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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

 

Introduction

1. This interim report addresses the first stage of the Quinquennial Review of the Countryside 
Council for Wales (CCW). It was prepared by Ian Thomas, Finance Planning Division, National 
Assembly of Wales. The report aims to tackle the following fundamental issue:

"In the light of the statutory duties and functions of the Countryside Council for 
Wales, its remit in Wales and the UK and the National Assembly’s objectives, is 
there a continuing need for all of the functions of the Countryside Council for 
Wales and, if so, is the current organisational framework the most appropriate?"

2. The second stage of the review – which is to be commissioned following consideration of 
the recommendations contained in this report – will review the strategic effectiveness of the 
CCW, and if appropriate, options for improvement. (The terms of reference covering both 
stages of the review are given in Appendix 1.) 

The Countryside Council for Wales

3. The Countryside Council for Wales is the independent adviser to the National Assembly for 
Wales on countryside and wildlife issues. It has statutory responsibilities for wildlife 
conservation on land and at sea; for landscape conservation; for promoting enjoyment of the 
countryside; and for encouraging public understanding of the environment in Wales. The CCW 
also administers the Tir Gofal agri-environmental scheme on behalf of the National Assembly.



4. The CCW was established under the Environmental Protection Act 1990; and in April 1991, 
it inherited the statutory conservation and wider countryside functions previously carried out in 
Wales by the Nature Conservancy Council and the Countryside Commission for the purpose of 
advising the Government in Wales on nature conservation and on general countryside matters. 

5. As from 1 July 1999, the CCW became accountable to the National Assembly for Wales as 
an Assembly Sponsored Public Body. 

Consultation exercise 

6. The conduct of the Quinquennial Review is open and transparent; and a feature of it has 
been the opportunity for the body’s partners, customers, staff and other stakeholders to submit 
their views and comments on the CCW.

7. This consultation exercise involved interviews with a variety of individuals and organisations 
and a general invitation to a wide range of bodies working in the fields of environmental 
conservation, recreation, and access to the countryside, to submit written responses to a 
consultation paper (copied at Appendix 2). 100 organisations and individuals submitted 
written comments to the consultation paper, a list of whom appears at Appendix 3. 

Main conclusions 

8. The main findings emerging from the first stage of the review are as follows: 

●     Sustainable development (Chapter 3): Like some other public bodies, CCW is 
currently wrestling with how it can more fully embrace the sustainable development 
agenda within its work. Quite how this will be achieved will be an evolving process, but 
recommendations on how it could do so should come from the second stage of the 
review. 

●     Consultation (Chapter 4): The key points made by respondents to the consultation 
exercise are as follows: 

❍     there is general agreement that CCW’s current work programme reflects its 
statutory duties and powers; 

❍     there is a clear need for the functions performed by CCW to be carried out – 
mainly in order to meet the Assembly’s and UK Government’s obligations and 
responsibilities for the environment. The large majority feel that CCW has a 
crucial role to play in nature conservation, landscape and recreation matters and 
are supportive of its existing functions; 



❍     if CCW’s functions were discontinued there would be potential for significant 
degradation in the Welsh environment, in the quality of life and in the expertise 
needed to ensure sustainability;

❍     CCW’s functions generally fit well with those of other agencies according to the 
majority of respondents who addressed the issue. But a small number questioned 
the degree of overlap between CCW and other agencies, most notably the 
Environment Agency and Forestry Commission and a small number called for 
consideration to be given for some of CCW’s functions to be devolved to other 
bodies; 

❍     on the other hand, instead of rationalising CCW’s functions so that they might be 
carried out by other organisations, a significant minority of organisations would 
prefer to see far greater liaison, integration and partnership working between 
CCW and a range of other bodies in order to formulate balanced policies and 
actions across all aspects of wildlife and countryside issues;

❍     there is broad support for no change to CCW’s status as an Assembly Sponsored 
Public Body – CCW’s independence from, but closely linked to, the National 
Assembly, is strongly valued by a large majority of responding consultees. 

Generally speaking, the focus of most respondents’ attention was not so much on 
whether CCW should continue to exist as an organisation per se, or whether its 
functions should be dismantled or allocated to other bodies. Many of the views 
were directed at the capacity and approach of CCW in carrying out its work. 
Respondents’ views tended to be expressed, in the main, on the following key 
issues:

●     whether CCW is paying too much attention to particular facets of work to the detriment 
of other priorities;

●     whether its planning and operational framework is delivering the appropriate targets;

●     whether it is engaging sufficiently and working closely with land users, other 
organisations and the public at large; and 

●     whether it is adequately organised, or resourced, to fulfil its remit across Wales. 

●     It is recommended that further exploration of these particular issues should constitute an 
integral part of stage two of the Review. 



●     Options (Chapter 5): Ten options for organisational changes to CCW, mostly in relation 
to other bodies, have been considered; and the recommendations arising from these are 
as follows: 

●     The complete abolition of CCW’s functions (Option A1) would be inconsistent with the 
National Assembly’s policies – hence the recommendation that the option should be 
rejected. There is a continuing need for each of CCW’s functions to be performed – 
regardless of which body carries them out. 

●     The options for abolishing CCW and transferring its functions to the National Assembly 
(Option A1) or for transforming CCW into an Executive Agency (Option A2) are rejected. 

●     Merging CCW with a separate Environment Agency for Wales (Option A4) is not 
recommended. If the National Assembly wishes to see a single body emerge from 
combining the operations of EAW and CCW, this presupposes that it would be 
advantageous to break up the Environmental Agency and form separate Agencies for 
England and for Wales. The Environment Agency is the subject of a separate 
quinquennial review, which is looking, in part, at the question of whether there is a case 
for a separate Environment Agency for Wales. 

●     Similarly, abolishing CCW and the Forestry Commission in Wales to create a new 
merged body (Option A5) is not recommended. However, it is suggested that a proposal 
for amalgamating the warden services of CCW and Forest Enterprise (as well as the 
National Park Authorities, and unitary authorities) to provide an integrated all-Wales 
ranger service, should be examined in stage two of the review.

●     The possibility of contracting out CCW’s functions to the business sector (Option A6) is 
rejected. 

●     There is considerable external support for CCW’s retention as an independent 
organisation; and as none of the preceding options is judged appropriate, it is 
recommended that CCW should continue to function as an Assembly Sponsored Public 
Body (Option A7). 

●     The option (Option B1) of transferring some of the functions of the Farming and Rural 
Conservation Agency to CCW is rejected. 

●     The administration of Tir Gofal should not be transferred from CCW (Option B2). 
Nevertheless, it is important that the scheme is periodically reviewed in order to ensure 
that the continuation of CCW’s agency role does not adversely affect its other 
responsibilities and that the scheme is being administered effectively and efficiently. The 
stocktake, which is being carried out in Spring 2001 by the Assembly’s Agriculture 



Department, is a useful first step in this process. 

●     The contracting out of the management of National Nature Reserves to local authorities 
and voluntary organisations merits further investigation; and it is recommended that this 
proposal should be considered further as part of stage two of the review. It is also 
proposed to explore whether alternative arrangements to CCW’s administration of grant 
aid to local authorities, as well as to voluntary bodies and others, should be made 
(Option B3).

●     It is recommended that the feasibility of examining ways of developing closer 
partnerships and joint working between CCW and other organisations is followed up with 
interested parties during stage two of the review. 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

1.1 As part of the programme of reviews of Assembly Sponsored Public Bodies announced on 
10 May 2000 by the Finance Minister, Edwina Hart, the National Assembly for Wales 
commissioned a review of the Countryside Council for Wales CCW. 

Purpose of Review

1.2 The National Assembly is committed to review each Assembly Sponsored Public Body 
(ASPB) every five years. These quinquennial reviews examine whether there is a continuing 
need for the functions carried out by the body under review and, if so, what might be done to 
improve its accountability, its strategic effectiveness and its conduct of business. The reviews 
are rigorous and are carried out on an independent basis by someone unconnected with the 
body or its area of operation. 

1.3 The review process is open and transparent; and a feature of it is the opportunity for the 
body’s partners, customers, staff and other stakeholders to submit their views and comments. 
The review report will be in the public domain; and it will be discussed by the Environment, 
Planning and Transport Committee before the Assembly Cabinet comes to a view on the 
conclusions and recommendations. 



Review of the Countryside Council 

1.4 The terms of reference for reviewing the Countryside Council for Wales (CCW) is given in 
Appendix 1. In brief, the review is being carried out in two stages. 

1.5 The first stage, outlined in this interim report, covers the basic issue of whether 
there is a continuing need for the CCW and its functions, or whether some other 
arrangement is preferable. 

1.6 This initial stage attempts to address the following fundamental issues: 

●     whether the CCW’s current work programme reflects its statutory duties and functions; 

●     whether there is a need for the functions that are carried out by the CCW to be 
performed at all; 

●     what the impact would be if any, or all, of the Countryside Council’s functions were 
discontinued; 

●     whether there are functions carried out by the Countryside Council for Wales that might 
advantageously be carried out by other bodies working in the fields of recreation, access 
and terrestrial and maritime environmental conservation; 

●     whether there are functions carried out by such bodies - or perhaps, not being carried 
out at all - that should be carried out by the CCW;

●     whether there is scope to rationalise the functions of the Countryside Council for Wales 
and those of other bodies; and 

●     whether the functions of the Countryside Council need to be carried out by an Assembly 
Sponsored Public Body. 

1.7 The second stage of the review – which will be commissioned following consideration of 
the recommendations in this report – will focus on:

❍     whether the current organisational framework is the most appropriate; 

❍     whether improvements should be made to the way in which the CCW’s functions 
are delivered; and 

❍     whether the CCW is managing its finances effectively and what progress it has 



made in improving the efficiency of its operations. 

Structure of the report 

1.8 This report:

❍     outlines, in Chapter 2, the statutory basis and evolution of CCW; 

❍     describes, in Chapter 3, what work CCW does;

❍     provides, in Chapter 4, feedback and conclusions arising from the views and 
comments of respondents to the consultation exercise;

❍     considers, in Chapter 5, some of the main options for organisational changes to 
CCW in relation to other bodies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 2: PURPOSE AND STATUTORY BASIS OF CCW

2.1 The Countryside Council for Wales is the statutory adviser to the National Assembly for 
Wales on sustaining natural beauty, wildlife and the opportunity for outdoor enjoyment 
throughout Wales and its inshore waters. CCW’s ‘vision’ is for Wales "to be a country with 
greater character in its appearance (and for Wales’) countryside and surrounding seas to 
support more wildlife and the habitats that species depend on; be managed to provide 
sustainable employment; and improve the wellbeing (of) and give more enjoyment to residents 
and visitors alike".

The statutory basis of CCW

2.2 The main duties and powers of CCW are set out in Sections 130 and 131 of the 



Environmental Protection Act 1990, which are as follows:

●     to perform functions for the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty and 
amenity of the countryside; 

●     to encourage the provision or improvement for the enjoyment of the countryside, 
including opportunities for open-air recreation and the study of nature;

●     to have regard to the social and economic interests of rural areas in Wales;

●     to discharge nature conservation functions, including the notification of sites of special 
scientific interest; and the implementation of EC Habitats and Birds Directives and the 
Biodiversity Convention;

●     to advise local planning authorities and other bodies on a range of developments or 
operations that might impact on countryside or nature conservation matters;

●     to advise the Secretary of State, any other Minister or any public body, on conservation 
or countryside matters as they may refer to the CCW or as the CCW sees fit;

●     to carry out or commission such research as the CCW deems necessary for the 
purposes of any of its functions;

●     to establish (with ‘sister bodies’ in England and Scotland) a Joint Nature Conservation 
Committee to perform "special" functions – about GB wide and international matters, 
including the provision of advice and dissemination of knowledge on nature 
conservation, and establishing common standards for monitoring and research into 
nature conservation;

●     to respond to consultations on, inter alia, development plans; Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas; Habitat Directive implementation; development proposals – including responding 
to duties laid on third parties to consult CCW;

●     to be consulted, and advise the National Assembly, on appointments, plans, funding and 
administration of National Park Authorities;

●     to experiment and implement experimental schemes; 

●     to give grants to public and voluntary bodies and individuals. 

2.3 The Countryside Council for Wales’ statutory duties and powers and its roles as a statutory 



consultee are wide-ranging; and a fuller description of them appears in the primary and 
subordinate legislation underpinning CCW’s functions, outlined in Annex A to Appendix 4. 

Evolution 

2.4 The fundamental rationale for the duties and powers of CCW – indeed the very genesis of 
the organisation – stems from the historical, long-term support of the public, marshalled 
primarily through voluntary organisations, for nature conservation and countryside access.

2.5 While the voluntary sector movement on these fronts can be traced back to the nineteenth 
century, it is only in post-war Britain that government was persuaded to respond, through a 
series of steps that have gained greater momentum in more recent years as concerns about 
the global environment have increased. These measures have included:

●     the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act, 1949, which made provision 
for National Parks and the establishment of a National Parks Commission; to confer on 
the Nature Conservancy and local authorities powers for the establishment and 
maintenance of nature reserves and established powers relating to the rights of way and 
access to open country. The Act also stated that the Nature Conservancy could enter 
into agreements with owners or occupiers of land that it felt should be managed in the 
national interest as a Nature Reserve. It could also buy the land. Nature Reserves are 
defined in the Act as land managed to preserve wildlife and geological features and to 
provide opportunities for research and study into matters relating to these natural 
habitats. The Nature Conservancy was also expected to notify local planning authorities 
of any land which, although not being managed as a Nature Reserve is nevertheless of 
special interest owing to its flora, fauna or geological or physiographical features. This 
was the beginning of the system which notifies Sites of Special Scientific Interest.

●     The Countryside Act, 1968 which changed the functions of the National Parks 
Commission to cover all the countryside of England and Wales. A new body, the 
Countryside Commission, replaced it and it was charged with the duty of keeping under 
review all matters relating to access to and facilities for the enjoyment of the countryside 
and the conservation and enhancement of the natural beauty and amenity of the 
countryside. 

The Commission could also advise Ministers and public bodies and to 
recommend the issuing of central government grants to any person other than a 
public body. Subsequently, the Countryside Commission was able to provide 
direct financial assistance to any organisation or local authority which intended to 
help attain the objectives of the Commission. A Committee for Wales was 
established to which the Commission could delegate any of its functions, 
including its advisory ones.



●     The Nature Conservancy Council Act, 1973 made Nature Conservancy self-standing 
following a period of years when it was a distinctly scientific operation and Nature 
Conservancy had become just a specialist Committee within the Natural Environment 
Research Council. The Act expanded the NCC’s to provide advice to Ministers on 
policies affecting nature conservation, disseminating information on nature conservation 
and commissioning research related to its functions. Later on this research function was 
carried out by the Institute of Terrestrial Ecology.

●     Until the Conservation of Wild Creatures and Wild Plant Act, 1975, no specific 
species of animal or plant had complete protection in law. The Act changed this in that it 
provided "for the protection and conservation of wild creatures and of plants growing 
wild." This Act conferred on the NCC the duty to review schedules of protected animals 
and plants and to advise the Secretary of State if any plant or animal should be added to 
the Schedules.

●     The Wildlife and Countryside Act, 1981 is considered as an important milestone in the 
history of wildlife and countryside conservation. It strengthened the law protecting wild 
birds and other animals and wild plants. It established a new operational and financial 
code for the conservation of nature and the countryside by conferring upon NCC, 
amongst other things, powers to protect SSSIs coming under threat, a duty to re-notify 
SSSIs, the power to provide grants and powers to establish Marine Nature Reserves. 

The Countryside Commission was reconstituted as a body funded on a grant-in-
aid basis rather than being an arm of the Department of the Environment. Both 
the NCC and the Countryside Commission were now required "to have due 
regard to the needs of agriculture and forestry and to the economic and social 
interests of rural areas." Much of the Act was devoted to the protection of wildlife 
in the form of re-enactments of earlier legislation with some amendments and 
additions. It also made amendments to the law relating to public rights of way. 

●     The Environmental Protection Act, 1990 is perhaps the legislation of greatest 
significance for Wales It covers many environmental issues and makes provisions for 
the improved control of pollution, partly by the re-enactment of earlier statutes. It deals 
with the control of hazardous substances, genetically modified organisms and 
radioactive materials. 

But the section of the Act with particular relevance to Wales in conservation terms 
is that which establishes the Countryside Council for Wales. From April 1991 the 
Council became responsible for undertaking the work previously carried out in 
Wales by the Countryside Commission and by the Nature Conservancy Council. 
The Act envisages a balance to be maintained between the functions of the 
predecessor bodies and to maximise the opportunities presented by the 



establishment of a single Council for Welsh countryside matters.

●     The Countryside and Rights of Way Act, 2000 has recently created a new statutory 
right of public access to mountain, moor, heath and down and registered common land. 
It modernises the rights of way system as well as giving greater protection to SSSIs; 
provides better management arrangements for Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty; 
and strengthens wildlife enforcement legislation. The Act in particular places a heavy 
responsibility on CCW to prepare and consult on maps on open countryside to which the 
new right of access will apply and to prepare codes of practice for users, landowners 
and occupiers and local authorities on their respective rights and responsibilities. 

2.6 Quite apart from domestic legislation, much of CCW’s agenda – at least on conservation – 
has also been by European legislation. EC Directive 79/409/EEC on the Conservation of Wild 
Birds (The Birds Directive) and EC Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural 
Habitats and Wild Flora and Fauna (The Habitats Directive) together establish a legislative 
framework for protecting and conserving Europe's wildlife and habitats. The Conservation 
(Natural Habitats) Regulations 1994 SI 1994/2716 (the Habitats Regulations) transposed the 
requirements of these Directives into national law in Great Britain.

2.7 At the centre of the policy is the creation of a coherent ecological network of protected 
areas across the EU - known as Natura 2000 - for habitats and species considered to be of 
outstanding international significance and therefore of importance to the maintenance of 
biodiversity in the European Union. Its purpose is to maintain or restore the habitats and 
species at a favourable conservation status in their natural range. The network comprises 
Special Protection Areas (SPAs) for rare and migratory bird species; and Special Areas of 
Conservation (SACs) for the rare habitats and animal and plant species listed under the 
Habitats Directive.

2.8 The Joint Nature Conservation Committee, on behalf of the country nature conservation 
agencies, recommends proposed SACs and SPAs to Government. In Wales the nature 
conservation agency is the Countryside Council for Wales. (SPAs are classified by Member 
States; and lists forwarded to the European Commission.) Thirteen SPAs have already been 
classified in Wales and a further five new sites are proposed or currently out to consultation.

2.9 The National Assembly Environment Minister takes decisions on whether to submit 
candidate SACs to the UK Government, which is responsible for submitting them to the 
Commission. There are currently 86 candidate SACs in Wales. The Commission decides in 
consultation with Member States which candidate SACs should be regarded as Sites of 
Community Importance (SCIs). 

The case for intervention 



2.10 Against this background of legislation, it is quite apparent that intervention in wildlife and 
landscape conservation has been driven by the importance that has been attached to national 
and international biodiversity, stemming from a recognition that: 

●     the fabric of nature and the countryside, which continues to evolve, cannot be left to 
chance;

●     nature and countryside continue to meet human requirements – an appreciation that the 
biodiversity of plants and animals is intertwined with ways that sustain society’s 
existence: in providing, directly or indirectly, the essentials of life – oxygen, food, water, 
clothing, health and recreation;

●     changes to nature and the countryside are governed by local and national policies as 
well as by natural, cultural and economic processes; and that subsequently, there is a 
need to both understand and work with these dynamic forces;

●     the public’s visual and sensory experiences of nature and the countryside are to be 
valued and nourished;

●     nature and the countryside shape people’s ‘sense of place’ and formulate their 
perceptions of the local distinctiveness associated with their particular localities and 
settlements;

●     there is a need to balance the enjoyment from contact with nature with a duty to respect 
nature in its own right; and 

●     nature and countryside are material assets, a natural inheritance that requires careful 
and sympathetic stewardship. 

2.11 More locally, there is a widespread recognition that Wales is a beautiful country, as 
reflected by the fact that over 30 per cent of its land area is now covered by environmental 
designations. There is widespread recognition also that Wales’ heritage of wild flora, fauna and 
physical features should be as large and varied as possible so that the public can use and 
appreciate its value as much as is possible. The importance of Wales’ natural environment not 
only contributes to the general well-being of its residents, but also provides an important part of 
the capital stock from which economic benefits, notably from the tourism industry, flow. 

 

 

 



CHAPTER 3: CCW’S WORK AND REPONSIBILITIES

3.1 For simplicity, the work of CCW can be categorised into 5 main areas, comprising: 

●     nature conservation and biodiversity – which involves CCW in the protection of 
habitats and species on land and in the sea;

●     agri-environment – CCW’s administration of the all-Wales scheme, Tir Gofal, which 
pays farmers to manage their land better for wildlife, for landscape including historic 
monuments, and for access; and of the Tir Cymen experimental scheme; 

●     landscape conservation – the protection of landscapes, sea views and geological 
heritage;

●     access and recreation – the provision of ways for people to get to, and experience, the 
countryside; and

●     improving understanding – the enhancement of public awareness and understanding 
of the natural environment.

 

●     Nature conservation and biodiversity

3.2 CCW aims to protect and enhance the natural richness of the land, rivers, lakes and 
surrounding seas and their plant and animal life by, for example:

●     continuing the implementation (through research, survey work and the preparation of 
management schemes) of Biodiversity Action Plans (BAPs) agreed by the Government 
for the 222 species and habitats occurring in Wales in order to safeguard and enhance 
their distribution or abundance. This is a significant part of CCW’s work arising from the 
UK Government’s agreement to the Rio de Janeiro Convention on Biodiversity;

●     notifying sites and adding to the series of some 1,000 of Wales’ most important 
biological and geological areas – Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs) – which 
merit the benefits of this protection; monitoring the condition of a sample of such sites; 
and advising on activities affecting them and preventing damage to them. (Some of the 
SSSIs back up areas designated as candidate Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) 
and classified Special Protection Areas for birds (SPAs) which have been submitted to 
Europe as part of the UK’s contribution to the EU’s Natura 2000 programme); 



●     extending the area of SSSIs under appropriate management through management 
agreements between CCW and land managers;

●     continuing to survey the intertidal habitats around the coast to provide information for 
notifying new intertidal SSSIs; and providing advice to local authorities and others in 
relation, for example, to oil spills;

●     implementing management works (for example, woodland, water or sand dune 
management) and surveillance arrangements in Wales’ 63 National 

Nature Reserves (NNRs) to ensure that their habitats and species are in good 
health;

●     liaising with other ‘sister agencies’ in the UK through the Joint Nature Conservation 
Committee (JNCC) to meet UK Government obligations, such as those arising from the 
EU Habitats Species and Birds Directives, and to maintain common standards for 
monitoring the status of UK wildlife and habitats;

●     establishing for government a series of EU Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) and 
Special Protection Areas for birds (SPAs) through evaluation of research, analyses and 
public consultations in collaboration with landowners and occupiers;

●     licensing certain operations for protecting European protected species and advising on 
the conservation aspects of applications for licences associated with developments 
issued by the National Assembly to capture or disturb protected species; 

●     providing data and information to support the implementation of local biodiversity action 
plans led by local authorities in association with voluntary bodies and others. 

●     encouraging local authorities to establish Local Nature Reserves, particularly those 
accessible to more urban areas;

●     supporting Coed Cymru in reintroducing sustainable management for broadleaved 
woodland and Tir Coed in encouraging new planting through community-led initiatives. 

●     Agri-environment 

3.3 CCW aims to encourage the combination of good husbandry and farming practice with 
habitat conservation and improvements. At the heart of its agri-environment policy is Tir Gofal 
(and its experimental pilot, Tir Cymen) which it operates on behalf of the National Assembly. 
Tir Gofal is a whole farm scheme which makes payments to landowners and occupiers to 



manage their land in ways which restore wildlife value, provide public access and promote 
environmental understanding. The scheme thus impacts upon all of CCW’s other work areas. 
Tir Gofal involves CCW’s staff in, for example:

●     drawing up and maintaining administrative procedures for dealing with applications to 
the scheme and advising the National Assembly;

●     visiting land to assess and draw up plans for managing the farms;

●     negotiating agreements with landowners and occupiers;

●     making payments to those accepted into the scheme;

●     compliance monitoring to ensure agreements are being adhered to and issuing 
guidance on proposals and modifications to agreements;

●     responding to enquiries and providing advice and information about the characteristics 
of Tir Gofal; and 

●     providing regular updates on progress to the National Assembly. 

●     Landscape conservation 

3.4 CCW aims to protect and enhance the beauty of the countryside and coast by, for example:

●     working with local authorities to produce and implement landscape assessments using 
the CCW-designed ‘LANDMAP’ method to classify, map and evaluate the Welsh 
landscape in order to help guide their planning processes on a consistent all-Wales 
basis;

●     supporting National Parks and their work to conserve and enhance the landscapes they 
contain;

●     encouraging, through advice and grant aid, enhancement of landscapes designated as 
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Heritage Coasts;

●     advising the National Assembly and local authorities on strategic and development plans;

●     producing good practice guides (e.g. on countryside buildings and other design issues) 
on the management of protected landscapes;



●     undertaking research to maintain quality of advice on landscape impacts;

●     responding to consultations and requests for advice from developers and others to 
ensure that developments proceed in ways that do not damage landscape and wildlife;

●     developing ways for assessing seascapes to help advice on visual impacts (e.g. arising 
from offshore windfarms and other energy proposals) on inshore waters and coasts. 

●     Access and recreation 

3.5 CCW aims to ensure that people have opportunities to enjoy the natural beauty and wildlife 
of the countryside coast and inshore waters by, for example:

●     helping to ensure that local authorities have the most-used public rights of way system 
opened, signed and maintained;

●     ensuring that the National Trails are designated and managed to high standards;

●     increasing the networks of linear routes for cyclists and horseriders as well as improving 
access opportunities, linked to public transport, to walkers in the countryside and to 
encourage walking for health;

●     working with the National Assembly, landowners and occupiers to implement 
Government action for a legal right of access to increased areas of mountain, moor, 
heath and down, by preparing maps to ‘open country’ and common land, helping local 
access forums and grant aiding on-the-ground works;

●     auditing existing access arrangements on National Nature Reserves. 

●     Improving understanding 

3.6 CCW aims to enhance public awareness and understanding of the natural environment by, 
for example:

●     providing an environmental education support service to the public from within CCW;

●     improving its publications and website for school and college purposes;

●     helping others, including voluntary and community organisations to improve 
environmental understanding through advice and grant aid; 



●     developing the education potential of National Nature Reserves, by improving site 
interpretation, extending visitor facilities and educational materials linked to school 
curricula, and providing guided walks;

●     working with the National Assembly and others to follow up relevant work of the 
Environmental Education Council for Wales in the context of sustainable development 

Sustainable Development 

3.7 In line with the National Assembly’s Sustainable Development Scheme, CCW is actively 
considering how it can best contribute to the Assembly’s sustainable development agenda. 
There is a description in CCW’s Annual Report for 1999-2000 of the ways it was addressing 
sustainable development; and CCW’s Corporate Plan for 2001-2004 sets out the 
organisation’s priorities under the five Betterwales.Com themes of better quality of life; better 
health and well-being; better opportunities for learning; better, stronger economy; and better, 
simpler government. CCW’s contributions to sustainable development include, for example: 

●     identifying, notifying, monitoring and securing the management of SSSIs, which is a 
major element of CCW’s work through which it is able to protect wildlife and geological 
features; 

●     CCW’s operation of the Tir Gofal scheme which helps the Assembly’s biodiversity 
commitment by ensuring that developments in Welsh agriculture are more sustainable 
economically, socially and environmentally; 

●     advice on about 1500 planning applications per annum which potentially affect 
designated areas as well as on other planning developments which may have a general 
impact on CCW’s statutory responsibilities to ensure that they can proceed more 
sustainably; 

●     CCW’s partnership with the Environment Agency and the WDA in developing and 
producing guidelines for potential grant applicants and project managers on how 
Objective 1 Structural Funds should be applied in a sustainable way;

●     support for sustainable development at community level through, for example, the Jigso 
initiative and CCW’s transport advisory scheme which helped the National Park 
Authorities to set up local bus services to increase access and benefit local people and 
businesses; 

●     grants to voluntary bodies to carry out specific projects and tasks, which benefit the 
environment and which often support local communities and jobs. 



3.8 Translating the National Assembly’s vision of Sustainable Development into action will 
mean that CCW ought to demonstrate its contributions to each of the following aims: 

●     the environment being cherished and protected so that it remains healthy and 
biologically diverse, and can continue to support us all;

●     a self-sustaining economy which respects the environmental and social context of Wales 
and responds to sustainable development opportunities;

●     action to make our communities strong and viable, and people healthier;

●     people being enabled to play a part in the decisions that affect them;

●     recognising the needs of all parts of Wales;

●     Wales contributing to sustainable development at a global level as well as a local level.

3.9 CCW has to respond positively to these obligations and – as some respondents to the 
consultation paper have called for – to demonstrate leadership in, and develop good practice 
for, meeting the challenges of sustainable development. 

3.10 CCW’s overall contribution to sustainable development is not simply a case of re-
categorising its current work and responsibilities under new themes. It has far more 
penetrating implications for the organisation than that. It means that CCW will need to take 
proactive approaches so that sustainable development is mainstreamed in the way that it 
carries out its activities, including: 

●     the conduct of Council business and in staff culture; 

●     CCW’s corporate and operational planning processes;

●     its formulation, recording and presentation of policy development and scientific advice; 

●     the operation of its grant schemes;

●     its consultation processes;

●     its information, educational and publicity activities;

●     working with partners at strategic and local levels;



●     generating community participation involvement in decision making;

●     monitoring and appraising the impact of its work; and 

●     reporting its sustainable development performance to the Assembly and others. 

3.11 Like some other public bodies, CCW is currently wrestling with how it can more 
fully embrace the sustainable development agenda within its work. Quite how this will 
be achieved will be an evolving process, but recommendations on how it could do so 
will emerge from the second stage of the review. 

 

CHAPTER 4: RESPONSES TO THE CONSULTATION EXERCISE 

4.1 A wide range of bodies and individuals working in the fields of nature conservation, 
recreation and access to the countryside were invited to submit written responses to a 
consultation paper (reproduced at Appendix 2) issued in December 2000. The consultation 
paper sought views on CCW’s planning framework and structure; its achievements over recent 
years; and on its working relationships. For the purposes of this interim report, however, the 
focus is on more fundamental issues relating to CCW’s continued need. 

4.2 A total of 100 responses were received; and the reviewer is very grateful to all the 
organisations and individuals who replied (a list of whom is given in Appendix 3). 

The fundamental questions 

4.3 The fundamental issues for stage one of the Review, relating to CCW’s continued need, 
were addressed through a series of seven key questions in the consultation paper. The 
questions, accompanied by a summary of the views of respondents – who, for simplicity, have 
been classified into six main groupings: voluntary organisations; farming interests; academic 
institutions; political interests; ASPBs and NDPBs; local planning authorities; and CCW staff – 
are as follows. 

●     Does CCW’s current work programme reflect its statutory duties and functions? 

4.4 There is general agreement among respondents to the consultation exercise that CCW’s 
current work programme reflects its statutory duties and powers. However, a large number feel 
that certain facets of CCW’s work are weighted too heavily towards particular areas of work: 
some feel that its programme of work is skewed towards biodiversity, for example, at the 
expense of landscape or recreation functions. Conversely, others feel that the organisation is 
not focusing enough on both designating and protecting Sites of Special Scientific Interest. 



4.5 There are mixed messages from voluntary bodies, with some arguing that CCW is not 
doing enough on nature conservation while others argue that it is placing insufficient emphasis 
on landscape and public enjoyment. But even where views diverged on the emphasis that 
should be placed on certain priorities, a significant number, in common, are looking to CCW to 
be more proactive in providing strategic direction, raising awareness, championing 
environmental issues, and in taking a lead on sustainable development. CCW staff point out 
that the organisation is helping the Assembly to meet its obligations. Local authorities, farming 
interests and ASPBs also agree in general terms that CCW’s work programme reflects its 
statutory remit, but there is a shared perception that some areas of work are more adequately 
covered than other aspects. Some local authorities and academic institutions mentioned 
recreation and, again, public environmental awareness, as areas meriting greater attention by 
CCW. 

4.6 The core issue to emerge here from the views of stakeholders is not so much whether 
CCW is fulfilling its functions, but the degree to which it is doing so right across the board. How 
CCW determines, and tries to balance, competing priorities are among the issues that will be 
explored in stage two of the review. 

●     Is there a need for the functions that are carried out by the CCW to be performed 
at all? 

4.7 While, from the above, there may be room for debate on the extent to which CCW is 
adequately delivering its complete range of duties, an overwhelming majority of respondents 
agree that there is a clear need for the functions performed by CCW to be carried out – mainly 
in order to meet the National Assembly’s and UK Government’s obligations and responsibilities 
for the environment. Some pointed out that it was essential for there to be a single body with 
clear responsibility to take the lead on landscape and biodiversity conservation, public access 
and enjoyment, policy advice and practice, and on partnership development for local project 
implementation. A very small number of respondents, however, queried the need for CCW to 
get too involved in local planning issues and in the delivery of local services, such as 
recreation. 

●     What would be the impact if any, or all, of the Countryside Council’s functions 
were discontinued? 

4.8 All of those responding to this question indicate that if CCW’s functions were to be 
discontinued, the quality of the environment in Wales would deteriorate. In such an event, they 
point to a combination of factors which include: a detrimental impact on the management of the 
environment; damage to specific sites and habitats; a failure by the National Assembly to meet 
its statutory duty on sustainable development; a harmful effect on social well-being; losses of 
technical expertise and experience; and negative economic impacts, notably on tourism.



●     Are there functions carried out by the Countryside Council for Wales that might 
advantageously be carried out by other bodies working in the fields of recreation, 
access and terrestrial and maritime environmental conservation? 

4.9 Replies on this question fall into four broad camps: 

❍     there are some respondents from within the farming sector and academic 
institutions who would like see consideration being given to transferring CCW’s 
role in Tir Gofal to another organisation;

❍     there are others, local authorities in particular, who would like to see some of 
CCW’s current responsibilities, particularly relating to footpaths, devolved; 

❍     one political party suggests that, in the long term, there is a need to review the 
functions of CCW alongside the Environmental Agency in Wales (EA Wales) and 
the Forestry Commission in Wales, while another political party suggests that the 
roles and responsibilities of CCW might be reasonably transferred to another 
agency such as EA Wales; 

❍     and finally, there are those from within the voluntary sector, ASPBs, CCW staff, 
and also some others from within the farming and academic communities who on 
the whole see little merit in any change. Rather than rationalisation, many in this 
grouping would prefer to see, instead of rationalisation, far greater liaison, 
integration and partnership working between CCW and a range of other bodies to 
formulate balanced policies and actions across all aspects of wildlife and 
countryside issues. 

●     Are there any functions carried out by such bodies - or perhaps, not being carried 
out at all - that should be carried out by the CCW? 

4.10 Rather than losing functions, a number of respondents, mainly from within the voluntary 
and academic sectors, as well as CCW staff, would like to see CCW take on more work – 
either in terms of taking a lead for issues where they perceive there to be little action being 
taken by others or in CCW shaping events rather than reacting to them. Some of the themes 
put forward include more work on researching countryside matters; promoting environmental 
education; developing better indicators of environmental sustainability; research and policy 
work on renewable energy, resource recycling, spatial planning and the integration of nature 
conservation and agriculture. 

4.11 The general view of respondents here is not, in fact, one of CCW taking on new 
‘functions’ as such but rather one of CCW taking, and being seen to take, a more proactive 



role in discharging some of its current functions within existing resources. This, again, is an 
issue regarding the balance of CCW’s activities that was highlighted earlier; and is an aspect 
that will be explored further in stage two of the review.

●     Is there scope to rationalise the functions of the Countryside Council for Wales 
and those of other bodies? 

4.12 There were only relatively few responses to this question. A very small number of 
voluntary bodies suggest that CCW and the Environment Agency have multiple roles (such as 
regulation, advice and education) in similar fields (such as recreation and conservation) that 
might be rationalised. On the other hand, a farming union, as well as some local authorities, 
call for greater partnership between organisations, rather than rationalisation; while an 
academic institution seeks greater clarity between the various bodies responsible for 
environmental issues rather than any further division of functions between them. Replies from 
local authorities and ASPBs suggest that there is no broad pressure for wholesale 
reorganisation. Some of them acknowledge that a degree of overlap between bodies may be 
inevitable; with others cautioning that conservation priorities might lose out if they were to be 
absorbed within a wider environmental remit as a result of bodies merging. 

●     Do the functions of the Countryside Council need to be carried out by an 
Assembly Sponsored Public Body? 

4.13 While one political party questions whether it might be preferable to bring the functions of 
CCW into the National Assembly, the overwhelming majority of respondents to this question 
believe that an independent organisation is the most appropriate mechanism for undertaking 
the functions of CCW. 

4.14 There is solid support among voluntary organisations for CCW’s functions to be carried 
out by an ASPB: for its funding and standing to be at the highest level; for its independent 
status to be maintained; and for the National Assembly to maintain close linkages with, and 
maintain an overview of, CCW’s operations. There is similar support from the farming sector 
and ASPBs, with both parties stressing the importance of impartial advice needing to be 
provided to the Assembly and backing from academics and CCW staff who regard 
independence as the key to the respect that is accorded to CCW’s advice and views. While the 
local authority sector generally suggests that a national agency could more usefully 
concentrate on policy advice, monitoring and direction – believing that local services should be 
delivered locally – some individual authorities believe that policy and practice should be tied 
together according to the national priorities set by an independent organisation. 

Conclusion

4.15 A summary of the views of respondents to the consultation paper is given in the Executive 



Summary which accompanies this interim report, indicating that there is no broad support for 
changes to either the functions of CCW or its status as an Assembly Sponsored Public Body. 
However, some of the replies do suggest that at least some alternatives to the ‘status quo’ 
merit consideration. These alternatives are discussed in the following Chapter. 

CHAPTER 5: OPTIONS FOR CHANGE 

Options for consideration 

5.1 This Chapter considers a number of options for organisational changes to CCW in relation 
to other bodies. They have arisen for a number of reasons: there appears to be a degree of 
ambiguity among a few respondents to the consultation exercise as to the differences between 
some of the bodies working in the fields of environmental conservation, access and recreation. 
There are also some perceptions, real or otherwise, of overlapping functions between such 
bodies which, given alternative organisational arrangements, might lead to economies of scale, 
improved synergy, or better service delivery. 

5.2 This report does not examine these factors in any detail. Rather it highlights certain issues 
that would require further consideration, and resolution, if alternative organisational 
arrangements were to be imposed upon or made to the Countryside Council for Wales and 
related bodies. 

5.3 These alternative arrangements are presented in the form of ten options, as follows:

●     A. Options relating to the basic structure and functions of CCW

❍     A1: abolish CCW’s functions

❍     A2: abolish CCW and transfer its functions to the National Assembly

❍     A3: abolish CCW and convert it into an executive agency 

❍     A4: merge CCW and a separate Environment Agency for Wales into a new body 

❍     A5: abolish CCW and the Forestry Commission in Wales and create a new 
merged body

❍     A6: contract out CCW’s functions

❍     A7: retain CCW as an Assembly Sponsored Public Body



●     B. Options relating to the location of specific functions:

❍     B1: transfer some FRCA functions to the CCW

❍     B2: transfer Tir Gofal functions from CCW 

❍     B3: transfer some functions from CCW to local authorities

 

Organisational change: general considerations 

5.4 Most of the options listed involve the possibility of transferring all or some of CCW’s 
functions to another organisation or organisations; and most would require changes to primary 
legislation. However, if improvements are to be sought, then structural changes in 
organisational functions are not necessarily the answer: the adoption of better working 
practices, more appropriate service delivery mechanisms by the organisation(s) affected, or 
different reporting mechanisms may well provide better solutions. 

5.5 There have to be real benefits to outweigh the inevitable disadvantages that would arise 
from a process of organisational change. Advantages could be realised, for example, if a 
suitable organisation with similar experience and skills to those of CCW could readily absorb 
CCW’s existing work and generate one or more of the following benefits: greater synergy, 
economies of scale, or a more rationalised system of service delivery. 

5.6 However, along with organisational change comes some inherent risks. Preoccupations 
with change, within the organisations affected, can cloud the air with managerial distractions; 
staff morale can be damaged; productivity can fall; and the impetus and momentum of work 
can suffer, both in terms of internal administration and practical services provided on the 
ground. There is also the risk of transparency and openness in organisational decision-making 
becoming diluted or lost. 

Legal implications 

5.7 The implications of change are not necessarily structural or behavioural. In the case of 
CCW, there would also be significant legal obstacles to overcome. As may be seen from 
Chapter 2, CCW’s roots are embedded firmly in statute. Complete abolition would require 
repeal of the relevant sections of the Environment Protection Act 1990, the Government of 
Wales Act 1998, and a wide range of other legislative amendments. The abolition of CCW – or 
a re-allocation of its duties – would require extensive primary UK legislation. 

Other quinquennial reviews



5.8 There are concurrent reviews of other organisations being undertaken, which are 
examining the Joint Nature Conservation Committee; the Environment Agency; and Forest 
Enterprise. Findings from these reviews may offer up opportunities for achieving greater 
synergy or more appropriate balances of functionality between the reviewed bodies and other 
organisations (including the nature and countryside agencies) in due course. 

 

Option A1: Abolish CCW’s functions 

5.9 The complete abolition of CCW would involve closing down CCW and terminating its 
functions, with none of them being carried out by, or being transferred to, any other 
organisation. 

5.10 It would involve a course of action that would run counter to the Government’s strongly 
held public commitments, nationally and internationally, towards protecting the environment. 
CCW is the National Assembly’s statutory adviser on wildlife and countryside conservation 
issues; and if it were to be abolished some alternative mechanism would need to be built to 
deliver the Assembly’s and UK policies. 

Commitments 

5.11 Successive governments have pledged their support for conserving and enhancing the 
environment, its habitats and its species. The Rural White Paper in 1996, A Working 
Countryside for Wales, for example, said that "the Government will continue to ensure that 
development within rural Wales, which can provide jobs, homes and recreational opportunities, 
will not compromise the quality of this natural heritage. And in protecting the environment, it 
will continue to recognise the need to provide for those who wish to live, work and play in the 
countryside. Continued vigilance is necessary to strike the right balance." 

5.12 CCW has a key role to play in delivering some specific Government Manifesto 
commitments, most notably, in: 

●     ensuring that the countryside is part of our heritage that calls for careful stewardship;

●     providing greater protection for wildlife; and 

●     enabling greater freedom for people to explore the open countryside. 

5.13 CCW’s activities are set out earlier in this report; and in light of Ministers’ policies, the 
duties and powers that underpin those activities are necessary for CCW to carry out its wide-



ranging remit. CCW’s functions, as provided by statute, reflect the National Assembly’s policy 
aims. They provide the tools with which CCW can contribute to, or deliver, the Assembly’s 
more specific objectives, as set out in the Assembly’s three year plan, BetterWales.Com, 2000. 
The targets in the plan include, for example: 

●     stabilising or increasing the populations of wild birds that are now in decline; 

●     improving the awareness of environmental and sustainability issues amongst the new 
generation through a rounded and flexible curriculum; 

●     enhancing the proportion of agricultural land covered by agri-environmental agreement, 
or which is registered as organic, or is being converted to organic status, to reach nearly 
25%; 

●     completing Wales’ contribution to the Natura 2000 network of sites of international 
nature importance. 

5.14 CCW has an important role in contributing to: 

●     the first Partnership Agreement of the Assembly in which a commitment was made to 
safeguard Wales’ natural environment; to maintain the Assembly’s constitutional 
commitment to the environment; to project Wales as a world leader in environmental 
best practice; and to respect European obligations on the environment, including 
biodiversity; and 

●     the National Assembly’s pursuit of its vision of a Sustainable Wales that means, among 
other things, "the environment being cherished and protected so that it remains healthy 
and biologically diverse and can continue to support us all." 

5.15 CCW’s current statutory functions reflect closely the National Assembly’s aims and 
objectives. The complete abolition of CCW’s functions would be inconsistent with the 
National Assembly’s policies – hence the recommendation that this option should be 
rejected. 

Consultation 

5.16 In addition, the consultation exercise for the purposes of this report demonstrates a clear 
need among respondents for the functions performed by CCW to be carried out. There is solid 
support for the nature conservation, landscape and recreation functions of the kind that CCW 
carries out. Abolishing such functions could lead to significant degradation in the Welsh 
environment: abolishing them would be severely resisted. From the above, it is quite clear 
that there is continuing need for each of the CCW functions to be performed – 



regardless of which body carries them out. 

5.17 Given that the CCW’s functions are needed, then in the absence of CCW, either a new 
organisation would have to be created to carry out those functions, or an existing organisation
(s) would have to take them on. A central issue, therefore, appears to be whether the 
characteristics of CCW as an Assembly Sponsored Public Body are still valued or whether 
alternative arrangements for delivering the functions that CCW currently provides would be 
more appropriate. These are considered in the reminder of this Chapter. 

 

 

Option A2: Abolish CCW and transfer its functions to the National Assembly

5.18 This option would involve transferring the entire operation of CCW to become an integral 
part of the Transport, Planning and Environment (TPE) Group of the National Assembly. Most 
of the existing managerial and reporting structures currently exercised in CCW would continue 
for the short-term, but with the dissolution of the Council’s membership and the former post of 
Chief Executive reporting to the Director of the TPE Group. 

Advantages 

5.19 Some of the advantages of such a transfer could include the potential for the pool of 
expertise and interaction between professional, technical and administrative staff currently in 
CCW to be retained, with a majority remaining in their present locations and with their existing 
management structures.

5.20 The Assembly in its own right would have a sizeable body of staff located throughout 
Wales under its direct managerial control and which could generate closer working between 
former CCW staff and other disciplines within the rest of the Assembly. As CCW would no 
longer need to maintain separate management, financial and information technology systems, 
these would be integrated within the Assembly’s present mechanisms giving rise to potential 
cost savings. Additional savings from a rationalisation of some existing CCW office 
accommodation could also accrue. 

Disadvantages 

5.21 A transfer of CCW might be viewed as compromising the independence of CCW’s advice; 
and it might also arouse suspicion by landowners and occupiers and others affected by CCW’s 
activities (in relation to SSSI notification, for example) of greater state intervention or 
interference. 



5.22 There are also some legal difficulties associated with this option: (and which legal advice 
has confirmed):

●     at present, the existence of respected independent scientific advice from CCW can 
assist in justifying decisions taken, both by the Assembly and other competent 
authorities, if these are challenged in the courts. It seems unlikely that "in-house" advice 
would be given the same respect by the courts or others. At the very least those seeking 
to challenge decisions might seek to infer that "in-house" scientific advice had been 
influenced by other political and policy considerations;

●     under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000, new powers have been given to 
CCW, in relation to both its countryside and nature conservation functions, concerning 
which there is a right of appeal by aggrieved landowners and occupiers to the Assembly. 
Without, it seems, rewriting the Act, the Assembly could not carry out CCW’s functions 
under the Act, as well as its own, without breaching the provisions of the Human Rights 
Act

 

 

5.23 This option would also mean Ministers being responsible for virtually all decisions that are 
currently taken by CCW. 

5.24 There is a risk that a cadre of CCW staff might be unable to take on work arising from any 
relocation. This might lead to a leakage of expertise at a time when, under this option, their 
retention to get the new organisational arrangements off the ground successfully was most 
needed. 

5.25 The absorption of CCW as part of the Assembly could markedly alter the shape and focus 
of the parent Group. The transfer of staff would represent a large increase in the headline 
numbers of Assembly civil servants; and an extra 450 or so reporting to a Director whose 
Group of 300 officials deal with wide-ranging transport, planning and environment matters 
could result in unwieldiness and a loss of perspective. 

Conclusion 

5.26 To summarise: 

●     there might be better opportunities for joint working between CCW staff and other 
mainstream policy divisions within the National Assembly and potential costs savings 



arising from shared central services; 

●     but there are considerable legal difficulties, as well as concerns about the potential loss 
of respect afforded to CCW advice; potential leakages of CCW staff; and the capacity of 
the National Assembly to absorb the extra day-to-day work; 

●     there seems to be no appetite amongst the vast majority of respondents to the 
consultation exercise for transferring CCW’s functions to the National Assembly. 

5.27 The disadvantages with this option far outweigh the advantages – hence the 
recommendation that it should be rejected. 

 

 

 

 

Option A3: Abolish CCW and convert it into an Executive Agency

5.28 Under this option, CCW would move to an Executive Agency solely responsible to the 
National Assembly. It would be a discrete organisation in its own right, with a separate image; 
and a Chief Executive who would have some discretion in how the agency was structured and 
operated and a degree of freedom over staffing and related issues. While CCW has a policy 
role, its performance of ‘executive tasks’ – often seen as the key driver in establishing ‘Next 
Steps’ Agencies – would still be a highly important part of its work programme.

5.29 However, the National Assembly’s control over the new agency would be little different to 
that which exists over CCW at present. The Assembly’s influence is exercised through a 
corporate planning process and through annual reporting and accounting arrangements – 
mechanisms that are very similar to those generally used by Government Departments for 
controlling Executive Agencies. 

Disadvantages 

5.30 An agency would not have the equivalent of CCW’s current Council, or similar external 
representation of various expertise and experience, to provide appropriate checks and 
balances. In effect, this would mean placing a greater concentration of power in the Chief 
Executive of the new agency than is currently the case with CCW as an ASPB. 



5.31 Establishing CCW as an agency could pose similar risks over staffing issues as those 
associated with transferring CCW to the Assembly. In addition, despite its retention of a 
corporate identity (like that of the executive agency, CADW), CCW’s perception by the nature 
and land use communities - as being quite separate from the Assembly – might not be 
realised. 

5.32 Moreover, making the CCW an executive agency would create similar legal conflict 
issues, regarding impartiality, as taking the body into the Assembly (Option A2). 

Conclusion 

5.33 To summarise:

❍     this option would permit CCW to continue implementing its functions and continue 
to be accountable to the Assembly; 

❍     but there are risks that it would lose its independent status amongst user 
communities and in the eyes of the law. It would also lose its panel of expertise to 
direct its work;

❍     there is no evidence – certainly from the consultation exercise – to suggest that 
this option is desirable. 

5.34 It is recommended that this option is rejected. 

 

 

Option A4: Merge CCW and a separate Environment Agency for Wales into a new body 

5.35 This option presupposes that the Environment Agency, whose operations presently 
covers England and Wales would be split into separate Agencies for England and for Wales 
and that the roles and responsibilities of a Wales agency would then be merged with those of 
the Countryside Council for Wales. 

5.36 A separate quinquennial review of the Environment Agency (EA) is being carried out by a 
review team based in the Department of the Environment, Transport and the Regions (DETR). 
The review, which will report to central government and Assembly Ministers, is considering not 
just the synergies within the Agency but the functional boundaries between the Agency and a 
wide range of other bodies, including CCW. The review is also considering the question of 
whether there is a case for a separate Environment Agency for Wales. The outcome of that 
review will be the subject of a report to the National Assembly due in April. 



5.37 The Environment Agency is a non-departmental public body jointly sponsored by the 
DETR, MAFF and the Assembly. In England and Wales, the Agency operates a three tier 
structure: national, regional and area. Its operations in Wales are undertaken by Environment 
Agency Wales (EAW). EAW is an Assembly Sponsored Public Body which forms part of the 
corporate England and Wales Environment Agency. The Assembly’s responsibilities include 
awarding grant-in-aid towards the Agency’s activities in Wales and for setting the policy 
framework within which the Agency discharges its functions in Wales. 

5.38 The possibilities of establishing an agency for Wales, separate from the present England 
and Wales arrangements, will be matters for the Assembly and the DETR to consider and 
decide upon in due course initially in the light of the current review. Only then would it be 
possible to consider the further step of merging the functions of the Agency in Wales with 
those of CCW. 

5.39 Without wishing to prejudice the conclusions of the quinquennial review of the 
Environment Agency, suffice it to say that there are both attractions and disadvantages with an 
EAW/CCW merger. 

Advantages 

5.40 CCW and EAW are seen as the prime public sector bodies with a remit covering the 
Welsh environment. EAW has functions ranging from pollution control, waste management, 
water resources and quality to flood defence and fisheries – all of which can impact upon CCW 
in relation its duties for Wales’ natural heritage. A merger between the two could go a long way 
to providing a ‘one stop shop’ service on environmental matters as well as providing a greater 
clarity of understanding in the eyes of the public. 

5.41 Given that land, air and water quality is intrinsically linked with wildlife and landscape 
protection, it is hardly surprising that the two bodies work together on a number of 
complementary activities. One area in particular where the boundaries of the two organisations 
touch is ‘conservation’. EAW leads, for example, on six Biodiversity Action Plans. The Habitats 
Directive means that the Agency has to review all its authorisations and activities affecting 
Special Protection Areas and Special Areas of Conservation; and it is also continuing to 
develop water-level management plans for wetland SSSIs. Bringing the activities that CCW 
similarly carries out under the wing of a single organisation could lead to a more rationalised, 
integrated service and to an elimination of overlap where it exists. 

5.42 EAW recognises that CCW is clearly the lead public body on conservation issues. 
However, EAW has important responsibilities here too. It has general duties in respect of 
conservation and a specific role in implementing some legislation such as the EC Habitats 
Directive. In considering proposals, authorisations and consents EAW has to have regard to 
the conservation of features of special interest. For water management functions (water 



resources, flood defence, fisheries, recreation and navigation) there is a duty to further 
conservation insofar as it is consistent with other responsibilities; whilst its also has a free-
standing discretionary duty to promote the conservation of habitats and wildlife dependent 
upon on the aquatic environment. 

Disadvantages

5.43 Despite its countryside recreational, educational and agri-environmental work which have 
social and economic dimensions, it might be argued that CCW’s role is primarily to safeguard 
and enhance environmental, as opposed to socio-economic, interests. It plays a role in 
reaching sustainable solutions rather than adjudicating on what those solutions should be. 
CCW’s role is to define the ecological requirements of the species and habitats it designates. 
The EA’s role, however, is different in that it reviews and issues environmental protective 
consents for such sites – a process which involves balancing the degree of potential damage 
to the environment with socio-economic pressures. The Agency, for example, has to consider 
representations from the CCW, as a statutory consultee, regarding the Agency’s proposals for 
carrying out or authorising any activities likely to damage or destroy any flora, fauna or 
geological or physiographical features of land of special interest. 

5.44 However, many of the EA’s functions stem from its role as a regulatory body. CCW’s role 
is a mainly advisory one. A merger of their respective cultures and working practices could 
generate considerable management difficulties. 

5.45 Similarly, there is a distinct concern among some respondents that the ‘voice of 
conservation’ that CCW currently offers would become muted within a merged organisation 
and a worry that arguments over conservation interests might go unheard, become 
"internalised" or distorted. There is a concern, too, that CCW’s current functions would not be 
given sufficient priority if they were subsumed in a body, a much larger body, with a wider 
ranging environment remit – as perhaps evidenced by the relatively small size (of less than 
one per cent of its total expenditure) that the EA currently spends on conservation. 

5.46 Conservation is generally incidental to the rest of EA mainstream functions. In order for 
EAW to discharge its responsibilities, it has a small team of conservation staff with technical 
knowledge that spans the full range of its activities. The fact that expertise on conservation is 
to be found within both EAW and does not in itself provide a convincing case that there is 
duplication that needs to be eliminated or that such expertise should be combined within a 
single organisation. Indeed, it seems entirely appropriate that EAW staff engaged in 
conservation should be working side by side with other staff in the Agency, so that their 
knowledge is regularly updated and that their specialist advice and guidance is readily on hand 
in-house. 

5.47 Quite apart from the fact the abolition of CCW, or re-allocation of its duties, would require 



extensive primary UK legislation (as would the creation of a separate Agency for Wales), there 
are other obstacles to a merger. The addition of further powers requiring to be balanced 
internally by EAW might make the task more difficult and lead to criticism of its role. The 
Agency is engaged, for example, in flood protection works that have an impact on the natural 
environment. Combining the function of promoting such works on the one hand, and of 
advising on their impact on nature conservation on the other, within the same body, could lead 
to a reduction in public confidence concerning the impartiality of the body concerned. 

5.48 A merged organisation might give rise to suspicions that a "super-quango" was being 
created: a watchdog with teeth with greater influence for ‘territorially intruding’ in the interests 
and policies of other players in the environmental and other sectors. Allied to this, is a question 
mark as to why CCW should even be considered as a candidate for take over by the Agency 
when there are functions being performed by other bodies, local authorities in particular, that 
have an environmental management remit, and other organisations which are also concerned 
about the impact on public health from emissions to the air or water. 

5.49 Contact and co-ordination between CCW and EAW has grown over the last four years or 
so since EAW’s creation, not only on site-specific work but also on a wider basis such as the 
designation of candidate SACs; the provision of advice to the Assembly on sustainable 
development; and on contingency planning relating to marine pollution incidents. It could be 
argued, given the short space of time that the Agency has been in existence, that it would be 
preferable for such joint working by the two separate bodies to continue and for additional time 
to be given for better working relationships to flourish. 

Conclusion 

5.50 To summarise:

❍     there are some attractions associated with this option, which include the potential 
for bringing together under one roof a wide range of environmental expertise for 
promoting sustainable development and the potential for costs savings from 
rationalising financial, managerial and other central services. There are also some 
intimations of support, from the consultation exercise, that a proposed merger of 
CCW and a separate agency for Wales should be reviewed; 

❍     but there is also support from other organisations for greater partnership rather 
than rationalisation; and there are concerns about the voice of conservation 
becoming ‘internalised’ within a merged organisation. (Taken together, this would 
suggest that different elements of the wider environment remit are perhaps better 
managed by different bodies, with each part focusing on what it does best.) In 
addition, quite apart from extensive changes to UK legislation that this option 
would generate, a merger might also lead to real reductions in public confidence 



concerning the impartiality of the new merged body. 

5.51 On face value, this is not an option that can be recommended. If the National 
Assembly wishes to see a single body emerge from combining the operations of a 
separate Environment Agency for Wales and CCW then this presupposes that it would 
be considered advantageous to break up the Environment Agency for England and for 
Wales. This in itself raises wider issues; and, as mentioned earlier, is the subject of a 
separate quinquennial review. 

Option A5: Abolish CCW and the Forestry Commission in Wales and create a new 
merged body 

5.52 The Forestry Commission, is a Government Department covering the whole of Britain, but 
answerable to the National Assembly for its work in Wales. 

5.53 The Forestry Commission (FC) is responsible for conserving and improving the 
biodiversity, landscape and cultural value of forests and woodlands; and for improving public 
understanding, recreation and participation in forestry. Similarly, CCW has responsibilities for 
conserving wildlife habitats, including woodlands; and for enhancing and promoting the natural 
beauty of, and access to, the countryside, including forests. Both organisations have some 
regulatory and advisory roles; they both manage large areas of land (the FC’s estate in Wales 
is some 140,000 hectares); and both carry out functions that impact upon the landscape, and 
on opportunities for public recreational access and education. 

Advantages 

5.54 Some of the attractions in a merger include the potential for: 

●     greater cohesion and clarity in service provision to customers; 

●     reducing bureaucracy, by, for example, eliminating the need for CCW and the FC to 
consult each other on a variety of management plans, policies and projects; and 

●     greater integration of biodiversity expertise to inform policy advice and guidance, 
including responsibility for biodiversity action plans (for example, on woodlands and the 
their integral species) and on recreational and access issues. 

Disadvantages 

5.55 There are, however, certain legal obstacles and other difficulties arising from 
amalgamation of the CCW and FC’s operations in Wales: 



●     it would require changes to primary legislation, not only that impacting on CCW, but also 
the Forestry Acts 1967-91, requiring FC’s responsibilities in relation to nature 
conservation to be widened; 

●     the FC in Wales would be cut off from specialist services, and associated economies of 
scale, provided by FC’s Headquarters, notably on specialist estate management; timber 
marketing intelligence and co-ordination; and forestry policy;

●     FC regards consultation with CCW as an important check on the conservation 
credentials of the work it carries out on the FC estate and its activities in grant aiding 
and licensing other woodland owners. In the event of a merger, that check would be 
‘internalised’ with the possibility that it might (or, more importantly, perceived to) be 
diluted; 

●     despite some similarities in functions between the two bodies, there are differences; the 
main one on FC’s side being the responsibility for increasing the economic value of 
forests and woodlands. Given FC’s income from timber production (some £16m towards 
the £31m cost of running all the other programmed work of FC in Wales), there might be 
potential conflict between FC’s forestry and (enlarged) nature conservation functions of 
the merged body and public concern in relation to impartiality in carrying out both sets of 
functions. There might be apprehension among different types of customers (timber 
users or timber producers, in the case of FC’s work; and conservationists or 
recreationalists, in the case of CCW’s work) fearing that their respective interests might 
be relegated within the overall functions of a new enlarged body. 

Conclusion 

5.56 There were very few suggestions in the consultation exercise that a proposed merger of 
CCW and FC should be considered; and given the difficulties posed, the option of abolishing 
CCW and the Forestry Commission to create a new merged body is not recommended. 

5.57 However, one particular area – and one that CCW has also suggested in its position 
statement as warranting investigation – is the potential for transferring its warden and estate 
work services, with a view to an amalgamation of field staff that CCW, and Forest Enterprise 
(as well as National Parks and unitary authorities) have in discharging their respective 
responsibilities. The potential advantages from developing an integrated, all-Wales "ranger 
service" has its attractions, with the potential to increase efficiency in the delivery of ranger 
services, as a single point of contact, in providing visible countryside recreational and 
educational services to the public. 

5.58 Some of the constituent bodies might resist such a move in that it might be regarded as 
removing from their control the more discernible side - the ‘public face’ so to speak – of their 



work, with a consequence of becoming more remote from the communities they serve and the 
management of the properties on which they work. Similarly, closer working between the staff 
in the various bodies might not yield a well organised, coherent service given their different 
backgrounds, ethos and ways of working. 

5.59 Nevertheless, it is suggested that a proposal for amalgamating the warden services 
of CCW and Forest Enterprise (as well as the National Park Authorities, and unitary 
authorities) to provide an integrated all-Wales ranger service should be examined in 
stage two of the review.

 

 

Option A6: Contract out CCW’s functions 

5.60 This option would involve the work of CCW being undertaken by the business sector 
through letting a single contract or a series of contracts. It would involve the disposal of all 
CCW’s assets and allowing the private sector to undertake its activities, with no Ministerial 
responsibility or involvement beyond managing the contract of the successful bidder.

5.61 A possibility for private sector involvement is the ownership and management of National 
Nature Reserves. NNRs contain a series of landforms and habitats of major significance. 
However, Reserves are declared and managed on behalf of the nation. They are maintained 
with nature conservation as their primary purpose; but they also provide opportunities for 
recreation, environmental education and access that might offer some scope for generating 
income. 

5.62 While one suspects that there might be an inherent opposition for "charging for nature", 
the review has not examined the extent to which this issue has been explored – and what 
research there has been to assess whether payments for access, facilities and materials 
relating to conservation and countryside matters would be acceptable. 

Disadvantages 

5.63 There are, however, potential pitfalls with this option.

●     Notwithstanding the fact that there may not be organisations able or willing to undertake 
the work, an area of potential concern is the possibility of conflicts of interest arising if a 
private company was advising, and acting on behalf of, the Assembly and profiting from 
its services on a commercial basis The case for nature conservation provided entirely by 
commercial contractors might not be taken as seriously and be given the same weight 



as that provided by CCW. 

●     If that was the case, then general suspicions and mistrust might arise among 
landowners and occupiers, local communities and voluntary organisations that might 
lead to a lack of co-operation and conflict.

●     Moreover, the degree and interdependence of the skills and synergies within CCW 
would be damaged if the work were to be fragmented and carried out by more than one 
contractor.

●     The application of TUPE (Transfer of Undertakings, Protection of Employment Act) rules 
would, more likely than not, lead to higher costs for any potential new employer, which in 
turn would tend be absorbed within the bids against tenders for the work. 

●     The additional costs falling to the Assembly in order to manage the contract(s). 

●     One would seriously need to question the level of commitment that a private company 
(or companies) would show to conservation matters, with shareholders to appease and 
returns on multi-million pound investments to make. 

Conclusion 

5.64 There is no evidence from the consultation exercise to suggest that contracting out 
CCW’s functions to the business sector is either desirable or, in view of the 
disadvantages outlined above, beneficially practicable. It is recommended that this 
option be rejected. 

 

Option A7: Retain CCW as an Assembly Sponsored Public Body

5.65 CCW is an ‘Assembly Sponsored Public Bodies’ (ASPB) – a term previously referred to 
as a ‘Non Departmental Public Body’ (NDPB) and before that, a ‘Quasi Autonomous Non 
Governmental Organisation’ (Quango). Irrespective of the terminology, an ASPB is defined as 
"a body which has a role in the processes of national government, but is not a government 
department or part of one, and which accordingly operates to a greater or lesser extent at 
arm’s length from Ministers".

Concerns 

5.66 There have been criticisms of such bodies in recent years. Some of the grounds for such 
criticism, real or perceived, have been that the bodies are:



❍     unelected and unaccountable;

❍     secretive;

❍     unresponsive.

5.67 Each of these points, in relation to CCW’s status as an ASPB, is considered in turn

●     CCW’s independence from Ministers might suggest that there is no obvious mechanism 
by which the CCW can be held to account for its activity. However, the organisation’s 
accountability to the Assembly is shaped not only by the management statement issued 
by the Assembly, which sets out CCW’s managerial and financial responsibilities, but 
also by the Assembly’s negotiations and agreement on CCW’s annual policy priorities 
and the allocation of budgets underpinning the organisation’s activities. In addition, the 
Chair and members of the CCW’s Council are appointed by the National Assembly; and 
their roles are governed by codes of conduct covering their responsibilities for, inter alia, 
strategic planning and control and the safeguarding of public funds. 

It is debatable whether the Council, if it was an elected body, might have the 
expertise that is necessary for challenging CCW’s executive officers and their 
recommendations on courses of action. The Chair and the 11 Council members, 
however, are appointed to reflect the various user interests in, for example, the 
natural sciences or land management. But with a legal maximum of twelve 
members, it is inevitable that some specialist areas may not be covered 
adequately – any more than they might be through elected means. (The role of 
the Council in planning and monitoring the organisation’s activities, as well as it 
composition, in terms of its geographical and user group representation, will be 
the subject of stage two of the review.) 

●     As for matters of openness, details of CCW’s Council membership, staff and office 
structure and contact points are made available, as are the publications it produces, 
including its Annual Report and forward Corporate Plans. Council meetings are open to 
the public (though not all business is discussed in public) and are conducted on a 
peripatetic basis around Wales. Council papers and minutes of the meetings are made 
available, as are other literature and guidance, on CCW’s web site. (The degree, on the 
other hand, to which such in information is readily accessible, will be examined in stage 
two of the review.) 

●     In terms of responsiveness, CCW faces difficulties of integrating ‘partisan’ interests, 
between, for example, those who want to see greater effort placed by CCW on site 
notification and those who want to see more priority given to access and recreation. But 



many organisations find themselves caught in the middle; and like other ASPBs, CCW 
has to respond to competing priorities and pressures from a variety of directions. Thus, if 
CCW is to be wholly accountable as a public body, it recognises that it has to be open 
not only about what it is doing, but also responsive to community needs. CCW’s 
Statement of Standards of Service indicates that it is applying Citizen’s Charter 
principles to make it responsive to users in providing advice and information. (The scale 
and scope of CCW’s responsiveness and its accessibility in reaching out to the public 
will be covered in stage two of the review.) 

Characteristics 

5.68 In contrast to the criticisms levelled at "Quangos", they have a number of features that are 
of value in carrying out specific Government functions. 

●     In CCW’s case, it carries out numerous Assembly functions that are to be carried out at 
arm’s length from Ministers. These comprise, for example, carrying out procedures for 
assessing and recommending advice on sites that merit designation as candidate 
Special Areas of Conservation – the types of action where professional expertise is 
necessary and where it has long been argued that political factors should not play an 
influential role. 

●     The independence from political interference bestowed upon CCW as an Assembly 
Sponsored Public Body is widely regarded as a valuable asset for carrying out its work 
in an impartial and objective manner. As indicated above, CCW is subject to pressures 
from a number of quarters: for example, from those who oppose developments as well 
as those seeking CCW’s support for (or at least lack of objection to) them. Unless such 
proposals are judged consistently on objective criteria, there would be little confidence in 
the equitability and fairness of the system. The fact that CCW is criticised by both 
proponents and opponents might provide some indication at least that it is taking an 
objective standpoint. 

●     It provides expert advice to Ministers on very specialised issues – advice that would not 
otherwise be available to the Assembly. Wide-ranging expertise on highly technical and 
complex issues is a key service. For example, CCW furnishes advice on whether 
proposed activities that are the subject of a licence application to the Assembly would be 
detrimental to the maintenance of the population of European protected species; and it 
has provided information on the implications of the CROW Bill during its passage 
through Parliament. This degree of specialist advice would be lost or would have to be 
recreated if CCW did not provide it. 

●     The Council also makes decisions on commercial activities that need a degree of 
independence from government. The Council takes decisions on purchasing or leasing 



individual SSSI properties, seeking best value to achieve environmental and other 
benefits in pursuit of its statutory aims. In keeping with general practice within other 
public bodies, these are not generally the kinds of individual issues in which government 
is engaged. 

●     CCW also provides a means for partnership working between the Assembly and other 
bodies which are active in allied sectors on land use matters. These include various joint 
initiatives such as ‘Landmap’ with the National Park Authorities; countryside strategies 
with unitary authorities; and projects funded through non-governmental organisations. 

Conclusion 

5.69 The characteristics of CCW, in terms of its arm’s length approach, independence, 
expertise and commercial decision-making, seem to outweigh the concerns which may be felt 
generally about ASPBs. But added dimensions include: 

●     whether there is widespread public and political support for the concept of a statutory 
conservation agency;

●     whether there is support for a watchdog which can advise Government on the future and 
the management of Wales’ wildlife assets;

●     whether there is support for an independent advocate on issues where others such as 
local authorities are trying to balance conservation with regeneration. 

5.70 Apart from one political party which questioned whether it might be preferable to bring the 
functions of CCW into the National Assembly (a possibility that is considered in Option A2), the 
overwhelming majority of respondents to the consultation exercise believe that an independent 
organisation is the most appropriate mechanism for undertaking the functions of CCW. 

5.71 There is backing for CCW’s functions to be carried out by an ASPB; for its independence 
to be maintained as a mark of its professional status; and for the National Assembly to 
maintain close links with CCW’s operations. There is also support for the Assembly to be able 
to have ready access to impartial advice; and for an independent organisation that can tie 
policy and practice according to national priorities. 

5.72 There is considerable external support for CCW’s retention as an independent 
organisation; and as none of the preceding options is judged appropriate, it is 
recommended that CCW should continue to function as an Assembly Sponsored Public 
Body. 

 



 

 

 

 

Option B1: Transfer some FRCA functions to CCW 

5.73 The Farming and Rural Conservation Agency (FRCA) undertakes a number of activities in 
support of the National Assembly’s Agriculture Department, ranging from practical work on 
capital grants and dairy hygiene through to the provision of policy advice on the rural economy.

5.74 The FRCA provides impartial technical and professional advice, free from commercial 
interest. It has gained the confidence of farmers, their representatives and of other bodies; and 
it has a mix of specialist experience and communication linkages between policy staff and 
those operating at grass roots level.

5.75 The FRCA has some close linkages with the CCW. As it does for the divisional offices of 
the National Assembly’s Agriculture Department, FRCA carries out cartographic work for the 
CCW in relation to the latter’s Tir Gofal farm agreements. And a dozen or so FRCA project 
officers were seconded to CCW to help with implementing Tir Gofal in the first year. 

5.76 But there are other areas of work where the FRCA’s expertise mirrors that of the CCW 
and where there is scope to bring both together in a coherent way. FRCA activities worthy of 
consideration for absorbing within CCW include:

●     agri-environment: continuing functions relating to NAWAD’s ESA, Habitat, Moorland and 
Organic schemes; management of national biodiversity action plan programmes and 
monitoring local biodiversity action plans; 

●     wildlife management: covering the management of the wildlife incident investigation 
scheme; and fieldwork relating to licensed control of protected species. 

Advantages 

5.77 The attractions in CCW absorbing these functions include the potential for the provision of 
a better integration of casework services to farmers, through the provision, for example, of 
advice and information on both agri-environment agreements and other grants and subsidies. 
FRCA staff could continue to be locally based close to their service users, but line-managed 



nationally (as is currently the case within the FRCA’s structure) to allow for flexibility in 
deploying them to cope with geographic peaks and troughs in workloads.

Disadvantages

5.78 The potential disadvantages of transferring staff from the FRCA include the possibility that 
fragmentation of FRCA’s multi-disciplinary project teams might lead to a deterioration of its 
capacity to provide co-ordinated quality advice and guidance, for example, on agricultural 
strategies for subsidies, to the National Assembly’s Agricultural Department. In addition, this 
option might give rise to concerns by external parties that CCW’s focus was shifting markedly 
towards the agriculture industry and away from wider conservation and landscape issues. 

Conclusion 

5.79 There is no evidence, from the consultation exercise, to suggest that transferring FRCA’s 
functions to CCW is desirable. Besides, the FRCA itself has been the subject of a 
management review, as a result of which its staff will be absorbed within the National 
Assembly’s Agriculture Department (NAWAD) as from April 2001. Further reorganisation, 
which this option entails, so soon after the recent review of FRCA would only lead to further, 
unwarranted and untimely disruption in forward planning for NAWAD’s work programme from 
2001 onwards. It is recommended that this option be rejected. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Option B2: Transfer Tir Gofal functions from CCW

5.80 CCW administers Tir Gofal - an integrated all-Wales agri-environment scheme – on 
behalf of the National Assembly. The scheme is a key element in implementing the strategy of 
increasing the environmental and ecological sustainability of Welsh farming. Tir Gofal has the 



potential to make a major contribution to conserving and creating landscapes and wildlife 
habitats. 

5.81 The Tir Gofal scheme integrates a number of former agri-environmental schemes and 
thereby provides a more comprehensive and more comprehensible approach to whole-farm 
environmental action. It offers clear environmental gains in terms of habitats, flora and fauna 
and will have the effect of conserving historic landscapes and enhancing the visual impact of 
the Welsh countryside: core aims which are entirely consistent with those of CCW. 

5.82 The added dimension for CCW, in sustainability development terms, is that the scheme 
also has much wider impacts derived from, but separate to, the achievement of these core 
aims. Although Tir Gofal is related to the provision of environmental goods and services, it 
contributes to social sustainability by helping to safeguard the viability of some family farm 
holdings in Wales and slow the decline in their number. 

Advantages 

5.83 The advantages of transferring Tir Gofal out of CCW is that it might help to overcome 
some concerns expressed about CCW’s management of the scheme – in particular, that the 
scheme has had a large impact upon CCW, deflecting the organisation from its ‘core activities’ 
in other areas surrounding wildlife and landscape conservation. The complexity of the scheme 
has been compounded by concerns from some quarters about the experience, expertise and 
responsiveness of CCW staff to administer it – giving rise to calls for consideration to be given 
to the scheme being transferred out of CCW. A small number of commentators have also 
suggested that Tir Gofal should be recognised as a farm support scheme rather than an agri-
environmental scheme and that it administration by another body would not preclude 
environmental management prescriptions underpinning the scheme. 

Disadvantages 

5.84 Whilst it could be argued that other bodies might be better placed to administer the 
scheme – the National Assembly’s Agriculture Department, for example – it must be borne in 
mind that CCW’s experience in handling the scheme is barely two years old. If Tir Gofal were 
to be transferred out of CCW, the new recipient would need time and extra resources to build 
up its TG administrative and financial systems and its staffing complement. A transfer of 
functions would not be a seamless transition – which might, in turn, fuel further criticisms of not 
only the new officers running the scheme but also the value and integrity of the scheme itself. 
The customer relationships which CCW staff are developing within their Tir Gofal communities 
would be disrupted; and the synergy between Tir Gofal project offices and other technical staff 
within CCW would be lost.

Conclusion 



5.85 For these reasons, it is recommended that Tir Gofal should not be transferred from 
CCW. Nevertheless, it is important that the scheme is periodically reviewed in order to 
ensure that the continuation of CCW’s agency role does not adversely affect its other 
responsibilities and that the scheme is being administered effectively and efficiently. 
The stocktake, which is being carried out in Spring 2001 by the Assembly’s Agriculture 
Department, is a useful first step in this process.

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

B3: Transfer some functions from CCW to local authorities 

5.86 The local government sector argues that there is scope for devolving some 
responsibilities to local authorities, provided adequate resources are made available to them to 
carry them out. This option considers three areas of work as potential candidates for 
transferring from CCW to unitary authorities: managing SSSIs; the co-ordination of long 
distance footpaths; and the administration of grant aid. 

Advantages

5.87 By transferring these functions, CCW could focus more on strategic national issues to 
concentrate on policy development, advice and direction, experimentation, good practice and 
monitoring. This would then leave local authorities to provide flexible leisure and recreational 
services relating to management and maintenance of their local nature reserves, country parks 
and public rights of way, particularly against the background of increased local authority 
responsibilities under the CROW Act and for taking the lead in preparing Local Biodiversity 



Action Plans. 

Disadvantages 

5.88 While such an approach has its merits – in being sensitive to decision making according 
to local assessed and locally determined priorities and in enabling local authorities to provide a 
more integrated approach to educational leisure and recreation pursuits – there are potential 
difficulties. 

●     National Trails 

5.89 There could well be diseconomies of scale and there might be a more fragmented service 
to the general public owing to differences in priorities between unitary local authorities. The co-
ordination and development of National Trails that cut across the boundaries of a number of 
authorities, suggests that an overarching body such as CCW is needed to ensure a consistent 
approach to their overall maintenance and promotion.

5.90 It could also be argued that delegating the function to local authorities might steer CCW’s 
work further towards ‘scientific’ nature conservation work and further away from its wider, 
‘people-oriented’ countryside remit – thus failing in its aim to provide an integrated approach to 
nature and landscape conservation issues that was originally, and which is still, envisaged for 
the organisation. 

●     SSSIs

5.91 There seems to be limited scope for changing the arrangements for identifying SSSIs: 
they have to be carried out on scientific criteria and ideally applied on a consistent GB basis. 
(The European Court of Justice has confirmed that the selection and definition of boundaries of 
candidate Special Areas of Conservation, which are usually based on SSSIs, must take 
account only of scientific factors.) Transferring the function from CCW scientists to local 
authorities might run the risk the risk of fragmenting and confusing the regimes that currently 
underpin the designation system.

5.92 As for the possibility of (post-designation) management of local SSSIs, the process of 
notifying SSSIs under the CROW Act now requires the service on the owner of a management 
statement: a statement that is based on scientific expertise covering a wide range of habitats. 
It is unrealistic to expect that local authorities would possess the range of expertise necessary 
to provide a uniform standard of service throughout Wales. Contracting out the management 
of a far smaller number of National Nature Reserves to local authorities or voluntary 
organisations might present a better possibility; and it is suggested that this is 
examined in stage two of the review. 



●     Grant aid 

5.93 CCW currently administers an annual grant scheme of around £3 million to which local 
authorities, voluntary organisations and others apply for projects beamed at improving 
environmental understanding; access; landscape; and biodiversity. As might be expected from 
any grant regime, there will be inevitably be some tensions between grant recipients and their 
funders about their respective relationships and influences. But perhaps of greater concern, 
and an issue that was raised by the National Audit Office, is the fact that there appears to be 
no robust mechanism within CCW for adequately monitoring and evaluating what it is 
achieving for the funding provided. 

5.94 If, however, the function of grant-giving was to be devolved from CCW to another body or 
bodies, there are real risks that such funding might not be matched from other sources; that 
the funding would become unhypothecated and subject to the vagaries of local government 
budget setting; or that CCW might become secluded from the very organisations with whom it 
is trying to build up working partnerships.

5.95 While CCW will be addressing the post-payment monitoring of grants in the coming year, 
it is nevertheless proposed to explore, as part of stage two of the review, whether 
alternative arrangements to CCW’s administration of grant aid to local authorities, and 
to voluntary organisations and others, should be made.

 

Further thoughts 

5.96 This report has outlined CCW’s work and has considered various alternative 
arrangements for the organisation in relation to other bodies. It has concluded that, in the 
absence of more appropriate options, that CCW should continue as an Assembly Sponsored 
Public Body over the next quinquennium.

5.97 As has been made clear, many aspects of CCW’s activities are particularly important to 
the achievement of the National Assembly’s priorities. It helps to deliver the wider aims and 
objectives that the Assembly is working to achieve. And there are some clear links between 
the Assembly’s targets and those of CCW.

5.98 What seems to have emerged from the consultation exercise is not so much that 
respondents are pushing for wholesale organisational changes, but rather the underlying 
impression that many of them are looking for greater clarity of understanding in what the 
various public bodies engaged in environmental conservation and rural development are and 
do, and how they interact. 



5.99 Arguably, therefore, the fundamental issue is not whether CCW’s functions are 
necessary, but whether its policies and processes are integrated effectively with the activities 
of other bodies. This applies as much to CCW in running its own affairs as it does to the 
National Assembly in providing strategic directions on environmental issues for CCW, and the 
other organisations that the Assembly supports, to follow. 

5.100 Given that numerous consultees pointed out that there is potential, and exhibited 
enthusiasm, for better co-ordination and closer working relationships between different bodies, 
there is an opportunity for engaging various organisations and representative groups together 
to take a corporate Welsh approach on environmental issues within a wider Sustainable 
Development agenda. It is not inconceivable that such joint work might encompass: 

●     establishing the ‘stock’ of Wales’ natural assets (using perhaps, and improving the 
quality of the data underpinning, the ‘State of the Environment’ Reports that CCW, FC 
and EAW produce); 

●     tracking how those assets are changing; 

●     defining a clear vision for management which embraces clear, measurable and 
prioritised outcomes; 

●     defining the relationships between the various organisations involved for setting out a 
closer functional interface between them at policy and operational levels;

●     planning and setting out the contributions expected of such bodies on a "who does what 
best" basis, according to their relative strengths and weaknesses;

●     establishing and evaluating whether their respective activities, individually and 
corporately, are having the desired effects.

5.101 It is recommended that the feasibility of this proposal for joint work, along the 
lines outlined above, is followed up with interested parties in stage two of the review. 
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