
 

SOUTH JOINT COMMITTEE 
25 SEPTEMBER 2008  

Subject: Cotswold Conservation Board Grant Settlement  
 
Lead Officer: Colin Staves 
 Contact on 01789 260333 
Lead Member/ 
Portfolio Holder:  Councillor S Beese 

 

Summary  
To consider a request from Cotswold Conservation Board for the Council to write 
to DEFRA and Natural England seeking a fairer grant settlement in the future for 
the special landscape area when compared to other protected landscapes. 
RECOMMENDED:  
That the Committee 
1. endorses the Cotswold Conservation Board Report entitled 

‘Comparison of purpose and resources between Conservation 
Boards, Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) Partnerships 
and National Park Authorities’; and 

2. expresses its views to Natural England, DEFRA, the relevant 
Secretary of State, John Maples MP that the criteria for applying 
funding to the Cotswold Conservation Board in exercising its 
responsibilities for the stewardship of the AONB be made clear and 
transparent and that funding provision for the Cotswold 
Conservation Board should be made fair in comparison to other 
AONBs, whether constituted as Partnerships or Boards. 

 

1 Background/Information  
1.1 The Cotswold Conservation Board has been analysing the grant offers 

from Natural England in recent years in order to determine how the 
Cotswolds Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and Board 
settlement compared to other AONBs and National Park Authorities.  

1.2 The Board agreed the attached paper earlier this year, at its meeting in 
March. 

1.3 The Cotswolds is the largest AONB and its grant settlement is a 
significant sum. However, when analysed on an area or per head of 
population basis the AONB is receiving far less investment when 
compared with other protected landscapes, i.e. within the Cotswolds the 
Sustainable Development Fund (SDF) amounts to £39 per sq km, 
whereas the national average is £300 per sq km. 

1.4 The Board has been given the additional duty of increasing the 
understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of the AONB, 
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modelled on those of the National Park Authorities, which makes the poor 
grant settlement comparison all the more concerning.  

1.5 Natural England recognise the sum awarded to the Cotswolds, but fail to 
recognise how thinly the investment has to be spread compared to other 
AONBs or National Parks. 

1.6 North Wiltshire District Council’s Executive have considered the Board 
paper, endorsed its findings and have written to DEFRA, Natural England 
and their local MP asking why the grant settlements should place the 
Cotswolds at such a disadvantage.  

1.7 The Cotswold Conservation Board have now asked the Council to 
consider writing to DEFRA and Natural England based upon the evidence 
provided in the attached Board paper, so that we might secure a fairer 
settlement for our special landscape in the future.  

2 Options available to the Cabinet  
2.1 The Committee can either support the request from the Cotswold 

Conservation Board, or not. 
3 Members’ Comments 
3.1 None received. 
4 Implications of the proposal 
4.1 Legal/Human Rights Implications 

None. 
4.2 Financial 

No direct financial implications, but poor grant settlements could mean 
that the Board seeks additional financial contributions from the local 
authorities within the AONB. 

4.3 Environmental 
Inadequate resourcing will restrict the ability of the Board to achieve its 
objectives of preserving and enhancing the AONB as well as promoting 
the enjoyment and understanding of this special landscape. 

4.4 Corporate Strategy 
The work of the Board is supportive of the Corporate Strategy vision of 
‘maintaining and enhancing the heritage and green environment’ of the 
District. 

4.5      Equality Impact Assessment 
 None. 
5 Risk Assessment 
5.1 There is a potential reputational risk to the Council in not supporting the 

request from the Conservation Board is if all the other partners to the 
Board endorse the findings and make representations as requested. 

Pat Reid 
HEAD OF PLANNING SERVICES 
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COMPARISON OF THE PURPOSES OF THE  COTSWOLDS CONSERVATION 
BOARD AND ITS ASSOCIATED RESOURCE BASE WITH OTHER ENGLISH AONB 
PARTNERSHIPS AND NATIONAL PARK AUTHORITIES 
 
Summary:  This report compares the resources available to the Cotswolds Conservation 
Board in the delivery of its purposes with those available to other English AONB 
Partnerships and National Park Authorities. 
 
Author: Martin Lane, Director 
 
Recommendations:  
 
(a) That the report be noted; 
 
(b) That the information be utilised when discussing the Board’s resource base 
with counterparts in Natural England, Defra, Local Authorities and other partner 
organisations; 
 
(c) That Local Authority partner organisations be requested to endorse this 
report, and to correspond with Defra and Natural England highlighting the degree 
to which the Cotswolds AONB and Board are under-resourced compared to other 
protected landscapes in England. 
 
Background 
 
1. The proper resourcing of the Conservation Board’s work has been discussed at a 
variety of meetings in 2007/08.  The poor grant settlement for 2007/08 from Natural 
England led to a series of correspondence with local MPs, Natural England and the 
Secretary of State.  
 
Comparison of Purposes and Resources 
 
2. Comparative figures are not always available, particularly for the family of AONBs, 
and more detailed data collection and analysis could be undertaken.  For example further 
analysis could be undertaken of resource inputs compared to achievements, although 
comparable data across the protected landscape family as a whole is not currently 
available.  However, this initial exercise is extremely useful in serving to illustrate some 
key findings. 
 
3. Whilst the Conservation Board and National Park Authorities have extremely 
similar purposes there is a considerable difference in the resources available with which 
to deliver these purposes; 
 
4. Whilst the Cotswolds AONB is an extensive area and the Conservation Board has 
a large grant settlement from Natural England compared with other AONBs, when the 
resources are analysed the AONB and Board has access to far less resources per square 
kilometre or per head of population compared to other AONBs; 
 
A  designated landscape 
 
5. In terms of protected landscapes the Cotswolds AONB is; 
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• the second largest protected landscape in England, second to the Lake District 
National Park. 

• the largest AONB, with the most constituent local authority partners 
• has the largest resident population of any protected landscape 
• has in excess of 20 million day visitors a year, more than any other AONB and 

comparable to visitor numbers in the Lake District and Peak District National 
Parks, (Annexes 1 and 2). 

 
The Board’s purposes, duty and obligations 
 
6. The Board’s purposes are modelled on those of the National Park Authorities, 
(Annex 3). Consequently the Board has two purposes; to conserve and enhance the 
natural beauty of the AONB and increase the understanding and enjoyment of the special 
qualities of the AONB. In addition, and again like National Park Authorities, when 
pursuing its purposes the Board has a duty to seek to foster the social and economic well 
being of the AONBs local communities. 
 
7. As an independent corporate body established through Parliament the Board is 
required by the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 and its Establishment Order to 
provide for a series of measures eg audit requirements, as for local authorities, national 
park authorities and other similar organisations, (Annex 4). These obligations are far 
more comprehensive than those which applied to the former AONB Partnership.   
 
8. Other AONB partnerships, joint committees or joint advisory committees do not 
have the second purpose or duty and are not obliged to comply with the same legislation 
as a stand alone Conservation Board. 
 
Resources 
 
9. Staff resources: In 2007/08 the Board had 12 full time equivalent staff, including 
the Caring for the Cotswolds team supported by the Heritage Lottery Fund. Initially this 
staffing level looks broadly comparable with other AONBs, but when analysed against the 
geographic areas of the various AONBs the Cotswolds has far less staff resources per 
square kilometre than other AONBs (Annex 5). 
 
10. Staff resources have to cover at least twice as much territory as for many other 
AONBs and 17 times as much territory when compared to National Parks. 
 
11. Core grant: A similar picture emerges when Natural England’s core grant is 
analysed per square kilometre of AONB or per head of resident population. The 
Cotswolds AONB has to make its grant settlement spread much further than other 
AONBs and considerably further than the settlement awarded to National Park 
Authorities. 
 
12. The core grant for the Cotswolds has to spread two to three times as far as for 
many other AONBs and ten times as far as that for the Lake District National Park. 
 
13. Sustainable Development Fund (SDF) Grant: The SDF grant is awarded as a 
standard sum per AONB or National Park. In 2006/07 this sum was £ 80,000 per AONB 
and  £ 200,000 per National Park.  
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14. Given the extent of the Cotswolds this standard sum approach means that the 
money has to go a lot further per square kilometre than other AONBs and National Parks. 
The average amount of SDF per square kilometre of AONB or National Park is in the 
region of £ 300, whereas in the Cotswolds this amounts to only £ 39. 
 
Supporting Papers: 
 
Annex 1 – English AONB Resources 2007/08 
 
Annex 2 - English National Park Authority Resources 2007/08 
 
Annex 3 - Comparison of Conservation Board Purposes with those of National Park 
Authorities. 
 
Annex 4 – Additional Requirements of an Independent Conservation Board 
 
Annex 5- Comparison of the Staff Resources available to AONB Partnerships, 
National Park Authorities and the Cotswolds Conservation Board. 
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