediterranean Landscape Charter, its Standing Conference
adopted a resolution to draw up ‘a framework convention on the management
and protection of the natural and cultural landscape of Europe as a whole’
(COE, 2000, p2).

The complex consultative process by which the CLRAE developed the text
for adoption in Florence over seven years later is instructive in several respects.
As drafts were drawn up and debated by experts and others (a process in which,
incidentally, UK experts made a central contribution), the original ideas, with
their emphasis on protection and rurality, were significantly widened. Certainly,
it was recognized that the convention was needed to fill a gap in existing
international measures to protect the natural and cultural heritage; and also that
landscapes were of value to all Europeans, and therefore that all countries had
an interest in their care. The final version of the convention was more ambitious
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than originally envisaged. Thus it:

* applies to the whole of the national territory of a signatory (natural, rural,
peri-urban and urban landscapes);

* s concerned with the creation (planning) and management of landscapes,
as well as their protection;

* seeks to make landscape protection, management and planning key
processes in sustainable development;

* sees landscape as a democratic issue, and a concern of all, especially at the
local and regional levels, rather than as an elitist or specialist interest.

While these aspects of the ELC are indeed radical, other features show the
restraining influence of governments, fearing that the ELC would be too
intrusive or too heavy a burden. Thus the convention does not include the idea
of landscapes of European significance which had been promoted by IUCN
and UNESCO (the latter hoping thereby to complement World Heritage
cultural landscapes in Europe with other important landscapes recognized at
the European level). Scarred perhaps by experience with the Habitats Directive,
several governments saw this as yet another layer of international bureaucratic
interference, and reported ‘designation fatigue’ among their rural electorates.
More serious shortcomings are the lack of a free-standing convention secretariat
and the absence of earmarked funds. The treaty will be serviced by two
committees of the COE, one on biological and landscape diversity and one on
cultural heritage. This arrangement is given a positive twist in the COE report
to member states: ‘the Council of Europe provides the ideal framework since it
has the competent committees on which all States parties to the convention can
be represented’ (ibid, p22), which overlooks the problems that usually face
conventions without their own secretariats. However, over the years, the COE
has not found it easy to bridge the divide between the staff divisions responsible
for nature and for culture. Therefore, shared responsibility for the convention
could become a major constraint on its effectiveness. So the landscape
convention is a curious paradox: very ambitious in scope, but its ability to make
an impact is compromised by the absence of teeth and resources. Mote so than
is the case with most environmental conventions, the ELC will be only as good
as its members allow it to be. The ELC’s main provisions are summarized in
Box 4.2.

The states that signed up to the ELC in Florence were: Belgium, Bulgaria,
Croatia, Denmark, Finland, France, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta,
Moldova, Norway, Portugal, Romania, San Marino, Spain, Switzerland and
Turkey. By December 2002, Cyprus, the Czech Republic, Greece, Ireland,
Poland, Macedonia, Slovenia, Switzerland and Sweden had joined them.
However, the UK has so far been reluctant to sign on the grounds that the
convention might be invoked as a constraint on development and economic
investment. But it is to be hoped that it is only a matter of time before the UK
does join. We consider at the end of the chapter what that might mean.
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Box 4.2 MAIN PROVISIONS OF THE EUROPEAN LLANDSCAPE
CONVENTION

National measures

States parties will:

* recognize landscapes in law as essential for human well-being (Article 5a)

* establish policies for their protection, management and planning (5b)

* encourage the participation of the public etc. in implementing planning policies (5c)
* integrate landscape into all planning and all other relevant policies (5d)

* raise public awareness of landscape issues (6A)

* provide education and training in landscape issues (6B)

* identify and analyse their landscapes, the trends affecting them etc. (6C)

* set landscape policy objectives for landscape (6D)

* putinstruments in place to protect, manage and plan landscapes (6E)

European cooperation

States parties will cooperate with each other to:

* reinforce the landscape dimensions of international policies and programmes (7)

*  provide mutual assistance and exchange information on landscape issues (8)

* cooperate over trans-frontier landscapes (9)

e monitor the implementation of the convention (10)

e make a Landscape Award to recognize and encourage high standards in landscape
protection, management and planning (11)

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS IN THE EUROPEAN UNION

Meanwhile an interesting development has occurred within the European
Union. Hitherto, landscape has not been a topic on the EU’ agenda. No doubt
it was, in the past, regarded as a matter within member states’ competence,
rather than that of the European Commission (EC). The word’s appearance in
the 1992 Habitats Directive is only in the context of ‘landscape features which
are of major importance for wild fauna and flora’ (Articles 3 and 10). But the
Dobris assessment (Stanners and Bourdeau, 1995) and the ELC appear to have
helped the EC to recognize that the topic is of EU-wide relevance. Thus the
Sixth European Environmental Action Programme, drawn up during 2000,
acknowledges landscape as a proper subject for EC attention. It sees improved
land use planning as one of five approaches that need to be at the centre of the
new strategy, and identifies landscape protection and management as critical
elements in such an approach. It refers supportively to the ELC, with its wider
geographic scope, and declares that, ‘at the Community Level, regional and
agricultural policies need to ensure that landscape protection, preservation and
improvement is [sz] properly integrated into the objectives, measures and
funding programmes’ of the EC (CEC, 2001, p34). Landscape is being
recognized as a particularly important means of making the application of the
Common Agricultural Policy (CAP), and spatial planning, more geographically
sensitive. While the full significance of this in terms of EC or member state
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activity is not yet clear, reference to the topic in an EC programme marks an
important advance in establishing landscape as a matter for debate and action at
the international level. In sharp contrast to the position only ten years ago,
landscape now appears in a global treaty, in IUCN programmes, in a Europe-
wide convention and is on the agenda of the EC. It has become a respectable
subject of international discourse.

THE IMPLICATIONS FOR THE UK

The central argument of this chapter is that landscape is now an international
driver, albeit a new one, in shaping UK environmental and rural policy; forces
outside the UK are helping to push the subject up the agenda. Of course the
case must not be overstated: the instruments which have been described are all
relatively soft in their impact. Landscape is not the subject of binding EC
requirements, comparable with those in the Birds and Habitats Directives, and
the UK has not yet (2002) signed the ELC. But the various instruments of
international agreement that have been described above can be used by those
concerned with the protection, management and planning of the landscape of
the UK. In particular the ELC offers great opportunities to raise the profile of
landscape work in the UK and to establish it as a core element in programmes
for sustainable development.

So what specifically are the implications of these international developments
for the way in which we address landscape and related issues in future?

In respect of the World Heritage Convention, the UK has set out its plans
in a consultation paper (DCMS, 1998) on the tentative list of sites for possible
future World Heritage nomination (an administrative requirement before any
new sites can be nominated). This commits the government to nominating two
potential Cultural Landscape sites, the New Forest and the Lake District, hoping
thereby to give these areas global recognition. It emphasizes the natural qualities
of the former and the associative qualities of the latter: the Lake District was
not only the home of the Lakeland poets and painters but also the birthplace of
the National Trust and the