
 

Consultation 
Response 

 
 

CONSULTATION - LOCAL NATURE RECOVERY 
STRATEGIES: HOW TO PREPARE AND WHAT TO 
INCLUDE 
 
2nd November 2021 
 

SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW OF CLA RESPONSE 
 

The Country Land and Business Association (CLA) is the membership organisation for 
owners of land, property and businesses in rural England and Wales. We help safeguard the 
interests of landowners, and those with an economic, social and environmental interest in 
rural land. Our 28,000 members own or manage around half the rural land in England and 
Wales and more than 250 different types of businesses. 
 
The CLA welcomes this opportunity to respond to the consultation, ‘Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies: how to prepare and what to include’ published August 2021. 
 
Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRSs) will be important to CLA members for two main 
reasons: first they will direct where biodiversity net gain takes place locally and second, they 
will target spending within the Environmental Land Management (ELM) schemes, especially 
the Local Nature Recovery (LNR) scheme. 
 
LNRSs should ensure better join up and coherence between different policies and funding 
streams. At the moment, land managers can be pulled in many different directions, with a 
combination of incentives (both public and private sector funding), regulation, designation 
and a range of plans and strategies all contributing to confusion on the ground. LNRSs risk 
adding to the confusion. 
 
In consultation with our members, the CLA has developed a series of principles, which 
should guide the preparation of LNRS, in order for them to be successful: 

 Farmers, landowners and land managers must be consulted when developing any 
spatial strategy that covers private land. There should be effective, early and regular 
engagement with the land management sector. 

 Strategies must identify and enable positive land management opportunities, rather 
than restrict what can happen on land.  

 Strategies must be based on robust scientific evidence, often gathered at national or 
regional level, but balanced with local ground-truthing, and the views of local 
communities and businesses.  

 Strategies must be developed using a transparent, robust and consistent process, 
with support, guidance and regulation from central Government to facilitate this. 

 
We also believe that there are minimum quality standards which all LNRSs should meet, and 
these should be incorporated into the process for developing them. 
 
As a minimum, a Strategy must: 

 Act as a unified guiding strategy for environmental land management, unifying 
disparate policy mechanisms and funding sources behind a single set of goals for 
biodiversity. LNRSs should create coherence not add to confusion on the ground. 



 

Consultation 
Response 

 
 

 Be long term and take account of expected social, economic and environmental 
changes. 

 Contain a wide enough range of priorities and ambition levels to allow flexibility and 
choice in which ones are delivered and when. 

 Contain priorities that are deliverable on the ground, within the current policy and 
funding context, including the desired social and economic outcomes from land use 
in the area. 

 Ensure that LNRS priorities do not directly conflict with each other or with existing 
environmental policy or regulation, I.e., that the same land is not prioritised for 
incompatible land management.  

 Ensure that the totality of the priorities makes a proportionate contribution towards 
national environmental targets, focusing first on those areas and priorities for 
biodiversity which have national significance. 

 Follow a robust process for preparation and consultation, including taking on the 
views of the land management sector and other stakeholders.  

 
 

Process of LNRS preparation and local governance 

In response to the consultation questions, the CLA has proposed a preparation process and 
local governance system for Local Nature Recovery Strategies. This has been informed by 
discussion with our members in national and local committees, and by work convened by the 
Broadway Initiative to look at local environmental delivery. 
 
We propose that a LNRS Steering Group is charged with the preparation of each LNRS. 
The group would be chaired by the responsible authority and comprise representatives of 
any other local authorities within the Strategy Area. It would have a duty to consult with 
certain stakeholder groups and organisations, including public bodies such as the 
Environment Agency, Natural England and the Forestry Commission. We also propose a 
requirement for a Land Management Advisory Board. The Advisory Board should be 
made up of farmers and landowners (comprising at least 50% of Board Members) as well as 
other land managers and those with expertise in the sector. The role of this Advisory Board 
is to provide technical advice; facilitate two-way engagement with the land management 
sector; and make recommendations to the Steering Group. The Advisory Board would 
include, and work closely with an Environmental Land Management Local Convener, 
based on the model piloted in the five LNRS Pilots. 
 
A draft version of the LNRS map and strategy should be subject to a public consultation of 
at least 6 weeks. Following the consultation, the final version of the Strategy would go in 
front of the Planning Inspectorate for an examination in public. Subject to any comments 
from the Planning Inspectorate, the final version of the Strategy is then signed off by the 
LNRS Steering Group. The Office for Environmental Protection (OEP) will scrutinise all 
LNRSs to ensure that taken together they deliver the Government’s national objectives for 
biodiversity.  
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Fig. 1: Overview of LNRS Preparation Process 

 

 

 

 

 

Roles and responsibilities of central and local government 

CLA members are very concerned about the capacity and expertise of local authorities to 
deliver Local Nature Recovery Strategies. Funding pressures mean that many local 
authorities have limited resources devoted to the environment. In addition, local authorities 
do not always have deep experience or understanding of the land management sector, with 
most land management policies delivered nationally. For this reason, we believe it is vital 
that central Government provide the financial resources, guidance and regulations to enable 
responsible authorities to fulfil this important role.  
 
We recognise that there is a balance to be struck between allowing flexibility for each 
responsible authority to develop their own process and a more centralised, standardised 
system. Local flexibility could allow responsible authorities to account for local variation and 
innovate in LNRS processes. On balance, however, the CLA believes that the potential 
downsides of a lack of standardisation outweigh these benefits. The risk without national 
consistency and standards is that there will be a variation in quality, depending on the 
resources dedicated and the processes developed, resulting in a postcode lottery. There is 
also a risk of confusion where land management takes place across different Strategy areas, 
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if different approaches are used. And local variation would make it harder to build up a clear 
national picture of nature’s recovery.  
 
Standard practices and processes developed by central government would make the 
process more efficient for local authorities and allow resources to be focused on early 
delivery of LNRSs, rather than working out how they should be developed. By mobilising the 
combined resources and expertise of Defra, its arms-length bodies and other experts, a 
series of national products can be produced to a very high standard. We believe this should 
include standard data collection and recording methods; consistent priority setting processes 
and ways of describing priorities; and regulations to ensure consistency in the process, such 
as how to engage locally. 
 
As improvements are identified in both the environmental (data gathering and use) and 
social (local engagement and delivery) aspects of LNRSs, these can feed into improved 
national systems, templates, processes and guidance. Resources should also be directed 
towards sharing best practice and encouraging continuous improvement. 
 
Finally, national investment in advice and guidance will be crucial to the success of LNRSs. 
This includes ensuring that Natural England and Environment Agency are equipped, both in 
their role as gatherers and providers of data (and data standards) and as advisers on the 
ground. We also think that the ELM Local Convener role, as piloted in the five pilots, should 
be funded centrally. 
 

Evolution from Local Nature Recovery Strategies to Local Environmental Plans 

In time, it might be logical for Local Nature Recovery Strategies to become broader Local 
Environmental Plans, giving local expression to the 10 goals in the 25 Year Environment 
Plan, given the overlaps, interdependencies and potential for multiple environmental 
outcomes from a single project.  
 
However, there must be a phased approach to this, with LNRS initially developed with a 
focus on nature, but an eye on possible win-wins where action for nature can deliver 
additional environmental benefits such as carbon sequestration or flood risk reduction. When 
LNRS are first formally reviewed, assuming they have worked as a mechanism to give 
direction and consistency on nature recovery, they could be amended to include a broader 
suite of environmental objectives. This would give sufficient time for the process of LNRS 
development to bed-in and for environmental data, targets, indicators and digital tools to be 
developed at the national level.  
 
A consistent national approach to LNRS development, based on national standards, 
guidance and regulation, and using a national data and mapping system, will make this 
transition to Local Environmental Plans easier. Additional data layers from other public 
bodies or national sources (such as flood risk or air quality data) could be added to the same 
digital system, allowing prioritisation to take account of a broader set of environmental 
objectives. 
 
A final point to note is that there is currently a high level of confusion among land managers 
about the distinction and over-lap between Local Nature Recovery Strategies and the Local 
Nature Recovery scheme. This is making it hard to communicate about either and causing 
unnecessary confusion. Defra should change the name of one of these to avoid this 
problem.  
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1. Would you like your response to be confidential?  
 
No 
 
2. What is your name?  
 
Harry Greenfield 
 
3. What is your email address?  
 
Harry.greenfield@cla.org.uk 
 
4. What is your organisation?  
 
Country Land and Business Association (CLA) 
 
5. Which of the groups listed below do you consider essential for the preparation of a 
Local Nature Recovery Strategies? 
 
• Local authority(s) other than the “responsible authority”, where the Strategy covers more 
than one Local Authority area 
• Local authorities adjacent to the Strategy areas. 
• Local Nature Partnership(s), where active and geographically aligned 
• Natural England 
• The Environment Agency 
• The Forestry Commission 
• Other public bodies e.g. Highways England 
• Environmental non-governmental organisations active in the Strategy area 
• National Park Authority(s), where present in the Strategy area and if not the “responsible 
authority” 
• Area of Outstanding National Beauty organisation(s), where present in the 
Strategy area 
• Local Records Centre(s), where separate from any of the other groups listed 
• Local farming, forestry and landowning groups 
• Local Enterprise Partnerships 
• Utilities providers, such as water companies 
• Other local business representative bodies 
• Individual landowners and land managers (including farmers, both landowners and 
tenants) 
• Individual businesses 
• Members of the public 
• Don’t Know 
[Tick all that apply] 
 
The CLA believes that some engagement with all the groups listed is essential for the 
preparation of a Local Nature Recovery Strategy. The Strategies will only be effective and 
useful if they have a high level of buy-in from all those affected by them and those who will 
be required to make the delivery of nature’s recovery a success.  
 
While all the groups listed should be involved, the level and form of involvement will need to 
vary according to the type of group. We set out our proposals for the process, governance 
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and stakeholder engagement required for successful preparation of Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies in our response to the questions that follow.  
 
 
6. Are there any organisations not listed above whose involvement you consider 
essential?  
 
Yes. 
 
Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) and Local Catchment Partnership Groups. Lead Local 
Flood Authorities. 
 
7. Do you think that additional support should be provided to farmers, landowners 
and managers the land management sector to facilitate their involvement with the 
preparation of Local Nature Recovery Strategies?  
 
Yes. 
 
Key point 
Land managers are vital for the delivery of LNRS, so they need to be properly engaged and 
represented. The CLA proposes that each LNRS area should be required to constitute a 
Land Management Advisory Board, as part of a new statutory duty on responsible authorities 
to engage the land management sector in the preparation of Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies. 
 
Why the land management sector merits additional support 
The preparation and delivery of Local Nature Recovery Strategies cannot be achieved 
without farmers, landowners and land managers. 68% of the land in England is used for 
agriculture and the role of privately owned and managed land in delivering nature’s recovery 
cannot be overstated. Land managers’ experience, knowledge and understanding, both of 
what they are already delivering for biodiversity, and where it is practical to do more, is a 
crucial component of any solution to the ecological and climate crises. If the Government is 
serious in its ambition for Local Nature Recovery Strategies to become “the new focal point 
for a broad range of land use and management activity” then engagement with land 
managers is vital.  
 
Too often, CLA members have experienced processes that do not involve land managers 
early on. When plans and strategies for land management are developed by those who lack 
a practical understanding of land management, and particularly how environmental land 
management fits into land-based businesses, they are likely to be undeliverable. If land 
managers are engaged effectively, early, and often, then they will be able to identify and 
deliver the many win-wins where environmental management can fit alongside profitable 
business. 
 
We believe that land managers need to be a part of the process of developing LNRS but this 
presents its own set of challenges. The reason that additional support for farmers and land 
managers is needed is due to their unique situation, as small, often micro-businesses, in 
isolated areas of the country and often with other barriers facing them, for example poor 
communication connectivity and the pressures of running rural businesses.  
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Farmers and land managers face a wide array of policies, regulations and programmes 
which influence, or attempt to influence, how they manage their land. This complex 
landscape can be hard to navigate at the best of times, but the transition to a new agriculture 
policy and an increased focus on the role of land management in solving some of society’s 
most pressing problems, risks causing confusion or even disengagement by the sector. 
 
A final reason for facilitating the involvement of the land management sector is to create 
opportunities to build engagement between land managers and the local community. This 
will have wider benefits, for nature recovery, the land management sector and society’s 
understanding of and appreciation of the countryside. The development of Local Nature 
Recovery Strategies offers an opportunity for land managers to become more vocally 
involved in local debates about the environment and land management as a first step 
towards facilitating a greater mutual understanding and better partnerships. 
 
What additional support should look like 
 

The CLA believes that a package of measures is needed to facilitate engagement with the 

land management sector, aiming to achieve two broad objectives: 1) to ensure as 

widespread engagement as possible with individual farmers and land managers, so that all 

have the opportunity to make their views heard; and 2) to ensure that the sector as a whole 

is formally represented in the process and governance structures for producing, reviewing 

and implementing Local Nature Recovery Strategies.  

We strongly support the role of the local “convener” as used in the LNRS Pilots. This is 

important to ensure the development of Strategies is linked to the Local Nature Recovery 

and Landscape Recovery schemes. We see the convener’s role as providing a formal link 

with new environmental land management schemes and as raising awareness among as 

many land managers as possible. The convener should use the best available techniques for 

reaching land managers, including those hard to reach or not easy to engage. This will need 

to be done in partnership with local and national organisations, with a focus on translating 

the process and aims of LNRS into language that makes sense to land managers and their 

businesses. Guidance and training will be needed to ensure the convener has the tools 

needed to do the job. This should include jargon busting, mapping that can be interpreted at 

the farm scale and support to understand how actions that help deliver environmental 

outcomes fit within farming and other land-based businesses. Particular effort is needed to 

hear the voices of those in the land management sector who are not normally heard. 

However, while the local convener role is necessary to increase land manager engagement, 

it is not sufficient, as it places too much weight on one individual. The LNRS pilots showed 

that, while it was better to have a convener than not have one, their effectiveness in 

engaging land managers varied considerably, depending on their existing knowledge, 

understanding and links with the land management community. The CLA’s experience of the 

LNRS Pilots was that there was no clarity as to how much engagement was expected or 

what the key indicators of success were. For this reason, an additional formal mechanism is 

required. 

The CLA proposes that each LNRS area should be required to constitute a Land 

Management Advisory Board, as part of a new statutory duty on responsible authorities to 

engage the land management sector in the preparation of Local Nature Recovery Strategies.  
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The Advisory Board should be made up of farmers and landowners (comprising at least 50% 

of Board Members) as well as other land managers and those with expertise in the sector. 

This could include farm and environmental advisers, conservation organisations, 

representative bodies and others.  

The Advisory Boards should work closely with the local convener to ensure wide 

engagement across the sector. This Advisory Board will provide technical support in the 

preparation of the Strategy; facilitate the input of the land management sector; and present 

recommendations to the responsible authorities tasked with the overall preparation of the 

Strategy. Similar concepts have been tested in some ELM Tests & Trials, notably the ELM 

Convener Partnership for Hampshire, which trialled the use of an Advisory Board to 

coordinate activity and develop priorities for ELM. The Broads Test and Trial1 also 

investigated the use of a local Land Management Board and concluded that further research 

was needed on how this might work.  

Once created, we envisage such a Board playing other roles within the local area such as 

promoting the new environmental land management schemes locally and feeding back any 

needed improvements to these schemes to Defra and ALBs; facilitating local discussions 

with the private sector (including developers) about the development of private markets for 

ecosystem services; and facilitating collaboration between land managers to deliver at the 

landscape scale.  

 
8. If information on other types of local wildlife sites within a Local Nature Recovery 
Strategy area is not held by the responsible authority, do you think that if another 
Local Authority owns the information they should be obliged to provide it to them? 
 
Yes 
 
9. Are you aware of specific locally-held information that would make an important 
contribution to the preparation of Local Nature Recovery Strategies that you do not 
believe would be made available without a requirement to do so?  
 
No 
 
Key Point: Those holding data privately should not be required to make it available, but 
those who want to do so should have an efficient, secure way of doing so. 
 
As the consultation makes clear, there are reasons of commercial sensitivity that mean that 
some holders of information may not want to share this. The CLA is therefore strongly 
opposed to any requirement to make privately held data available for the development of 
Local Nature Recovery Strategies. The CLA is concerned about potential conflicts between 
detailed ecological data and private property rights. In the past, both a drive to collect 
ecological data through surveys, and the publication of information on the whereabouts of 
specific wildlife populations has been to known to drive illegal access onto private land, with 
significant damage to the very flora and fauna that are intended to be protected. 
 

                                                
1 https://www.broads-authority.gov.uk/looking-after/projects/schemes-that-reward-environmental-
benefits 
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While they should not be forced to submit private data, some land managers may wish to do 
so for a variety of reasons, whether to correct errors in public data or to improve the 
accuracy and richness of data used for LNRSs. 
 
A collaborative approach to LNRS preparation and a shared understanding of the benefits of 
a comprehensive and accurate Strategy should encourage people to submit data that they 
hold. Many CLA members are already undertaking their own baseline assessments and 
opportunity mapping, for example using natural capital accounting tools and methods. The 
new environmental land management scheme should incentivise this type of environmental 
baseline assessment across the industry, ideally through the Sustainable Farming Incentive. 
This may result in both data and proposed environmental opportunity areas that are not 
available elsewhere (see response to question 13) and will allow land managers to 
proactively align their own intended management plans with priorities described in the 
LNRS.  
 
Facilities should be available for land managers and other stakeholders to submit data that is 
relevant to the development of a local Strategy. Digital technology, provided nationally, 
should ensure this process is simple and efficient. Such data submissions should meet the 
following principles: 

 Data must meet minimum standards to ensure it is accurate and reliable.  

 There must be high standards of data protection and security. 

 Data must be collected and submitted legally and with consent from the landowner. 
 
10. How do you think neighbouring Local Nature Recovery Strategy responsible 
authorities should be required to work together? 
 
• Required to inform neighbouring responsible authorities of their progress in preparing their 
Strategy 
• Required to give information to neighbouring responsible authorities that would help them 
prepare their Strategy 
• Required to collaborate when setting objectives for areas close to boundaries 
• Left to local discretion 
• Other [If other, please specify] 
 
Other: Choosing one option from the list is not helpful. Responsible authorities should as a 
minimum keep each other informed about the development of Strategies and share 
information across boundaries. Closer collaboration, for example where objectives can only 
be delivered by land management actions in different administrative areas, will be necessary 
in some situations too. Many priorities for nature will cross boundaries, such as contiguous 
habitats, wildlife corridors or water catchments.  
 
Not only does nature not adhere to lines on maps, but many of our members operate 
businesses that cross administrative boundaries. The administrative burden on land 
managers who have to deliver against more than one LNRS needs to be minimised, and 
collaboration between neighbouring responsible authorities is one way to achieve this. A 
standardised, national system in which data and maps are held will also be important, so 
that land can be viewed at different levels of granularity and beyond the boundary of a single 
LNRS.  
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11. Should draft Local Nature Recovery Strategies be subject to a local public 
consultation prior to publication?  
 
Yes. 
 
As mentioned above in response to question 7, the CLA has several proposals for how land 
managers can be specifically supported and engaged with during the preparation of a 
strategy. 
 
Given the Government’s ambition that LNRS become a focal point for land management and 
their importance in delivering the national Nature Recovery Network and nature-based 
solutions to environmental problems, we also believe there should be a transparent and 
comprehensive process of public consultation, similar to that used in the development of 
Local Plans.  
 
12. Should individual landowners or managers be able to decide that land they own or 
manage should not be identified by a Local Nature Recovery Strategy as an area that 
could become of particular importance for biodiversity?  
 
Yes.  
 
CLA members managing rural businesses have to balance the social, economic and 
environmental demands on land use and management. A holistic assessment of land use 
opportunities may reveal that areas of land identified as priorities for biodiversity are better 
suited to alternative uses, whether providing much-needed development in rural areas or 
land for public access and recreation that does not always co-exist well with wildlife species. 
In these situations, and subject to any regulatory requirements, this land should be able to 
be removed from the LNRS. This means the relevant land will not be identified on the LNRS 
map or in the statement of priorities.  
 
The advantage of this is that it allows a realistic Strategy to be developed, one which does 
not assume biodiversity gains will occur in places where the landowner has alternative plans. 
This will allow alternative land and priorities to be included in Strategies to ensure overall 
goals are met. Land that is identified as a priority for nature but will never be managed as 
such creates false expectations and could lead to tension in future. 
 
However, we do not think this option should be taken lightly and we do not envisage it being 
used often. Consent from the freeholder of the land should be required for land to be 
removed from an LNRS, given the potential long term implications of land being identified as 
a priority for nature. 
 
With proper engagement and awareness raising among landowners and land managers, we 
believe that they will often see the advantage in having land identified in an LNRS, for 
example by unlocking opportunities through environmental land management schemes or 
other funding mechanisms. It must also be made clear that an area being identified in an 
LNRS does not, by itself, compel any new action from land managers. This is something that 
has been raised as a concern by CLA members, with a fear that LNRS priority areas 
represent a new form of designation. Identification of land as a priority within an LNRS 
should be about increasing choice: such land can remain under its current management 
regime; be proposed for an alternative use (e.g., development); or receive incentives to 
undertake more ambitious environmental management.  
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13. Should anyone interested in the Strategy be able to propose additional areas that 
could become of particular importance if these can be shown to be making a 
sufficient contribution to the overall objective of the Strategy?  
 
Yes 
 
Key point: 
Anyone should be able to propose land for inclusion as an LNRS priority, but this should be 
subject to evidence-based assessment of its value to biodiversity. Land managers must be 
able to propose areas of importance based either on evidence of importance for nature or 
proposals for future nature improvement projects. 
 
Anyone should be allowed to propose additional priority areas during the initial development 
of the Strategy, but this should be subject to a transparent and evidence-based process. The 
fact that an area is proposed as being of particular importance, even if supported by a large 
number of local people, does not in itself make it suitable for inclusion. There needs to be 
clear scientific evidence that it will make a contribution to nature recovery at both the local 
and national level. Such proposals should also be subject to the mechanism set out in 
response to question 12, i.e., that even if they are considered appropriate for inclusion in a 
Strategy, landowners are able to request that they not be included.  
 
We expect that landowners or land managers themselves will identify areas of land that they 
want to be included. Comprehensive and accurate ecological data is often lacking, especially 
outside of protected sites. This can lead to an assumption that the “white space” outside 
protected sites and priority habitats, has lower biodiversity value or potential. Landowner 
held and generated data can correct this notion. As understanding increases about the 
potential for land management to deliver environmental benefits, more land managers are 
commissioning or undertaking their own work to audit and baseline their own natural capital 
and identify opportunities for environmental improvement. The CLA has also observed a lack 
of faith in the appetite and ability of private landowners to deliver ambitious nature 
restoration projects.  
 
Taken together, this lack of data and the focus on public and third sector activity could 
disadvantage farmers and land managers. Instead, emerging public policy (especially the 
Landscape Recovery scheme) and private investment in ecosystem services could see the 
rise of ambitious, collaborative landscape scale projects not envisaged by those producing 
the LNRS. Assuming it meets the relevant criteria, land put forward for such projects should 
be able to be included as a priority area within the LNRS, unlocking investment and support 
that can make the proposal a reality.  
 
14. How prescriptive do you think regulations made under clause 101 should be in 
setting out how the responsible authority should work with local partners? 
 

• Setting broad principles and specific requirements on who to engage or how 
 
Key point: 
Broad principles and specific requirements are needed at a national level to safe-guard 
against a postcode lottery in LNRS preparation. A Local Authority-led Steering Group should 
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lead the process and be required to constitute a Land Management Advisory Board to 
represent the land management sector and present recommendations. 
 
As mentioned in our summary, the CLA is broadly in favour of more standardisation and 
prescriptions from central Government in the development of LNRS.  
 
In this instance, the CLA does not believe that a completely standardised process would be 
appropriate, given the variation in types of responsible authority and in geographic context 
(for example rural vs urban). However, we believe that some specific requirements will be 
needed at the national level to safe-guard against the uneven preparation of LNRS and the 
potential for a postcode lottery.  
 
A standard model, with scope for some variation, would be most appropriate (see Summary 
above). The development of each LNRS should be led by a Steering Group of Local 
Authority representatives within the Strategy Area, chaired by the responsible authority. 
Defra should list statutory consultees, including Natural England, the Environment Agency 
and Forestry Commission. Additional material stakeholders should also be consulted with 
guidance on how to do this for different groups, e.g. land managers, developers, water 
companies etc. 
 
The CLA is particularly concerned that criteria and guidance for engaging with land 
managers, as set out in our response to Q7 above, should be developed nationally. Our 
view, based on the experience of members across England including those in the LNRS 
pilots, is that many local authorities struggle to grasp issues concerning rural businesses and 
land management. As stated previously, the nature of their business means farmers and 
land managers sometimes find it hard to engage in local decision-making and debate. We 
believe that the model of a Land Management Advisory Board, as set out above, should be a 
requirement for the development of LNRS. The make-up of such a Board will differ from 
place to place, and in some areas, for example predominantly urban areas, their role may 
also differ. At least 50% of Board Members should be land managers, with the remainder 
coming from those with expertise and experience in the sector, such as advisers or 
representatives from local or national organisations. Requiring such a group to be formed, 
with guidance as to a reporting and governance mechanism will be an important bulwark 
against the production of LNRS that are undeliverable by those managing the land. 
 
 
15. Do you think that regulations made under clause 101 should establish a 
mechanism for resolving disputes in the preparation of Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies? 
 
Yes. 
 
A public consultation process should help to resolve many disputes and after the 
consultation, the responsible authority should set out transparently how it has taken account 
of disputes or objections and what has been done to attempt to resolve them. 
 
Following public consultation, the draft LNRS should be put before the Planning Inspectorate 
for an examination in public. Those who still have disputes to raise can be given an 
opportunity to set out their concerns directly to the examiner.  
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Ultimately, the Defra Secretary of State should be able to take action where regulations are 
not being followed. For example, if a responsible authority fails to undertake public 
consultation to the necessary standard or, if the CLA’s proposal to require a Land 
Management Advisory Board is accepted, where a responsible authority fails to create or 
engage with such a Board.  
 
 
16. If you believe that regulations made under clause 101 should establish a 
mechanism for resolving disputes in the preparation of Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies, which of the following bodies do you think should be able to raise a 
dispute (including on behalf of others)? 
 
• Other [please specify] 
 
 
Key point: 
Disputes need to be resolved as soon as possible, especially where they relate to early 
stakeholder engagement. The Land Management Advisory Board should be empowered to 
raise disputes on behalf of land management sector. 
 
We have consistently argued that early and regular engagement with the land management 
sector will be crucial to the success of LNRS. With this in mind any dispute, especially one 
that calls into question the effectiveness of this engagement, needs to be resolved quickly 
and fairly. The CLA does not want a dispute resolution process that allows Strategy 
development to continue when there are doubts that the process has been followed. On the 
other hand, we also do not want to see the LNRS preparation process slowed down 
excessively by spurious disputes. This points towards the need either for specific bodies to 
raise disputes (as below) or a screening process to quickly decide whether a dispute has 
merit or not and act accordingly.  
 
We believe that the first port of call for any dispute should be to raise it with the responsible 
authority directly, however, it is clear that many disputes may directly concern the behaviour 
and actions of this body.  
 
The CLA is concerned that the only body listed that would be relevant to a dispute 
concerning the responsible authorities’ adherence to procedure is Natural England. While 
Natural England does have the appropriate environmental expertise, it is not clear that it can 
or should be expected to adjudicate on issues of consultation, due process or governance. 
We also do not feel that CLA members would necessarily have faith in Natural England to 
make representations on their behalf if any dispute arises, as they are not a neutral party, 
having their own statutory duty to protect the environment and biodiversity. This would make 
it hard for Natural England to adjudicate when conflicts or tensions arise between the 
environment and other social or economic considerations.  
 
As a result, the CLA believes that an alternative route for disputes may be needed. We 
believe that the Land Management Advisory Board should be empowered to raise disputes 
on behalf of those in the land management sector. These could be raised either with the 
Planning Inspectorate or the Secretary of State, depending on the stage in the process. 
 
17. Which of the following do you think might be reasonable grounds for raising a 
dispute about the Local Nature Recovery Strategy preparation process? 
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• Not adequately involving relevant specific groups 
• Slow/no progress 
• Lack of transparency 
• Legal requirements not being followed 
• Other [please specify] 
• Don’t know 
[Tick all that apply] 
 
All of the above are reasonable grounds for raising a dispute.  
 
18. At which points in the preparation of a Local Nature Recovery Strategy do you 
think it should be possible to escalate procedural disputes for external 
consideration? 
 
• Before finalisation of the Strategy priorities 
• Before a potential public consultation on the draft Strategy 
• If the responsible authority does not respond within a reasonable timeframe to being  
informed of concerns 
 
 
The CLA agrees that an open-ended approach to raising disputes could be burdensome and 
time-consuming. Assuming that a Strategy must be put to public consultation and a final 
examination with the Planning Inspectorate, as set out above, then prior to consultation and 
prior to finalisation seem reasonable points. We also support the idea that if a responsible 
authority does not respond to concerns quickly these can be escalated at any time. We also 
believe that disputes about the nature and robustness of stakeholder engagement should be 
escalated swiftly, as stated in our response to question 16. 
 
19. Do you think that Local Nature Recovery Strategies should also be “signed off” by 
a body other than the responsible authority before they can be published? 
 
• Yes – as well as a mechanism for resolving disputes in the preparation process 
 
 
20. If so, which bodies should be given sign-off responsibility? 
 
• Other Local Authorities in the Strategy area 
• Other [please specify] 
 
As mentioned above, we recommend the creation of a LNRS Steering Group, chaired by the 
responsible authority, with representation from all Local Authorities within the Strategy area. 
This Steering Group should have ultimate sign-off responsibility for the LNRS. 
 
The CLA does not propose a formal sign-off process at the national level, but we do think the 
following processes, detailed elsewhere in our consultation response, should be required: 

 National guidance and regulations on LNRS preparation 

 Public consultation on draft LNRS 

 Examination in public by the Planning Inspectorate 

 Scrutiny by the Office for Environmental Protection 

 Ability for Defra Secretary of State to intervene if regulations are not followed 
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While none of these constitute a formal sign-off of individual Strategies they will ensure that 
the Strategies are of high quality and that a transparent and robust process is followed for 
their preparation. 
 
The CLA sees a role for Natural England and other public bodies in advising on and sense-
checking Strategies, including helping to ensure that the different local strategies add up to a 
coherent national picture, capable of delivering national targets and objectives. Natural 
England can also help to develop some of the standards and processes for Strategy 
development to ensure consistency and quality. For the reasons set out in response to 
question 16, we believe that, while Natural England should be given a role as statutory 
consultees in the preparation of the Strategy, they should not be given sign-off responsibility. 
 
We also believe the Office for Environmental Protection (OEP) should scrutinise LNRSs at 
the aggregate level to ensure that, taken together, they will deliver the Government's 
national environmental targets and the 25 Year Environment Plan. The OEP should be able 
to make recommendations to individual responsible authorities, and to Defra, based on their 
assessment of LNRSs. 
 
 
21. On what grounds could a body refuse to sign-off a Local Nature Recovery 
Strategy? 
 
• On any reasonable grounds 
 
If a body is given responsibility for sign-off, then it should be given a broad remit in terms of 
possible grounds for refusal. This should be based on clear guidance and principles for what 
a Strategy should contain. As a minimum, a Strategy must: 

 Act as a unified guiding strategy for environmental land management, unifying 
disparate policy mechanisms and funding sources behind a single set of goals for 
biodiversity. LNRSs should create coherence not add to confusion on the ground.  

 Be long term and take account of expected social, economic and environmental 
changes. 

 Contain a wide enough range of priorities and ambition levels to allow flexibility and 
choice in which ones are delivered. 

 Contain priorities that are deliverable on the ground, within the current policy and 
funding context, including the desired social and economic outcomes from land use 
in the area. 

 Ensure that LNRS priorities do not directly conflict with each other or with existing 
environmental policy or regulation, I.e., that the same land is not prioritised for 
incompatible land management.  

 Ensure that the totality of the priorities makes a proportionate contribution towards 
national environmental targets, focusing first on those areas and priorities for 
biodiversity which have national significance. 

 Has followed a robust process for preparation and consultation, including taking on 
the views of the land management sector and other stakeholders. 

 
22. Should the Defra Secretary of State be able to appoint a separate body to consider 
disputes in the preparation of Local Nature Recovery Strategies, and if so, which body 
or bodies? 
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The Planning Inspectorate (PINS) would appear to be the most appropriate and available 

body to handle disputes surrounding the development of an LNRS. It is the CLA’s opinion 

that disputes could be handled in the form of a public examination of the LNRS following the 

public consultation process. The public examination should allow members of the public to 

be able to address their concerns directly to the Examination Inspector.  

The Planning Inspectorate deals with planning appeals, nationally significant infrastructure 

projects, examination of local plans and other planning-related casework. PINS also handles 

public rights of way inquiries and related casework. As an independent body with a track-

record in taking a holistic view and balancing competing interests, PINS seems to be the 

obvious body to handle examinations into LNRS prior to adoption by the responsible 

authority. 

This will require an investment in new skills from PINS and Defra should provide guidance to 
allow it to fulfil this role. 
 
23. In resolving disputes in the preparation of Local Nature Recovery Strategies 
should the Secretary of State be able to: 
 
• Require the responsible authority to repeat particular parts of the preparation process 
• Require the responsible authority to make specific changes to their Local Nature 
Recovery Strategy 
• Approve the Local Nature Recovery Strategy with or without changes. 
 
As set out in question 15, we believe the Secretary of State should have various options 
available to ensure LNRS are produced to high quality and disputes avoided. We can think 
of instances where all three of the above might be needed. 
 
24. Do you think that each local habitat map should adopt the same data standards 
and be published in the same format to facilitate national collation?  
 
Yes, it is absolutely vital, not only for the delivery of the Nature Recovery Network and of 
legal national environmental targets but also to ensure consistency in the process.  
 
This should allow the creation of a single national map, capable of being viewed at different 
scales, for example looking just at the LNRS area, or at a wider regional level, catchment 
level or National Character Area. It should also be possible for landowners and managers to 
easily access a digital map cut to the size of their own holding.  
 
A single national system and format will have much wider application than just the creation 
of LNRS. It will be important for the development of new environmental land management 
schemes; the reporting and monitoring of environmental targets and delivery of biodiversity 
net gain. It should also be designed so that other data layers that are published can be 
uploaded to the same system. This will allow it to move towards something that works 
across different environmental outcomes and is useful for a range of Government policies 
and the private sector.  
 
Central Government should continue to invest in this, as we are seeing through Defra’s 
Natural Capital and Ecosystems Assessment programme. As well as providing multiple 
benefits it will ease the financial pressure on Local Authorities, whose resources are not best 
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spent in developing data standards, which is anyway probably outside of their area of 
expertise.  
 
25. If yes, how should this level of consistency be established? 
 
• Advice from Natural England 
• Creation of standard templates 
• Specified in regulations made under clause 101 
• By consensus amongst responsible authorities 
• Other [please specify] 
• Don’t know 
[Tick all that apply] 
 
The most important element is a standard template, used across the board, but with scope 
for regional variation to be incorporated. This must be coupled with guidance and advice 
from Natural England and others to ensure data is of the required standard. The framework 
for this approach should be specified in regulation to ensure that guidance is followed.  
 
 
26. Do you think that each statement of biodiversity priorities should also be 
published in a similar format? 
 
The format should be the same, to allow for comparison between LNRS and spreading best 
practice, as well as the ability to view priorities at a larger geographic scale. This would also 
reduce administrative costs for responsible authorities and ensure the best format was used 
that is most useful for Local Authorities, central Government, citizens and stakeholders.  
 
 
27. Do you think that all Local Nature Recovery Strategies should be published 
together on a single national website as well as being published locally by the 
responsible authority?  
 

Yes – see response above to question 24. We agree it is important to publish strategies 

locally, and that there are local reasons for doing this, but insofar as LNRS contribute to 

national objectives they should also be published nationally on a single website. 

28. Do you think that a published Local Nature Recovery Strategy should: 
 
• Only be changed with the Secretary of State’s permission 
 
The point of having agreed strategies is to provide some long-term certainty, which aids 
investment in and support for priority activities. In this consultation, the CLA has outlined a 
comprehensive process for developing a strategy and we think that both this process, and 
the ability to use Strategies to guide investment and prioritisation decisions, would be 
undermined if they were open to constant revision.  
 
The preparation process for Strategies should also ensure that revision is not needed often. 
This is because we expect Strategies to: 

 horizon scan and take account of future variability, e.g. economic development needs 
and climatic changes  
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 be long-term and ambitious enough to present a range of priorities that would suit 
different future scenarios  

 be flexible and enabling, so that they can adapt to changes in a given time period 
and  

 be robustly produced following an agreed process.  
 
For this reason, we envisage each Strategy remaining largely unchanged until the review 
process is reached. Changes may be needed in certain situations, but these should be 
approved by the Secretary of State. Such changes could include dramatic changes to the 
ecology of the area; clear and obvious errors that need correcting; or significant social or 
economic changes (for example a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project) that would 
have knock-on effects to the Strategy. 
 
29. Do you think that all Local Nature Recovery Strategies across England should be 
reviewed and republished at similar times or should there be local discretion to 
decide when is the best time? 
 
Review cycles and republication dates should be set nationally. As well as helping to create 
a more coherent national picture, this will provide a clear deadline for review, ensuring plans 
are kept up to date. 
 
While local decision-making may not be fully aligned with this review cycle, the creation of 
Strategies should create an infrastructure of data and partnerships that persists in the long 
term, not just during preparation and review. LNRSs should not be static documents, unused 
between reviews. They should galvanise action on the ground and raise awareness among 
local communities about how the recovery of nature is planned and progressing in the local 
area. This means that while the formal review process is important it fits into a wider 
architecture, including monitoring and tracking progress. As stated in response to Q28, 
Strategies should be flexible enough to allow and encourage a wide range of activity so the 
review process should rarely involve dramatic re-writes. 
 
30. If you do think all Local Nature Recovery Strategies should be reviewed and 
republished at the same time, do you think that this should happen to a fixed cycle? 
 
• There should be a regular fixed period between reviews 
• A maximum period of time between reviews should be set 
• A minimum period of time between reviews should be set 
• A maximum and a minimum period of time between reviews should be set 
• The Defra Secretary of State should be able to decide 
• Don’t know 
[Tick one] 
 
The aim should be to have all LNRS in England reviewed and republished at roughly the 
same time. This should be aligned with national monitoring of delivery against environmental 
targets, policy review (for example of ELM and biodiversity net gain) and review periods for 
individual projects or schemes, for example reporting from individual environmental land 
management scheme agreements. 
 
31. Do you think that all responsible authorities should take a consistent approach to 
describing the biodiversity in their Strategy area?  
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[Yes/No/Don’t know] 

A consistent approach is helpful for the reasons set out above. This will help to build a clear 

national picture, and will help with advisers or others who work across multiple strategies. 

 

32. If yes, do you have a preference as to how sub-areas based on similarities in 
biodiversity should be identified? 
 
• No preference 
• Responsible authorities should be able to decide 
• National Character Areas 
• River catchments 
• Other [please specify] 
• Don’t know 
[Tick all that apply]  
 
National Character Areas (NCAs) have already been devised to delineate areas with similar 
characteristics in terms of landscape and ecology. These are often a result of farming and 
other human activity, so a focus on NCAs will retain a link between the landscape and the 
human interventions that have created it. An obvious problem with NCAs is that they do not 
adhere to administrative boundaries, meaning that a single NCA may occur in multiple LNRS 
and then be subject to different approaches on either side of an administrative boundary.  
 
While NCAs are effective at describing the landscape and environment as it currently is, 
however, they can be used in an overly static and prescriptive manner, to prevent change 
from taking place. It is possible to imagine a large-scale environmental project which 
significantly changes the character of a landscape but still leads to an increase in 
environmental, social and economic benefits, and could even increase the aesthetic beauty 
of the area. So, while NCAs are a useful way of sub-dividing a Strategy Area, they are tools 
rather that policy and should not be used to enforce strict adherence to an unchanging 
landscape.  
 
River catchments will also have a role to play and should be considered as sub-areas. 
These have a similarly difficult administrative geography, but have the advantage that 
groups already exist that operate at this scale, and can feed into LNRS preparations and 
discussions. 
 
33. To ensure that the statement of biodiversity priorities provides an accurate and 
useful description of the Strategy area that can inform the setting of realistic and 
appropriate priorities, what else should the description consider in addition to 
describing existing biodiversity? 
 
• Climate change scenarios 
• How land use/ habitat distribution has changed over time 
• Anticipated future pressures on land use (e.g. broad indications of housing and 
infrastructure need) 
• Environmental issues in the Strategy area that might be addressed through nature-based 
solutions 
• Existing significant nature or environment projects (e.g. landscape scale work) 
• Other [please specify] 
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• Don’t know 
[Tick all that apply] 
 
Key points: 

 LNRS should capture a complete picture of how land management contributes to 
improved biodiversity, including the work already being done by land managers and 
any proposal for future nature restoration projects.  

 The link between LNRSs and Local Plans must be made clearer and mechanisms 
developed for situating priorities for nature’s recovery in the wider context of 
sustainable development. 

 
 
All of the above need to be factored in to give a full and accurate picture.  
 
Building a picture of current and future environmental land management 
 
Particular attention should be given to ensuring that existing or planned environmental work 
is captured. This includes work done by land managers, for example through agri-
environment schemes, which may not be known about. This will be important for providing a 
biodiversity baseline and can also help identify the drivers of land management decisions. 
The process of developing an LNRS should build a picture of how policy and economics 
contribute to local biodiversity. This will avoid making changes that have unintended 
consequences for biodiversity.  
 
It is also important to capture environmental projects, especially those on privately owned or 
managed land, which may not be on protected sites or local wildlife sites. Already, and likely 
to increase in the future, land managers are undertaking ambitious projects which make a 
significant contribution to nature and to local environmental priorities. There is sometimes a 
default assumption, despite the findings of the Lawton review, that publicly owned land, or 
land in nature reserves, should be the focus of nature recovery, and this can lead to 
oversights and gaps. (See our response to question 13). 
 
Evolution of LNRS into Local Environmental Plans 
 
Over time, Local Nature Recovery Strategies could become broader local environmental 
plans. We have expressed reservations in the past about the complexity of dealing with a 
broad range of issues, for example the breadth of goals in the 25 Year Environment Plan, in 
a single local strategy. But given the overlaps, interdependencies and potential for multiple 
environmental outcomes from a single project, if the LNRS framework is successful, it would 
make sense to broaden its scope.  
 
We believe that the first round of LNRS preparation (starting in 2022) should focus on 
nature, but identify opportunities where action can deliver multiple environmental benefits. A 
starting point is to look at nature-based solutions to other environmental problems, such as 
climate change, air quality and flood risk reduction. While not everything will be a “win-win” 
and there will sometimes be trade-offs to negotiate between different environmental 
objectives, identifying the low hanging fruit of projects which deliver biodiversity and other 
benefits is a good foundation on which to build. 
 
The aim should be that when LNRS come to be reviewed for the first time, they can be 
amended to include a broader suite of environmental objectives, aligning with the 10 goals of 
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the 25 Year Environment Plan. This would give sufficient time for the process of LNRS 
development to bed-in and for environmental data, targets, indicators and digital tools to be 
developed at the national level.  
 
Balancing environmental, economic and social drivers of land use 
 
The CLA is concerned about the lack of clear mechanisms to balance future pressures on 
land. We are concerned about the weight that will be given to the LNRS as regards its link to 
local development plans, and in decision-making on planning applications for small scale 
economic and housing development in rural areas. 
 
The nature of CLA members’ businesses frequently brings them into contact with the 
planning system. Moreover, most planning objectives for the countryside – creating jobs, 
providing housing and conserving and managing biodiversity, landscapes and heritage – rely 
on landowners and land managers for their success. Sensible and appropriate change and 
development is needed, to ensure a continued supply of jobs and housing in the 
countryside. Without this economic vitality, land managers will have limited resources to 
dedicate to the long-term management of the countryside needed to deliver nature recovery 
and other environmental benefits. 
 
The CLA takes a balanced view because we represent both sides of the 
conservation/development debate. We expect the planning system to take a similarly 
balanced approach to planning policy and development management decisions, not least 
because the entire system is underpinned by the concept of “sustainable development”. The 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that sustainable development has three 
objectives – economic, social and environmental – and that these objectives are 
“interdependent” (NPPF, paragraph 8). This requires decision-makers to balance the pros 
and cons of each objective when making decisions on planning applications for 
development.  
 
As the LNRS would only on nature and the environment, it could lead to the delivery of an 
unbalanced approach to the concept of sustainable development that underpins the NPPF. 
There must therefore be a way to situate the environmental priorities within an LNRS within 
the wider objectives of sustainable development within a local area.  
 
LNRS must work with local plans to guide development to the most appropriate places to 
deliver new and enhanced levels of biodiversity and natural capital. The LNRS link with local 
development plans must ensure a viable flow of income to support the conservation and 
enhancement of biodiversity, environmental habitats and landscapes through private 
enterprise. The LNRS must not be used to prevent small scale rural economic development 
that is so important to the profitability and sustainability of businesses and communities that 
live and work in rural areas.  
 
LNRSs must also take account of local plans, recognising the objectives within local plans 

and acknowledging explicitly that nature’s recovery is one objective among many for land 

use and land management in the local area. 

 
34. How should the statement of biodiversity priorities describe opportunities for 
recovering or enhancing biodiversity without mapping them? 
 
• Identify particular rarer habitats/species that the strategy area is suitable for supporting 
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• Assess the potential to contribute to national priorities for nature recovery 
• Describe the relative opportunity for creating more areas of key habitats as well as making 
them bigger, better and joined up 
• Indicate broad areas where creating improving habitat may be more achievable 
• Assess the potential for use of nature-based solutions 
• However the responsible authority finds most useful 
• Other [please specify] 
• Don’t know 
[Tick all that apply] 
 
The clearest way to identify opportunities without mapping is to name specific habitats and 
species of national or local importance. This would allow those land managers who manage 
these habitats to be aware of opportunities to enhance them.  
 
For example, the Government target to increase species abundance will require measures 
that support common (non-specialist) species as well as specialist species associated with 
particular land uses, such as farmland birds and arable plants. These have the potential to 
exist in many parts of the country with the right land management. As with other 
environmental priorities (such as climate change mitigation) there is not always an obvious 
reason to take action in one place over another. This means that if multiple areas are 
identified as having the potential to deliver biodiversity improvement, other factors need to 
be used to determine is this is the best land use.  
 
Describing relative opportunity will help with these decisions making, though it is not clear if 
this means relative within the local Strategy area, or at a national level – both will be 
important. Some areas will be more suitable for a certain habitat or species than others and 
it will be useful to describe this. But information about the relative opportunity nationally will 
be needed to make decisions. For actions which could be delivered across a wide area of 
the country, there may be ecological reasons not to carry these out in some places, if other 
areas are more suitable. Ideally there will be a mix of land management for rare species and 
habitats; land management to keep common species common; and alternative land uses 
that deliver social or economic outcomes. The relative proportion of each will likely also vary 
County to County. 
 
 
35. Do you think that all Local Nature Recovery Strategies should follow the same 
priority setting process or that each responsible authority should decide for 
themselves how priorities should be set? 
 
• All Strategies should follow the same priority setting process 
 
Setting priorities is likely to be where some tension or conflict could arise. Academic 
literature and practical examples can show how this can be done with least conflict, for 
example the Systematic Conservation Planning method used recently by Water Resources 
East.  
 
There are two elements that need to be in place to determine priorities: First, ensuring the 
right biodiversity (and wider environmental) priorities are identified, from both a local and 
national perspective. This can be done using data and modelling and some agreed national 
assumptions about what is most valuable or necessary to meet national objectives. The 
CLA’s preference would be to have a clear weighting or ranking system for identified 
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priorities. The Strategy should also introduce time-bound targets, which would highlight the 
fact that some priorities may need to be delivered before others. 
 
The second element is to set priorities that do not directly contradict existing priorities for 
land use and management. While a certain level of conflict concerning desired land use is 
inevitable, there are ways to minimise this. A shared understanding of the other priorities for 
land in the local area and the level of ambition required of each area to reach national 
environmental targets would help minimise instances of conflicting or undeliverable priorities. 
 
 
36. How should national environmental priorities be reflected when setting Local 
Nature Recovery Strategy priorities? 
 
• National priorities should be advisory 
• Responsible authorities should show how they have considered national priorities 
• Local priorities should follow a consistent nationally-set structure 
• Other [please specify] 
• Don’t know 
[Tick one] 
 
As set out above, nationally consistent mapping, data and descriptions of biodiversity 
opportunities, together with a clear step-by-step process, including scrutiny by the OEP will 
help to ensure national priorities are included in LNRS. Responsible authorities should also 
be required to show how they have addressed national priorities in the development of their 
priorities. 
 
There should be a weighting mechanism for national priorities, so that for example rare 
habitats that are very geographically concentrated nationally have a high weighting as local 
priorities. Responsible authorities should be made aware of the relative national importance 
of different priorities within their area. This will be the first opportunity for an “over-ride” of 
local priorities. For example, if a significant proportion of a very rare habitat is identified in a 
local area, this should be automatically considered a local priority.  
 
Ideally, delivery requirements to meet national targets should be apportioned spatially, so 
that each responsible authority has an idea of what is required of them. This will not be easy 
to achieve, and is clearly more complex than simply dividing national targets by geographic 
area. The OEP may be best-placed to resolve this difficulty, having access to national data 
and expertise which could result in locally-defined targets over time. 
 
37. Should Local Nature Recovery Strategies identify only those outcomes for nature 
recovery and environmental improvement that are of priority or also include those 
that are positive but of lower priority? 
 

• List priorities and other relevant lower priority outcomes 
 
While prioritisation is important, the CLA does not want the perfect be the enemy of the 
good. Many land management actions can contribute to positive environmental benefits, not 
just for nature but for climate, air quality, water etc. When wider benefits are added, such as 
public health and well-being, economically thriving businesses and social cohesion, it is very 
possible that a land management regime that does not deliver the highest priority outcomes 
for nature is still the best option.  
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The good work already being done by farmers and land managers should be recognised too 
– species abundance and environmental improvement require that conventional, productive 
land uses become more environmentally sustainable. This helps with connectivity and 
ensuring there is not a binary mix of small areas that are very biodiverse and land in 
between with little or no environmental value.  
 
We understand the risk that if lower priority outcomes are identified, this could lead to land 
management only aiming to achieve these less ambitious outcomes. But this can be 
resolved through targeting of policy and investment. Identifying a wider range of positive 
options for land management will allow more people to play a part, which in turn is more 
likely to lead to higher levels of environmental outcomes as land managers increase their 
confidence and capacity to deliver. 
 
 
38. How should priorities identified in other environmental spatial plans in the 
Strategy area be incorporated into the Local Nature Recovery Strategy? 
 
• Considered and prioritised alongside other outcomes 
 
The consultation document states (p.8) that “Local Nature Recovery Strategies are also 
intended to support the delivery of wider environmental objectives”. There will be areas 
where improvements to biodiversity can deliver other outcomes such as flood reduction or 
climate change mitigation. But a project which delivers multiple beneficial outcomes may 
have a lower biodiversity value than one which focuses on biodiversity alone.  
 
It is not clear either what will drive responsible authorities to take account of wider 
environmental objectives when preparing a LNRS, or how tensions between the relative 
importance of nature and other environmental priorities will be resolved.  
 
The CLA believes that initially, other priorities that are closely aligned with nature recovery 
should be considered. A consistent, national system of data and mapping could help to 
identify areas where there are opportunities to deliver multiple environmental outcomes. 
 
Over time, LNRSs could develop into more holistic and systemic Local Environmental Plan. 
This would allow other environmental priorities to be directly incorporated into a LNRS. This 
should take a phased approach, once the framework set up for LNRS has been 
demonstrated to be effective. This would then aid delivery and ensure that opportunities for 
synergies are identified, while any conflict between environmental priorities is addressed. 
 
 
39. Do you think that the Local Nature Recovery Strategy should include potential 
measures for conserving and enhancing biodiversity and making wider environmental 
improvements that cannot be mapped as well as those that can? 
 
• Yes both 
• No, only those that can be mapped 
• Don’t know 
[Tick one] 
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There are some actions that can improve biodiversity that are not site specific, for example 
sustainable agriculture and land management practices that can contribute towards a 
general increase in biodiversity. There are also similar actions that will have an indirect 
impact, for example broad scale action to improve water quality will have a positive impact 
on freshwater species and habitats. Climate change mitigation will also have benefits to 
biodiversity and is not always site specific. 
 
The fact that these cannot easily be mapped does not mean that they should not be included 
in a statement of priorities. It makes sense for these actions to be captured. In particular, the 
actions incentivised by the Sustainable Farming Incentive (SFI), while not site specific will 
contribute to nature’s recovery in a local area and will complement more targeted and site-
specific actions. As a result, we think that these actions should be identified and 
encouraged. Although the SFI does not have a mechanism for spatial prioritisation, it would 
be beneficial for LNRS to identify the sorts of SFI actions that will have the most beneficial 
impact. This would help to situate general good and sustainable land management practice 
within the wider context of nature recovery and environmental improvement. 
 
 
40. Should there be a standard list of potential measures for responsible authorities to 
choose from? 
 

• There should be a core list which the responsible authority can add to 
 
For the purposes of comparing LNRS, building a national picture and aiding clarity for land 
managers it will be helpful to have clear wording for potential measures that can deliver on 
priorities. There are already some clearly defined measures contained within agri-
environment schemes, and the new environmental land management schemes will develop 
their own standards and land management options. Similarly, as biodiversity net gain is 
rolled out, it is likely that standardised wording, prescriptions and guidance will evolve to 
deliver different types of biodiversity unit and meet the requirements of the Defra metric. The 
CLA is wary of overly prescriptive land management measures, but we recognise it is useful 
to have an agreed set of outcomes and types of management that the sector as a whole can 
understand, and that map onto what is described in public policy. 
 
A list of measures, such as tree-planting, and creating or improving different habitat types 
would help ensure a smooth transition from statements of priorities to delivery on the ground. 
These should be outcomes-focused, with flexibility as to how they are delivered, but a 
common national understanding on what the aim of these measures is and what good looks 
like. 
 
Standardised wording will be particularly helpful for projects at a larger scale that cover 
multiple Strategy areas. Having to demonstrate that a particular management conforms to 
what is meant by differently worded “potential measures” would be inefficient and could lead 
to confusion. 
 
 
41. What sort of areas, outside of national conservation and local wildlife sites, might 
a responsible authority reasonably consider to be of particular importance for 
biodiversity? 
 
• Ancient woodlands 
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• Flower rich meadows 
• Priority habitats in good condition 
• Areas used for feeding or resting by animals or birds from a nearby national conservation 
site 
• Any areas the responsible authority chooses 
• None 
• Other [please specify] 
• Don’t know 
[Tick all that apply] 
 
Given the definition in the consultation (that areas of “particular importance to biodiversity” 
should already be such, and not require change) this will be a limited number of areas that 
are not already designated or protected. Priority habitats in good condition, including ancient 
woodlands and flower rich meadows would be good candidates. 
 
Areas near to national conservation sites may be important, but are a separate category and 
the evidence or criteria to show they are used by wildlife could be contentious.  
 
Defra have given assurances that LNRS is not a new land designation and this must remain 
the case in order for them to succeed. For LNRSs to fulfil its function as an enabling tool, 
land identified as a priority area for nature recovery should not alter the legal status of that 
land; should not be treated as a designation in terms of land use or land management 
decisions; and should not be perceived as a designation by land managers. 
 
Any land identified as important for biodiversity must be based on robust and recent data 
and the consequences and trade-offs must be discussed, not least with landowners and land 
managers.   
 
42. Should all responsible authorities follow a standardised process for mapping 
potential measures to identify areas that could become of particular importance for 
biodiversity or other environmental benefits? 
 

Yes. In this case, the CLA believes that the way to identify areas of potential importance 

should be standardised, based on centrally-agreed criteria and thresholds. Ecological data 

can help indicate the potential for habitats to be restored or new ones created. Mapping can 

then reveal the relative importance to local and national biodiversity of these potential 

habitats. This should be based on aspects such as rarity, extent and the role a habitat may 

play in increasing connectivity of wildlife sites. It makes sense for a large part of this process 

to be standardised using digital tools and models.  

43. Do you think that all responsible authorities should seek to identify a similar 
proportion of their Strategy area as areas that could become of particular importance 
for biodiversity or wider environmental outcomes? 
 
• No, this should not be set and decided locally 
 
Key point: 
Proportion of Strategy area is too crude a measure to be applied universally, as there will be 
many other variables. A better approach is to identify all the potential areas where nature 
recovery could take place and then rely on the process of LNRS development, with input 
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from national bodies, to identify the correct level of ambition in terms of outcomes not 
geographical area.  
 
The CLA does not believe that proportion by area is a useful metric to determine ambition 
levels within a Strategy. As mentioned in the consultation, the type of actions or outcomes 
delivered can be highly variable, with action on a small area having a great benefit, for 
example. Given the variation in terms of habits, development and other drivers of land use, 
setting an arbitrary figure for proportion of area identified as potential for nature recovery or 
environmental improvement is too blunt a tool. It would also be difficult to do this before the 
available funding levels, through environmental land management schemes, biodiversity net 
gain and any private investment in the environment, are known.  
 
Given the response to question 42, we believe that the mapping process should identify all 
the potential areas for improvement of nature, including those which it may not be practical 
to manage for this outcome, due to other drivers of land use. The Strategy should then 
assign priority levels to these areas, for example using either a red-amber-green model, or a 
numerical score. This prioritisation process can take account of relevant national and local 
variables, such as the importance to biodiversity; contribution to national targets; additional 
environmental benefits; and socio-economic factors, for example whether the land is 
allocated for housing within a Local Plan. 
 
The outcome of this mapping and prioritisation process will be to identify a series of areas 
most suitable for biodiversity improvement. This is likely to be highly variable, with some 
LNRS areas having a large amount of land that could benefit from investment and land 
management, and others having relatively little room for improvement, whether due to being 
highly developed or already very biodiverse. It should be left to responsible authorities to set 
out, in their strategies, how much they expect to achieve and over what timeframe.  
 
The CLA has a preference for more areas being identified, rather than fewer. This will allow 
greater flexibility in what is delivered, allowing more land managers to get involved, rather 
than excluding those who have not been identified as areas for improvement. Identifying an 
area does not, in itself, mean that it is expected to undergo changes in land management to 
improve its biodiversity or environmental value, only that it could be appropriate and 
beneficial to do so.  
 
The system of checks and balances; the input from national agencies such as Natural 
England and the Planning Inspectorate; and the scrutiny from the OEP should all be used to 
ensure the right level of ambition is included. The NERC reporting duty will also create a 
point where progress is assessed and the level of ambition, and delivery against this, can be 
evaluated. This should ensure both that the Strategy is realistic and achievable, for example 
not identifying large areas for land use change when this is unlikely to take place under 
current business and policy contexts. But also, that there is a good level of ambition, suitable 
to play a part towards meeting national targets and appropriate for the area in question.  
 
As discussed above, some of this will be determined by decisions outside the control of the 
responsible authority. For example, the targeting of investment through the Local Nature 
Recovery and Landscape Recovery schemes, while it will refer to LNRS, will also be 
determined by the overall budget set by Treasury and the contribution this spending will 
have to national outcomes and targets. Similarly, biodiversity net gain funding will be a 
function of development levels within the local area. 
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44. Do you think that when Strategies are reviewed and republished, they should map 
where appropriate action has been taken to make areas of increasing importance for 
biodiversity?  
 
 
Yes, it will be important to record where action has been taken, even if the results are not yet 
clear, in terms of importance to biodiversity. This will be relevant for a number of reasons, 
such as recognition for the work being undertaken; ensuring that funding and support for 
long term projects and for maintenance of existing habitats is maintained; and to allow 
continued modelling and updating of what the Strategy delivers.  
 
The risk from not mapping these areas is that it makes it appear that targets or ambition 
levels are not being led, which could in turn lead to more land being identified as a priority for 
nature.  
 
 
 

 
For further information please contact:  
 
Harry Greenfield 
Senior Land Use Policy Advisor 
CLA, 16 Belgrave Square 
London SW1X 8PQ 

 
Tel: 07792 095844 
Email: Harry.greenfield@cla.org.uk   
www.cla.org.uk  
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