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Background Introduction

1 Introduction

1.1 Background

This project is based on two issues currently occupying those ingdatvarban planning and
nature conservation: the problems posed by urban wastelands and té daclkessible nature
and wildlife areas in towns and cities.

Wasteland is a phenomenon of many cities and occurs for a vasfetgasons such as
industrial decline, military decommissioning, changes in reaquinets of developers or simply
due to neglect (see &ks 1981, Gvic TRusT 1988). Wasteland or vacant land is not
necessarily a problem since a pool of vacant land is needed, andvisable, in order to
accommodate changes in land use in urban areas (saeNnBER 1984, Gvic TRUST 1988).
However, when wasteland becomes a long-term phenomenon it is eient@ detract from
an area both socially and economically, sintEmpty shops/houses/derelict sites attract
vandalism and rubbish.{from Civic TRUST1988:9).

Although the above quotation is often shown to be true there are masteland sites that are
of value to the local population, particularly to childrerhi3 has been demonstrated in many
studies which have revealed the use of wasteland sites aghplaygrounds for children or
for recreational activities such as walking dogs, or evendi@zing horses (@IC TRUST
1988, NoLDA 1990a,KLEINHANS 1995). The ecological and wildlife value of these sites was
recognised in the 1970s by Teagle in the West Midlands of Hagknd has also been
researched by various ecologists both in England and Germany TéxgLE 1978, GODDE
1987, GLBERT 1989).

In many cases wasteland sites are used informally as contandrfor recreation and in some
cases the sites become officially recognised as urban graees. Sometimes initiatives occur
to create wildlife areas on urban wastelands - for instaheéNilliam Curtis Ecological Park
in London, created in 1977 on a derelict site opposite the Tower of Londa@H@soN
LORD 1987). Such wasteland sites provide an alternative to the wadlturban park, many of
which suffer from what Hough describes as the ‘green lollipop’ synmd¥ (HOUGH 1995)
where mature trees rise out of well-trimmed open grass swaitsre is no continuation or
natural succession in such landscapes and although they provide oppastioritiecreation,
they tend to be of relatively low ecological value. In contrére are also various natural
areas to be found in towns and cities, ranging from isolated psckétencapsulated
countryside to school nature gardens or wasteland sites. Deb@itgpresence of these
different greenspaces there are many parts of towns and ttiieare deficient in open space
and, more specifically, in areas of wildlife or ecologicallue (HHNSTON 1990). There is
evidence to show that people need contact with nature on an everydsyabdsvith nature or
wildlife areas within 5 or 10 minutes walk of home, but thisatiées a long way from the
present situation QHNSTON1990). The use of wasteland sites as urban wildlife areasicoul
help to reduce this deficiency, since many wasteland siealeeady of considerable value to
wildlife or possess the potential to be converted into wilddifeas.

1.2  Aims of the research

The main aim of this research is to investigate the vahat wasteland sites have, or could
have, as urban wildlife areas. The research also aimevieat how the use of wastelands as
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urban wildlife areas can serve to reduce the deficiency in aatuwildlife areas, as well as
identifying the often forgotten positive aspects of wasteland sitee majority of the research
was carried out in Germany and England, focusing on the citié®ipizig and Birmingham,
where the issue of wasteland is particularly pertineae(section 3.1).

The research was based on the three main hypotheses ftethbkow:

Are wastelands important as urban wildlife areas?

The importance of wasteland sites as urban wildlife aredgtisrmined theoretically through
a review of the ecological value of wasteland sites a6 agtheir social value regarding the
use of such sites for enjoying and experiencing nature.

Can the importance of wastelands as urban wildlife areas be evaluated?

The development of an evaluation method to determine the value sitlaad sites as urban
wildlife areas. This takes into account various aspects ®@sttes - not only in relation to the
characteristics of the sites themselves, but also tmation of the sites. The method is
automised through the use of a geographic information system andisnmanted in study

areas both in Leipzig and Birmingham.

Which strategies are available and can be or are implemented to uselaags as urban
wildlife areas?

The research regarding this hypothesis concentrates on existegses that are or could be
used to create or use wastelands as urban wildlife areas. SDadies of wasteland sites
provide evidence of the use of instruments or policies and #iggctiveness in the creation of
urban wildlife areas.

1.3  Definition of urban wasteland

There are a plethora of terms and definitions for wasteland botpractice and in the
literature on land use and land management. The problems tHdkef a universal definition
lead to confusion and problems with surveying and estimating amaoinderelict or
brownfield land, as well as difficulties regarding the implenagioin of policies of land use
management and planning (SeeNNINGTON & CHADWICK 1982, AKER et al.2000, BLTON
2000). The negative public perception of sites termed “wastélandderelict land” (see
Civic TRusT 1988) have led to the development of neutral terms such as “urban cosim
the latter term was first coined by Mabey in 1973 to describstglands that are used by
people for recreation (see®™HOLSON-LORD 1987).

There is a great deal of discussion on the correct or nmstogriate definition of brownfield/
derelict land/wasteland and the plethora of other terms whichnause (see BWNDLEY 1996,
STARKE 1999, ALKER et al.2000). Some of the most common terms used in various countries
are summarised below:

* In Germany the term “Brachflachen” is widely used, which origgsafrom the three
field agricultural system in which one field was left fallof@r “brach”) each year
(REBELE & DETTMAR 1996). The term became adopted for agricultural land that was
no longer cultivated and then entered into use for industrial or otbens of
dereliction. It has a very wide interpretation (in both planning acolagical fields)
and can be used to describe a variety of derelict or wasteitex] $here are however
other terms which are less commonly used such as Niemandslardgms land),
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Odland (wasteland), Bauliicke (derelict housing plot), Reservefl{odserve land)
(NoLDA 1990a).

* In the USA the term brownfield is used meaning abandoned, idle or underused
industrial and commercial facility where expansion or redevelopmenomspticated
by real or perceived environmental contaminatiggPA 2001). The emphasis here is
on contaminated sites and their former industrial or commercig| thsis excluding a
range of sites which may also fall under the definition of bnéield/wasteland in
other countries. In comparison, in both England and Germany contadisdes are
given a category of their own (contaminated sites or “Altlastespectively) as such
sites are not necessarily derelict or wasteland sites laytlme sites that are currently
in industrial or commercial use.

* In the UK various terms are used to define wasteland includerglict land, vacant
land, neglected land (seeaNDLEY 1996). The official definition for derelict land used
by the British government isldnd that is so damaged by industrial or other
development that it is incapable of beneficial use without treatim@nE 1995).
However this definition omitsthat land which may be described as ‘wasteland’, i.e.
neglected land, lying abandoned and idl& (D ENNINGTON & CHADWICK, 1982: 230)
and concentrates mainly on industrial land.

* The term brownfield is also used in the UK and a definition is giianthe
government’s planning guidance for housingordwnfield land is defined as
previously developed land which is or was occupied by a permanent (non-
agricultural) structure and associated fixed surface infrastructumeluding the land
within the curtilage of that structuré(DETR 2000a). It is thus only relevant for sites
that have been built on in the past.

* In ecological terms a different definition is frequently usedtfoe type of habitat that
develops on abandoned land — “urban wasteland”. The Black Country Biodyversi
Action Plan uses the term urban wasteland to mean a habitatthgpelevelops on
former industrial or mining land that has been abandoned and left toenatnd the
term “urban commons” to mean urban wastelands which are used ancterjgythe
local community (BBCBAP 2000). In London’s nature conservation gjsate
wasteland sites are defined as a type of habitat alongside wahdieetlands etc.
(GLC, N.D.). Wasteland has also been used to define different typésndfsuch as
neglected land with rough vegetation€ TRusT1977) or to describe a wide range
of unused, despoiled and neglected land types({&: B RADSHAW 1986).

The number of different definitions in use and the varied interpiiatof these terms makes
it difficult to decide which of these should be used. For thiadgt possibly the most
appropriate word would be “Brachflachen” since this includes@ewange of derelict, waste
and brownfield land, or particularly the term “Stadtbrachen” (urbaastelands). This is
difficult to translate directly into English since it enconsgas brownfields, derelict land and
wasteland. The term brownfield is not particularly suitableehas neither the UK nor
American definitions are applicable as they are all concernew with contaminated land or
land that has been built on (mainly for industrial uses).dlet land is also unsuitable as this
IS rather restrictive in its application and there arerd®s of misapplication of the term. Thus
the most appropriate term for use in this thesis is “urban wast#l Since there is no precise
definition of this term in the UK literature, a definition is e, which is based on that
developed by Zucchi and Flisse to describe “stadtische Bracfurban wastelandsjurban
wastelands are sites of different sizes and in different locatibas were formerly used in
various ways and are now (in the short or long term) no longer, or onlynsxtely, used and
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are colonised by natural successior{ttanslated and altered slightly, fronuZcHi & FLISSE
1993:45).

This is a very general definition and includes a wide range aft@land sites in urban areas as
well as what are commonly termed derelict or brownfieldssit®@ne important and essential
difference between the term wasteland and other terms igtibaformer refers to areas of
land (not buildings) and thus excludes sites dominated by buildingsderglict houses). In
some cases a building may be present on a wasteland site, dfibition, it is the land and
not the built up area which is referred to in the definition. Thanie wasteland, urban
wasteland and wasteland sites are used interchangeably inhimss.t Although urban
wasteland is the main term used in this thesis, in somesdaseay be necessary to use the
terms derelict land or brownfield, depending on the source obrimétion and the
appropriateness of the terms.

Although there is no size limit on urban wastelands, very langestrial wastelands, (such as
those remaining from open cast mining or large scale exaavatorks) are not considered to
fall into this category, these sites being seldom found direwithhin urban areas. They are
usually located in rural areas or on the urban fringe and differemnphg and regeneration
strategies are required to cope with the regenerationdf sites.

1.4 Definition of urban wildlife area

There is no specific definition of the term urban wildlife ar@ashe literature, but it is used
together with terms such as natural areas, semi-naturah gpegeee (“naturnahe Grinflachen”)
or nature areas with reference to places where people havepgatunity to experience
nature.

All of these places are perceived as being “natural” and ginagide an alternative to planned
open space (KKIN & M cLAREN 1991). There are difficulties and possible misunderstandings
with the use of the term “natural”, especially in urban aredsere the landscape and
environment is almost completely artificial IRDE & KENDLE 1994). Often natural
vegetation is taken to mean that which colonises spontaneouslyiginot planted) or that
which is native. The futility of the emphasis on “native” véggon in urban areas, particularly
regarding wasteland sites is recognised by many ecologist®e gitants suited to the
conditions in urban areas are often those that are native toehtfeegions (e.g. thermophilic
species) (seBILBERT 1992, RHODE & KENDLE 1994, ReipL 1998).

What is essentially meant by the term “natural” whether wébpect to natural open space,
semi-natural greenspace or urban wildlife areas is the iiser of places where what is
thought of as typical countryside landscape (wildflowers, stsegoonds) can be found. These
landscapes are typically absent from the planned and manatye@lthough often from the
countryside too!) The qualities of peace and quiet, the feelingeirig close to nature, the
informal nature of sites and visual diversity of the landscapenfthe backbone of many
definitions of natural areas (s@€ STADTBIOTOPKARTIERUNG 1984, MLLWARD & M OSTYN
1988, HHNSTON1990, RHODE & KENDLE 1996, BCC & LAND CARE ASSOCIATES1997).

Another important feature of natural greenspaces, wildlif@sretc. is that they should be
accessible to the local population so that people can have conthatature on a daily basis,
a statement which is frequently found in both the English and Germerature on urban
nature conservation (for exampl®rRNSTON 1990, BREUSTE 1994, HARRISON et al. 1995,
SCHEMEL 1998).
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Figure 1 Stave Hill Nature Park — an urban wildlife area created on a wasteland in the docklands of
London

The term wildlife area is used rather than “natural” oeffs-natural” area to avoid the
possibly misleading use of these terms since such areasamagay not be colonised
spontaneously and even if they are, the vegetation is unlikelpe limited to “native”

vegetation. There are many examples of urban wildlife attestshave been artificially created
on wastelands but provide a wonderful opportunity for city dwellers toeggpce and

appreciate their local wildlife.

The term “urban wildlife area” used in this thesis is takemtean‘those areas where people
can experience and be close to nature and wildlife in a peaseftihg in their daily life.”

Experiencing and being close to nature and wildlife (“Natuiel®) means not only seeing

but also having the chance to smell, taste, touch and use thmhalements found (see here
AG STADTBIOTOPKARTIERUNG 1984, SHEMEL 1998). Thus urban wildlife areas should not
present completely finished and planned sites, but instead plhaepeople can use in a

sensitive manner to gain an understanding and sense of value wétin@l world. These are

places where one can pick flowers, build huts or tree houses, hunofonswor insects and be

at one with nature, and in many cases actively partake in thgganent and care of the site.
The other stipulation for sites to be suitable as urban wildiieas is that they should provide
people with the chance to experience wildlife on a daily basis had should be situated in

areas where people are likely and able to use the sites.

In this thesis urban wildlife areas include those wastelarigg have been colonised
spontaneously by vegetation, provide a variety of habitats ftdlive and may be used by
people for quiet recreation (thus excluding disturbing activities sashmotorcycling).
GILBERT (1992) refers to these sites as urban commons in order to disshpateegative
image conjured up by the term “wasteland” or derelict lanthan wildlife areas can also be
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created artificially on barren wasteland sites through the caelgleew landscaping of the
site or through a degree of management and planting to enhaacgiality of the site.

Figure 2 provides a depiction of the different terms used intti@sis and endeavours to show

the relationships between the various definitions that are found ifiténature on wasteland
and wildlife areas.

Figure 2 Relationship between different definition s used in thesis

Urban Wastelands

Other terms : o
Brachflachen, Urban wildlife
Brownfields areas
Derelict land e.g. urban

Neglected land commons
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2 State of the art

2.1 Urban wasteland

2.1.1 Characterisation and classification of urban wastelands

Urban wastelands (as defined in section 1.3) are charaadnige¢heir temporary nature as
they can be lost to development at any time. They tend toelsively recently created as
older sites are no longer thought of as wasteland, but become adcagtthe habitat into
which they have evolved (GL@.D.). They are also characterised by their use by the urban
population for a range of activities, which are often only possiblsuweh an unregulated area
(KowARIK 1993).

The vegetation that colonises and develops is an important atbastic of wasteland sites
and can be considered to characterise the particular flovaban areas (seelBERT 1992).
The colonisation of a site occurs within a short time of thed becoming derelict - either
after demolition work, or due to neglect or disuse of the.sithis successional process is
described by various botanists and is typified by the transitiomfpioneer vegetation to tall
perennial herbs with leafy stems, succeeded by a grasslagé sind then bush and tree
stages, with bryophytes being present at various differegestéGLBERT 1992, REBELE &
DETTMAR 1996, GLC N.D.). Gilbert notes the interesting fact thamany of the early
colonisers belong to genera that were widespread during the late-glaciedghdor example
Artemisia, Betula, Polygonum, Potentilla and Rurhéle suggests that the conditions may be
similar to those occurring just after the end of the ice agach as intermittent disturbance,
low grazing pressure, low competition and raw base-ricls §GILBERT 1992).

The time at which different plants colonise depends heavily om@hathe available seed
sources and seed banks, soil substrates and degree of disturbancesite (WéTTIG 1991,
GILBERT 1992). There may also be variation regarding the times at wdiftgrent parts of the
site fell derelict (particularly on larger sites) @dvARIK 1993). During the earlier stages of
succession plant diversity remains high due to the “palimpdstc#f- local disturbances
allowing earlier successional stages to persist in somes arethe site (B.BERT 1992). The
climax vegetation found on urban wastelands is deciduous woodland, but offtem
interesting composition with unlikely mixtures of ash, hawthorn,omis, elder, birch etc.
growing alongside orchard apple, garden privet and other gardanesyGLBERT 1992).

Actions such as the dumping of garden waste as well as |dicaatic conditions, have an
effect on the vegetation present on urban wastelands witérdift cities and regions having a
typical wasteland flora of their own. For instanceL€RT (1983) noted the abundance of
goldenrod and scarcity of buddleia in Birmingham compared with the rargeunt of
Japanese Knotweed and abundance of wetland species (rescgoarushes) in Manchester.

In addition to the vegetation characteristics of urban wastkdasites also varies in size and
type, from vast areas resulting from derelict docklands ot eoateel works (as in London or
the Ruhr area respectively) to tiny areas on street cornedlsrefict gardens. They vary with
respect to the substrate of the site, which can be differetietto artificial (such as rubble,
brick, stones etc.) or semi-natural substrates (such gs sdad or topsoil) (GLQG\.D.). The
former results from demolition work or dereliction of the previous o§the site, whereas the
latter more often results from processes such as excavattmstruction work or tipping



State of the art Urban wasteland

(GLC N.D.). The type of substrates and previous use of the site alsotafie pH, moisture
retention capabilities, fertility of a site, soil compacti@amd surface sealing, as well as
contamination of the site (BWARIK 1993).

Wasteland sites include industrial and commercial sites, etmptgling plots, derelict gardens

or allotments, derelict horticultural or agricultural land (wt the urban area) and other forms
of urban land use. They can be classified in various wayk ssdy age, size, previous use,
vegetation, location, current use (SeeBRLE & DETTMAR 1996). One of the most common
classification schemes used is that of previous use dfitbeas described in Table 1.

Table 1 Description of the classification categorie s for wasteland sites !

Wasteland
category

Description and Characteristics

Building plot

This refers to sites that have been p repared for building but not yet
developed. Often occur in new industrial estates or developing housing
estates and show no trace of previous use.

Characteristics: flat land, often quadratic plot, infrastructure a nd utilities
often present, even aged vegetation structure, ofte n located in industrial
estate or on edge of urban area.

Industrial

This includes all types of industry - li ght or heavy industrial uses or
commercial uses - e.g. petrol stations, factories, trading estates etc.
Characteristics: sealed surface, possible contamination (depending on
previous use), buildings often present, varied vege tation structure.

Empty plot-
housing
(Baulticke)

Can be old bomb site or where houses have been demo lished. Usually
occurs within existing building structures.

Characteristics: no building present, usually level site, often les s than
0.5ha, bordered by other houses/buildings, surface usually not sealed -
may consist of rubble or be compacted.

Railway

Includes single tracks between buildings, r ailway stations, or old disused
lines.

Characteristics: tracks and sleepers often still present, stony gro und, linear
shape, previous use of herbicides influences vegeta tion.

Military

Includes various types of military install ations - barracks, training sites,
transport (such as airport).
Characteristics: contamination possible, varied sites.

Agriculture —
Sub-
categories:

i) Fields

ii) Buildings

Includes both agriculture and horticulture. Subcate gories of fields and
buildings refer to open land or agricultural buildi ngs (such as sheds,
greenhouses etc.) respectively.

i) Fields' characteristics: large open expanse of land, uniform age of
vegetation, arable weeds, found in rural areas or e dge of urban areas

i) Buildings' characteristics: may be within or outside urban areas, varied
vegetation structure, buildings present, surface sealing, e.g. greenhouses,
animal stalls.

Garden

Either garden of house or allotment garden.
Characteristics: no surface sealing, old trees present, varied vege tation with
garden flora (usually less than 1ha).

House

Derelict house - may include garden.
Characteristics: building present, garden or yard often present.

Other

Variety of sites such as educational establis hments, recreation, uncertain
previous use etc.
Characteristics: too varied to note.

! Based on the definitions of STARKE (1999), ZUCCHI & FLISSE (1993).




Urban wasteland State of the art

2.1.2 Reasons for the occurrence of urban wasteland S

The occurrence of urban wastelands is not a new phenomenon but elsgraialof the
development process and is seen by some as the “resultwkfa the land market to recycle
land.” (TEST 1995:26). Bullinger explains it in terms of a pges of development in which
all economic products, companies and economically used sites Hd&eycle with an initial
phase, growth phase, consolidation phase and a closing phasey, fegllting in the closure
of the company and the sale of the site or its fall into detieih (BULLINGER 1984,
BULLINGER 1985). In many cases this is not problematic and many sites reappsd up
quickly for development but for various reasons this does not allwagpen.

One of the main reasons for the emergence of a large numbeastbland sites during the
late 20" century was the widespread phenomenon of de-industrialisation. Manyeof t
traditional industries (at least in western Europe) closed wu¢he effects of economic
changes, a reduction in size and importance of the secondargr s@otd increasing
importance of the tertiary sector) and the globalisation of prododSPEER1985, KAHNERT
1988). Examples of this de-industrialisation include the dedlinthe textile industry in the
1950s in England and the closure of the coal mines and steel wotBerimany in the 1970s,
particularly in the Ruhr area of Germany and in the north of EmgjlHENCKEL & N OPPER
1985). De-industrialisation in East Germany occurred later wighfaéifi of the Berlin Wall in
1989 and the ensuing reunification of Germany, which led to closuraeofiajority of the
un-competitive industries almost overnightgEck 1994). Wastelands also result from the
activities of mineral extraction or processing industriediwaiies such as gravel workings,
spoil heaps from mining etc. ENNINGTON& CHADWICK 1982). They also occur as a result of
changes in requirements of industry: industries must no longer lkrs#&@ a port or railway
station, since road transport is often used as an alternatoyéhais they can move away from
inner-city sites to green field sites close to motorway®@#91981). New forms of production
and the need for much larger areas of land make the refusld industrial areas difficult and
often impractical for modern industries and commercial units.

Urban wastelands do not only result from industrial derelictiome Thanges in land use, or
dereliction or neglect of land and buildings also result in treation of wasteland sites, for
instance from derelict housing and gardens, derelict railway laedlected allotments or
public spaces, disused schools etc. ENRINGTON & CHADwICK 1982). Military
decommissioning has also resulted in the creation of a large a@nofuwasteland sites,
especially in East Germany where the old Russian militatgtdishments form a substantial
proportion of derelict land in many areas. Another form of wastelsnébund on what
HANDLEY (1996) terms “interim land” or land awaiting development (tetnbailding land in
this thesis — see Table 1). It is debatable whether orthist should be categorised as
wasteland since it may be seen as an in-between stage efopevent, but in many cases
development does not take place for some time and a lack of maeageneans that such
sites may become wasteland.

Land may also become derelict due to the effects of planning;iwdometimes leave areas of
land unusable due to lack of access or sandwiching of land between ooadstween
industrial works (@v/ic TRusT 1988). Fire or bomb damage still accounts for some derelict
sites, as does blight from development schemes or simply ctegfiéand or buildings (G/1C
TRUST1988).
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2.1.3 Reasons for continuing dereliction

The reasons for wastelands remaining unused or undeveloped are varidkdee discussed
by a number of authors §8Er1985, Gvic TRuUST1988, ADAIR et al. 2000, KBER 2000) and
a useful review is given by Arup Economic ConsultantsH{VéREAD, MAYNE & W ICKENS
1991). The reasons can be summarised as follows:

10

Physical or other constrainisSite may be the wrong size or shape or may be
contaminated. The presence of buildings on the site, too many uondedycables or
poor ground conditions make the site unsuitable for development (sSesEWON
OFEN1984, Gvic TRUST 1987, WHITBREAD, MAYNE & WICKENS 1991, MEYER 1993).
There are often high costs associated with preparing wastekites due to
decontamination costs or the need to demolish buildings\@et al. 2000, [B SousA
2000, HUBER 2000, 22B0OJNIK 2000). Such sites are often seen as high risk, low return
sites since in many cases the costs of clean up may be mosgjpare metre than the
land itself! (S’ EER1985).

Lack of demand for sitesNVasteland sites are often situated in areas with a poor
quality local environment and are thus unattractive for invesfbtess 1981). The
regional structure has an important influence on investori@swill not put money

in where there is no market (se&ktKeL 1982). In addition to the economic problems
there is also the problem of perceived contamination, as the pagernf wasteland
sites means that people think that sites are unsuitablesialdpment (WBER2000).

Ownership difficulties Disputed or uncertain ownership means that sites cannot be
sold or developed (@IC TRUST1987, DOEHLER& U SBECK1996). This is especially a
problem in the new Lander (states) of Germany where the difies of land
restitution still provide a barrier to the development of wistd sites (KBER 2000).
Often wastelands have multiple ownership (due to sites beingritee and the
owners often cannot agree on the future use of the sit®@€RI2000). There is also the
problem of speculative holding of land by landowners who hang onto latfteihope
of obtaining a higher price for sale of the land or planning penms$or the site
(Civic TRUST 1977, Moss 1981, $EER 1985, ADAIR et al. 2000, ABoJNIK 2000).
Local authorities often do not have the money to purchase suehtsitthen use them
to improve the local area (e.g. as open space¥£81985).

Institutional restrictions or difficulties: Over-ambitious planning or changes in
planning by authorities (in the case of road building or developmergrsek or the
planning of industrial or trading estates) may lead to sitesaigeing un-used and
falling derelict (Qvic TRUST 1977, Moss1981, HiBeR 2000). Some sites may have
been cleared for development which then never took plageidCTRUST 1987).
Another problem is the lack of planning or development concepts for e arhich
may cause uncertainty for investors and thus reduce theiiHded of investing in an
area(HuUBer 2000).

Delays in the development proce€sankruptcy or a lack of financial resources to
continue or start development means that many sites remainagharssometimes
with half finished buildings until either the investor obtains moreney, or someone
purchases the site £2oJNIK 2000). Continued dereliction may also be a cause of
delays to planned projects that cannot be carried out due tokaofapublic money
(Civic TRUST1987).

Alternative locations:The low cost of land on the outskirts of towns or cities,
compared to inner city locations is important as changes in teegpand working
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methods mean that companies have high land requirements for tydesaée, single
storey buildings (8iz 1984, $EER1985). Not only are large vacant lots difficult to
find in the inner city, but they are also very expensive aratdhis a natural tendency
for developers to develop on, and further reduce the quantity @ng¢leslatively
problem-free, peripheral rural land (TEST 1995). The situatioméagnified by the
competition between authorities, as municipalities outside th® nown or city often
encourage investors as they then provide the municipalities whilglger tax income
(HUBER 2000). This occurred rapidly and on a large scale in the new Qetréader,
as there was no real alternative to siting new industrial amdroercial estates on
greenfield sites at that time @BECk1999).

One or more of the above reasons may be the cause of the contiegikedtor dereliction of
wasteland sites in the urban area and the complexity of manpeotauses of dereliction
make it a difficult problem to solve.

2.1.4 Problems related to urban wastelands

In most cases investors snap up wasteland sites that are suitaldlevelopment relatively
quickly. However, there remains a hard core of derelict ast®land sites that cause social,
environmental and economic problems, which are viewed as bainmedficient use of
resources (WITBREAD, MAYNE & WICKENS 1991). Handley calculated that at the current rate
of redevelopment and re-use of derelict land, it would take 2@0sy® clear the backlog of
sites in England (NDLEY 1996).

For the majority of people, brownfield, derelict or wastelanésiare associated with litter,
disrepair, emptiness and a lack of contral(ie & WILSON 1992, DETTMAR 1997). A survey
in the UK in 1995 discovered that 71% of those questioned consideredi¢nalict land
reduces the quality of people’s lives due to its environmental at@rid economic impacts
(MORI 1995 inHANDLEY 1996). The main concerns were the blighting effect of such,sites
rubbish dumping, dangers for children and health concernsngHey 1996). This
substantiates earlier work by the Civic Trust who questioned lananity societies about
wasteland sites. The main concerns were found to be the unsigatiye of such sites,
rubbish, debris, and rampant vegetation, with 52% of those questi@gadding wasteland
sites as detracting from the local surroundingsv(€ TRUST 1977). Other concerns are the
worries that such sites encourage crime, in particular dabgse and illegal dealing
(HANDLEY 1996, ZABOJNIK 2000).

These problems of wasteland sites may also have far more ne@dting consequences as
dereliction is often accompanied by social problems, such d&s tnngmployment and out-
migration of the younger members of the population (TEST 1995). When peaple away
from blighted areas this results in a decrease in rate indontée local authorities, a decline
in essential services, reduction in attractiveness to investod so the spiral continues
downwards (Mbss 1981, Qvic TRusT 1987). These events reflect the concerns of local
authorities who regard wastelands as having a negative imguem investment and
depressing land values (as well as the adverse effectsnamity, dangers to the public, dirt
and pollution of such sites) (@ 1996).

11
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2.2 The value of urban wastelands

Urban wastelands are of value for many reasons, in many dagesvill depend on the
characteristics of the site. A brief indication of the vabfevastelands with respect to climate,
flora, fauna, the economy and sustainable development is gieiemy.

2.2.1 Climatic importance of urban wastelands

Those urban wastelands that are not highly sealed can have argnoditive climatic effect
on the air quality and local climate as urban greenspadessd effects are strongly correlated
with the size of the site and its vegetationOWARIK (1993) cites the work of BILPNAGEL
(1987) in his description of the contribution that urban wastelandg make to cold air
production in the urban area and their positive effect on the surrourfdimy up area.
However the degree to which this occurs is correlated with the of the site and the
structure of buildings in the immediate vicinity (se@®WARIK 1993, KUTTLER 1993). The
presence of bushes and trees lowers the temperature ik anscomparison with its
surroundings (KITTLER 1993). Wooded sites are especially beneficial as the treebalarto
clean the air by filtering out dust and aerosol particles\{irik 1993, DRECKER SUDHOFF

& VEDDER1995). Betula pendulabirch) has been found to be especially effective in this
respect and is frequently found on wasteland sites (sseslet al. 1985 in KOWARIK 1993).
The open, frequently penetrable structure of trees on wastelsasdadso plays a positive role
in the filtration of air as densely wooded sites (as in plamM@ddlands) act as a wall to the
penetration of wind and thus have a reduced filtration function RmeL 1998). Wooded
sites can also help to slow down winds, which often reach very Bpgeds in urban areas
(DRECKER SUDHOFF & VEDDER 1995). On sites with low surface sealing the vegetated
ground also facilitates the penetration of rain water, whicly than increase the ground water
level; however, on contaminated sites this may be detrimestélmay lead to pollution of
the ground water (BWARIK 1993).

2.2.2 Ecological importance of urban wastelands for flora and fauna

Flora

The ecological value of wasteland sites is partly due tohiigéx diversity of species that are
present on such sites in comparison with similar sized gpsares in urban areas. This high
diversity is thought to be due to the heterogenous conditions - @es tyf substrates and soll
conditions, different levels of disturbance, varying micro-clienah sites, varied intensities of
use, variety of structures on sites, site histories - and sorae the extreme conditions found
on the sites (KAFFKE 1985, \EDDER& D RECKER1994, ReEIDL 1998, GHIPCHASE1999). It also
depends on site size and the type of site: for sites over 5ha thitls the most diverse flora
have been found to be industrial wastelands, followed by commercistelaads (or light
industry), railway wastelands and then derelict greenspagttsyasteland sites under 5ha all
having a lower floral diversity (RbL 1998). The diversity of sites also alters with the age
and different successional stages of sites. 6-9 year old areegound to hold the highest
number of species and after about 10 years of age the diversityddereases EBELE 1988);
although this is rather a generalisation, as it will alspetel on the rate of succession on the
sites. One has to be slightly careful in the interpretabbsome of the results on the flora of
wasteland sites and floral diversity, as studies do not awancentrate on wasteland sites,
but also include railway sites or industrial areas. Theyadse often carried out for very large

12



The value of urban wastelands State of the art

sites (more than 50ha), which are not typical of the type of urbasielands as defined in this
study (see section 2.1.1). However there are certainly ggeneralisations that can be made
about the flora of urban wastelands and the importance ofiedltaal characteristics of such
sites.

The flora of wasteland sites often contains various interespegries, amongst which are a
high proportion of neophytes. One source of neophytes in many industeias$ & from the
transport of materials from foreign places - for instance ttadport of seeds with raw
materials such as cotton — demonstrated by the affinity which plant railway land
frequently have with maritime plants (se&d®LE & DETTMAR 1986, GLBERT 1992, ReibL
1998). Another interesting feature of wastelands is the high numbedodiata book species
(rare species) found on these sites. Many of these species Haalv¢heir natural habitat
destroyed or disturbed and thus the species colonise wastelandsesordary habitat.
Caution is required before placing an emphasis on the importainttee existence of these
species as their presence on secondary habitats is not taken ansideration in the
assessment of the degree of rarity of such species (thusntlgybe rare in their primary
habitat but commonly found on secondary habitatspWKRIK 1993). There is also
controversy about emphasising the importance of red data book spsaiser species (such
as many neophytes) may also be rare and interesting from an @=lpgint of view, but are
not included in the list of rare species@iArIik 1993, ReibL 1998). Although the presence of
rare species on wastelands is exciting, they actually alaynor role in the whole vegetation
picture of wasteland sites; more common (and possibly more imppréaatthe ruderal,
grassland and generalist species (se®R1998, GiIPCHASE 1999). Wastelands are one of
the few places in urban areas where one can see the many comewesspvhose cultural
importance is reflected in their familiarly known names elswas cow parsley, herb robert,
buttercup etc. They also provide sanctuary for many archaeophytésas cornflowers and
poppies Centaurea cyanuand Papaver rhoeasjREBELE & DETTMAR 1996, EvANS 2001).
The value of such species is reflected in this quotatidre’ rude but beautiful weeds that
colonise the forgotten or unofficial places provide a commonwealth of tven.” (EVANS
2001:20).

A further important factor relating to the flora of urban waastels is the adaptation and
suitability of the flora to urban conditions. For instansiganthus altissimgtree of heaven) -

a typically thermophilous city plant - is very successful onsteégands due to its suckering
vegetative reproduction method Ekke & SukopPp 1986). Another plant, typical of wasteland
sites in many cities, iBuddleja daviddii which typically grows on rubble habitats in the sub-
atlantic region of central Europe but has been growing wild in Bextid other cities for the
last 40 years (BNKE & Sukopp 1971). Other species found are those that have adapted to
difficult conditions that frequently occur on wasteland sites lisas extreme pH, or low
fertility etc.) and may even be new species that areeduid such conditions @bpL 1998).
Wasteland (or spontaneous) flora is also often adaptable tosthef the site, for instance for
children’s play, as work by KRD andPIRNER (1988) has shown. For instance in areas of high
use low, spreading plants are found, whereas in the less hightiyareas herbaceous flora
and bushes are able to develop. This provides valuable informatiomdopdssible use of
such species in landscaping urban greenspaces and reducing thativegetaintenance
required.
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The ecological importance of the flora of wasteland sitesuiimmarised as follows:

» High diversity of species in the urban landscape

» Refugial habitat for rare species

» Creation of new ecotypes and thus new genetic material throdgbtation to location
* Vegetation adapted to location and thus requiring littte@management

* Indicator species to indicate state of the environment - ipasenvironmental
monitoring

* Diverse and interesting flora, including common plants.

Fauna

Wasteland sites have been found to provide habitats for a wide @ranimal species. There
are various reasons for this including the provision of rich nutriticaairces of food such as
seeds, nectar and biomass AKISNITZER & K LAUSNITZER 1993). This is especially important
in winter when wasteland plants, such as dock, thistle, mullen etovide a vital food
source for seed eating birds. Some animal species spend mubbiofitne in other urban
habitats but still depend on wasteland areas to provide them witicient food (ZuccHi &
FLIsSe 1993). Another factor favourable to many animal species is ¢he ihtra-specific
competition and low number of predators on wasteland sites duretdifficulty of migration

to such sites from the surrounding countryside (see h&x@ANN 1988 in VEDDER &
DRECKER 1994, ABs 1992). The lack of disturbance on many such sites may also favour
particular mammal and bird speciesgdMER& D RECKER1994). However, other species may
benefit from local disturbances - for instance mountain biking ors sitethe East Thames
Corridor ensures that a loose, friable substrate is maintaioedyround nesting aculeate
Hymenoptera and thermophilic invertebratess®ey 2000). The typical flora of wasteland
sites is also conducive to a high number of animal speciegcedly insects. For instance
KLAUSNITZER (1968) found 134 insect species @mtemisia vulgarisand 145 on Rainfarn
(Tanacetum vulgadewhilst SoutHwooD (1961) discovered 200 different species of insects
on birch treesBetulasps.) - all of these being species commonly found on wastelaes sit
(see UTHWOOD1961). However this is balanced to a certain extent by theepeesof non-
native species (neophytes), which often provide a poor food source foe ratimals: for
instance BuTHWOOD (1961) found only 2 insect species on Robinia, a tree commonly planted
in industrial areas (WDDER& DRECKER1994). A counter argument is provided by Rohde and
Kendle who state that Southwood’s researth perhaps the most over-quoted piece of
ecological research in the whole conservation literatuaed thus should not be taken too
much to heart asthe majority of garden birds are known to live quite happily in extteées
and shrub%(ROHDE & KENDLE 1994:7).

There have been many isolated studies of different animal groupgasteland sites - mainly
insects such as butterflies, wild bees and hoverflies, as agelbirds. Gilbert reported the
presence of 23 species of butterfly found on one small site indster (B.BERT 1992). The
importance of wasteland sites for butterflies is emphasiseld by sSNITZER & K LAUSNITZER
(1993) who report that the loss of such sites could have a seriopacimon butterfly
populations in urban areas. This is reinforced by studies which shawthbee are a high
number of butterfly species that are dependant on many plante aypical wasteland flora -

! (Collated from GODDE 1987, DETTMAR 1991, DETTMAR 1993, WITTIG 1993, VEDDER & DRECKER 1994,
WITTIG 1996, REIDL 1998, EVANS 2001).
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for instance 25 to 30 species of butterflies wica dioica as a food source @EBELE &
DETTMAR 1996).

There are also very many other users of wasteland sites byirédsence of many species
depends on various factors such as the size and position of thdisitepance, available food
sources, presence of different vegetation and other strigctureh as stones and wood (see
GOODE & SMART 1986, KLAUSNITZER & K LAUSNITZER 1993, ZucCHI & FLISSE 1993). In the
Ruhr area of Germany the highest concentration of Kreuzk&uéo(calamita in the Land is
found on wasteland sites where temporary water features ailaldeaalthough its numbers
have been dropping since the 1980s due to the progress of successimsesites and thus
loss or change of habitat.

Wasteland sites are also home to a large number of rare specaest of which are those
found on sites with extreme conditions - for instance the presendbe Waldspitzmaus
(Sorex araneysand SchabrackenspitzmauSofex coronatyson coal spoil heaps @s
1992). These species tend to use wasteland sites as sub-opgicoaldary habitat as their
natural habitat has been destroyed or disturbed (for instanoedisive agriculture).

The benefits of urban wastelands for fauna can be summaasstadiows:*

* Provision of rich nutritional source of food throughout the year (due toegmes of
dead stems etc.)

» Varied substrates, vegetation and structures provide hafitatsde range of animals
» Provision of secondary habitats for endangered species (refiigsa)
* Ruderal flora important for many butterfly and other insect sgxec

Despite the evidence for the value of urban wastelands for fehaaesearch carried out is
patchy and concentrates on certain groups - such as butterflegteand birds. There is also
little known about population sizes and viable populations and the eftéctisturbance
(especially by humans) on different species.

2.2.3 Social importance of urban wastelands-

Many urban wastelands have a high social importance in urban diteag provide unofficial
greenspaces for people as well as often being of cultural corfdsimportance due to their
role in the development or history of the area. These sites gitevide the only source of
“natural greenspace” or “wild” areas in which people can expeeaarature and escape from
urban life, since such sites are rarely found in the intengipédnned and managed urban
landscape.

The importance of nature and natural areas in towns and atieecognised by those living
and working in urban areas and is reflected in the growing number lnuwildlife and

conservation groups, the concern over loss of open space voiced in pl@mguagies and the
importance given to open space and wildlife areas in urban lapdsaad land use plans
(JoHNSTON1990). During the period of industrialisation in the™&entury, the importance of
greenspaces for the urban population was recognised and parks weide@rtor the local

population. Landscape architects such as Olmsted viewed natutgeing important for

! (compiled from REBELE & DETTMAR 1986, GODDE 1987, DETTMAR 1991, KLAUSNITZER & KLAUSNITZER
1993).
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mental health, especially for the working classes, who perhagsno opportunity to escape
the city. This view has been passed on and it is generallypgeddahat people benefit from
direct contact with nature (seal®eRT 1989, GOODE& SMART 1986, BARKER & GRAF 1989)
and urban wastelands are identified as an important urban habitatofadioig such “natural
greenspace” (SEBARKER & GRAF 1989, BOCHNIG & SELLE 1992, KOWARIK 1993, ROHDE &
KENDLE 1994, HANDLEY 1996, ReIDL 1998, GHIPCHASE1999, KLEEBERG1999).

However these conclusions are frequently drawn without a proper faondatthe human
sciences and are often based on the romantic notions or childhood merabtle authors
(see here BUHL 1992 for example). There are, however, various empirical styudidich

provide a sound foundation to support the theoretical arguments for fhatamce of nature
for people and the role of urban wastelands; these provide the foatisee argument for the
social importance of urban wastelands.

An interesting study by 688 (1959) revealed that the influence of nature on children betwee
the ages of 5-12 years might have a positive effect on the develapai creative processes

in their development. This is supported by other studies, whichiatiioate the importance,

not only of the influence of nature during this period of developmieut,also the freedom to
explore and discover their surroundings (see heree@sTADT 1962, BINKERT 1998). There

is evidence that children place a high value on natural elemertn when these are not
overly present in their surroundings (@RE & Y OUNG 1978 in GEBHART 1993). Natural
landscapes in kindergartens have also been found to provide a wide @ learning
opportunities and conditions for different types of functional, conswaoand symbolic play,

due to the diversity of vegetation and topography in such playgroundsiKBrT 1998,
FIORTOFT& SAGEIE 2000). This is supported in work by Seeger and Seeger who found that
children in kindergartens with natural play areas were morenalth and could concentrate
better than those in kindergartens with traditional play areasdborated by work by €aHN

et al. 1997 inFIORTOFT& SAGEIE 2000). Seeger and Seeger also found that nature calms the
nervous system and can be a source of both energy and knowlesgee(®: SEEGER1996).

Other evidence that nature is a calming and healing forceesdnom the well-known study
by Ulrich on the recovery rate of groups of patients whose windows lookedatogither a
group of trees or a brick wall. The faster recovery ratehofse looking out at a natural scene
lends support to the importance of nature for mental well beihgiCH 1984).

MILCHERT (1983) attempts to explain this intangible importance of reatw describing the
human need for “wild nature” or “wilderness”. Although the processivifisation has largely
sublimed such needs they are thought to be inherent in human beindbearepression of
this sensuous relationship to nature may be the cause of many asicHisorders (bwenN
1979 inMILCHERT 1983). This concept is reflected in a study of the benefit peatitain
from urban wildlife projects which revealed the emotionalellectual, social and physical
benefits people obtain from contact with nature and the desire aor psychological need
people have to contact nature I(MVARD & M OSTYN 1988). In a study on people’s views of
nature in London BTTIGE (1997) found that nature was very important to people living in
London, even more so for those living in central rather than outer Londdh,first hand
experience of nature being very influential on people’s vievisnature. Although this
research was only carried out in two districts of London and dotal of 140 people, its
findings produce interesting information about the importance people paceature,
particularly when their surroundings are dominated by urban structR@sde and Kendle
emphasise the need for more research on the relationshipsdretwontact with nature and
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cognitive psychological benefits, although they accept that videace so far is encouraging
(ROHDE & KENDLE 1994).

Although the role of wastelands, with respect to providing peopté wontact with nature
and wildlife, is important, they are also valuable to people t{palarly to children) due to
other characteristics such as their informal nature, diversity of natural and man-made
structures and elements and as a place to escape and explaseN3MEIER 1985, HoLcOMB
1977 in GEBHARD 1993, KEIL 1998).“A beautiful landscape does not give aesthetic pleasure
to children. For them a landscape is an invitation to activitf1 ARGADANT-VAN ARCKEN
1989:17).

JOHANNSMEIER (1985) carried out a survey of kindergarten children over seveiaisyand
determined that older children prefer to play on wastelanderatian on formal playgrounds.
Other studies have also revealed that children spend relatifttle time in official
playgrounds and they use natural playgrounds, such as wastelands and cdentaysnore
than the ready made ones (seerf 1982, HARD & PIRNER 1988). A study by VWODWARD
(1988) in Stoke-on-Trent revealed that 50% of derelict sitespbad were used by children as
playgrounds. The diversity of opportunities and elements such as,watel and earth are far
more interesting for children than the kind of formal landscaping slpiawsed in urban areas
(HART 1982, HHANNSMEIER 1985). This is corroborated by a child’s statement in a study by
FIORTOFT & SAGEIE (2000: 81):“Climbing rocks is more fun than climbing trees - but
climbing trees is more fun than the boring playground equipment.”

The popularity and usage of urban wastelands (both by adults and childesnbeen
corroborated in various studies of such site\NBLEY 1996, WOODWARD 1988, NDLDA
1999a, ReY 1993, KLEINHANS 1995, KeIL 1998). The sites studied varied in size from 0.4 to
50ha and reflect the importance of various features of warstie$ites. The uses of sites varied
from walking, biking and sunbathing to children’s activities suchrae climbing, building
huts, picking flowers, making campfires etc. Both natural and madestructures or features
were found to play a role in the games and activities cdromt, for instance the use of an old
barrow for “barrow races” or sliding down and climbing steep slo@siL 1998). Urban
wastelands are, of course, used for other activities, whicle htike relationship to nature or
natural areas but reflect the ability to hide or escape oh siies, for example illicit smoking
or drinking, or use as sleeping quarters for homeless people (1R98).

On the more emotional level wastelands may fulfil the spidienjoyment of nature and may
provide the piece of wilderness ..outside one’s own front ddd ILCHERT 1983:774). They
offer “the possibility of serendipitous discovery and even that mentatdmeenormally
associated with real wilderneés§Cocker 2000:21). They also provide children with the
chance to learn about nature and natural processes through smtlliebing, seeing and
hearing (WULMANN & B URCKHARDT 1981, BJAse.V. 1997, RipL 1998); they allow room for
creative play and phantasy outside parental control, thus helpingrehiblong the road to
independence (&BHARD 1994).

In many cases people show strong feelings for urban wastelandstgpd of bonding to sites
they frequently use. These strong feelings may be due to the iamparthe site has played in
the history of culture of the town or city (seeLKINHANS 1995). These feelings are reflected
in the often vociferous opposition to destruction of wasteland sibesdévelopment, as
demonstrated in planning enquiries for various wasteland siteshandews of several local
inhabitants about one particular sité.it’s all right as it is. It's the only place the kids can
play.”

“If you make it a park it won’'t be ours anymorg3PRAY 1984:14)
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The social importance of wastelands as urban wildlife areasci®ased by the deficit of
nature in urban areas and thus the continuing alienation of peaprerfature (WNKEL 1992,
BJAS e.V. 1997, BAMER 1998b). There is a deficit of wild places in urban areas and those
that exist are often protected by nature conservationists and fuskeosites is highly
regulated. Even many wild areas such as wastelands exdhildeen due to safety regulations
and worries about liability (6PPE1998). The decreasing range of children (due to worries
about safety) and their decreasing freedom (life being evee manised and controlled) are
known trends in children’s situations ARRISON et al. 1995, BINKERT 1998). Thus the
opportunity to explore and be alone is becoming rare, and play therapth®&nture
playgrounds, and playgroups are used as compensation, which (accordingttolyain
Freiburg) may lead to an undeveloped semantic and a lack of independedcself-
confidence in young people (BIKERT 1998). There is also the worry that if people
(especially at a young age) do not form a relationship with nathey will not recognise its
destruction and be concerned about its survival and the futuratofenconservation could be
threatened (BEUSTE 1994, GEBHARTH 1994, RReuss 1998). Although this is a commonly
held view there is little direct evidence for it, althoughNtostyn’s study participation in work

at urban natural sites appeared to foster community involvemeahtpalitical awareness
(MILLWARD & M OSTYN 1988).

In addition to the use of urban wastelands for relaxation or playy tten provide an
important educational resource. Former wasteland sites thatcav managed as nature areas
(such as Camley Street and Gillespie Park in London) providéedtacational resources and
may be booked up for visits for more than a year in advanoeN3ToN1990). It should be
noted that such sites are managed and often have facilittdsas classrooms and bathrooms,
as well as site based staff, which make them attractivechoolgroups. The potential for
urban wastelands to provide nature areas near schools is reabdpyiseany authors (see
JOHNSTON1990, GLBERT 1992).

Despite the number of studies supporting the thesis that nature@dstamt for people and that
wasteland sites can contribute to the need for natural areas iheery little work on the
feelings and needs of people themselves, especially withrdega wasteland sites. An
investigation by HRRISONetal. (1987) into people’s views of nature discovered that people
value nature because “wildlife is fun” and it is the commonplaceurrences and presence of
creatures such as butterflies and birds that interest peopgeistsupported by work carried
out by MILLWARD andMoOsSTYN (1988). $10ARD (1979) also identifies the strong relationship
children form with the natural world but since her study wasiedrout in the 1970s in a rural
area, the relevance of its findings in today’s urban landscaperisaps limited. Some studies
have also investigated people’s attitudes to wasteland; foanosta study byaB (1988)
showed that young people value wasteland sites more than older pewpferaales more
than males. However, in user studies bgiK(1998) and KEINHANS (1995) results showed
that males use such sites more than females, revealinghdaelationship between feelings
and actions involves a complexity of factors (such as safetiesssdistance from home etc.).
It is not clear why people use wasteland sites, whether bieisause of the lack of other
greenspaces, the wildlife of such sites, or the infornmal @nofficial status of such sites.
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Nevertheless the above discussion reveals a wide ranging @odyidence for the social
value of natural areas and wasteland sites, which issamsed as followst

e Cultural or historic importance of wasteland sites
» Provision of natural green space for mental and physical wallgoe
* Importance for children’s development, freedom to explore and be alone

* Provision of wildlife areas on one’s doorstep and thus potential tanisimthe deficit
in such areas

¢ Educational resource for school-children

« Contact with nature may increase awareness about the valugutnaspecially in
urban areas.

2.2.4 The economic importance of urban wastelands

Wasteland, derelict or brownfield sites are seen as potdatidifor development by planners
and are thus classified as reserve or interim sites for éuferelopment rather than wasteland
or derelict land (EITL 1995). Their potential development value is important for the
development capability of the town or city to attract investiot® the urban area and thus
support economic activity (BcHNIG & SELLE 1992, HuBER 2000). There are financial
advantages not only to the landowner but also to the new owner andafiskessite, the local
authority (through land taxes) and the government (through value ai@oed). Another
group of people benefiting are those involved in the actual devedop of the site -
architects, builders etc. (8RKE 1999).

Economically it may make sense to re-use sites for industryotbrer commercial
developments as this produces employment for local people, redihanmgeed for commuting
and saving money by using existing infrastructure (both technical acidlse the so-called
‘compact cityor ‘ Stadt der kurzen Web€LKIN et al. 1991, KiBER 2000). Through offering
wasteland sites to existing businesses for extension or stprageses, continuation of such
businesses may be ensured, providing a positive contribution to thedoonomy (WBER
2000). The re-development of wasteland sites may also make theusding area more
attractive through the increased economic activity, which maydn services such as shops,
cafes etc.) (RECKER & SHARPEN 1996). However De Sousa notes that redevelopment of
wasteland sites for residential use tends to be more ¢esitiee than for industrial uses due
to the higher returns for housing, which can compensate for thel&anghvalues in inner city
areas compared with those on the outskirts 80usA2000).

The dilemma for planners arises not only with respect to which dfpeture use a site should
have but also with respect to reconciling the need to er@apleasant living and working
environment with sufficient greenspaces and good air quality v¢hrnteed for housing and
employment (VWeSe vON OFeN 1984). However many wasteland sites are unsuitable for
development for various reasons (see 2.1.3 and 2.1.4) and thus mattéreshited for use as
greenspace. This can also provide a positive economic contribictian area (or even to a
city) since open space is acknowledged to make a neighbourhood m@etiatt and thus
will entice both investors and residents to the areadiBNIG & SELLE 1992).

! (Compiled from OTTERSTADT 1962, HART 1982, SPRAY 1984, JOHANNSMEIER 1985, HARD & PIRNER
1988, JOHNSTON 1990, NOLDA 1990b, FREY 1993, GEBHAR TH 1994, KLEINHANS 1995, BLINKERT 1998,
KEIL 1998 and others.)
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2.2.5 The importance of urban wastelands in terms o f sustainable development

Sustainable development is a widely used and accepted term iplahaing vocabulary,
stemming from the conference on sustainability in Rio de Janrid992. The importance of
urban wastelands with regard to sustainable development has bewifiedeby several
authors since the 1980s with regard to the re-use or “recycbihguch sites (KauscH 1984,
FOE N.D.) as well as by national governments in both the UK amdn@ny (DETR 2000Db,
SCHROTER1998 cited irHUBER 2000). The essential argument is that if such sites areed-us
for development purposes, this will reduce the galloping consumpfigneenfield land on
the outskirts of urban areas and thus play a part in slowing down tee-ggowing
suburbanisation of towns and cities. This would in theory reduce landuogpiton and the
negative effects associated with it, such as trafiogestion and pollution, fragmentation of
landscapes and habitats, loss of countryside, negative locahtd effects (HENCKLE &
NoPPER1985, FOE 1998). In the UK there is public support for the protection of grbel
areas and the development of surplus vacant land (SeeMAN 1996) as well as government
policy to build 60% of all housing on brownfield sites (DETR 2000a). rehare arguments
that this could even be increased, especially in areas witiglanumber of brownfield sites
(which already achieve the 60% target) and Friends of thehEadommend that the target
should be raised to 75% @E 1998, BLToN 2000). Similarly in Germany there is support for
the re-use of wastelands to reduce the consumption of resouhmesnéntwicklung statt
AulRenentwicklung” (inner instead of outer development). A survey khe
Bundesforschungsanstalt fir Landeskunde und Raumordnung (BfLR) in 1995 reveatied t
28% of the existing need for land for housing and 125% of the land requireshdustrial
estates could be provided by the re-use of wasteland sitesR(8ER1998).

However, although this sounds very appealing in theory there are pracyical problems
associated with the re-use of brownfield or wasteland ssigsliscussed in 2.1.Zhe majority

of wasteland sites tend to be in economically marginalised amgthsa low potential for

investment and re-use of sites for redevelopment. Another problénatist may not always
be sustainable to re-use urban wastelands for development as mdngit®scare valuable
open spaces or wildlife sites in their own right and are thus itambrin the context of the
sustainable development of urban areas and biodiversigg#aN 1997, BLTON 2000,

HUBER 2000).

A different form of argument concerning the importance of wkstd in the role of
sustainability is the theory of constant natural assetsuyggested by PARCE& TURNER1990

in TEST:13). Non-critical natural assets (i.e. those thatlwareplaced or substituted) include
resources such as recreational land, which, if disturbed weldeed, could be created
elsewhere. In a report by TEST a suggestion is made that sucleritimal natural assets
could be re-created by rehabilitating derelict land (TEST 19%8)s is essentially what is
already done (in theory) through the requirement for compensation umsasfor
developments occurring in Germany (Eingriffs und Ausgleichsregglug different
interpretation of the constant natural asset theory is found iN#tare Conservation Strategy
of Birmingham (BCC & LAND CARE ASSOCIATES1997). Here non-recreatable habitats or sites
of quality are termed “Critical Natural Capital” - meaniagresource, which should not be
eroded - and less critical parts “Constant Natural Assets& dmount of the latter should be
maintained at a certain level, but may be subject to locahgba and includes categories such
as urban commons as well as parks, arable land, hedgerowgB&€ & LAND CARE
ASSOCIATES1997).
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Thus wastelands are seen to be important for sustainability, hatieir own right as urban
greenspaces and with respect to the re-use of land, whichigselprecious resource and not
one that can be wasted €6keL & N OPPER1985).

2.3 Urban nature conservation

There is a general movement in urban nature conservation aamnthe traditional approach
to nature conservation in which people are tolerated only as bystanddrare perceived to
pose a threat to nature towards the aesthetic and recreatialue of nature for people in
urban areas. An insight into the traditional approach or thinking isrgivere in the Greater
London Plan of 1944°There are few nature reserves in the London region; they might well
be increased in number. The difficulty in a populous region is to felmem toff or to enclose
them inconspicuously (CASTELL 1963).

In contrast the statutory nature conservation agency in Englandlisé Nature - reflects this
change of tune andwelcomes action to improve access on foot to the countryside and
greenspace in towns and cities for quiet enjoyment and to enable peoplpddemnce and
benefit from contact with naturéEN 2000).

This change of attitude is far reaching, extending evendarianagement of National Nature
Reserves (NNRs) in England to which access is being ingatoVhis reflects the acceptance
that areas of importance for nature conservation need to besiaodd and appreciated by
people and that this is only possible through improved access argretation (EGLISH
NATURE 2001). In cities such as Birmingham there is a well-develaggestem of nature
conservation areas ranging from SSSis (Sites of Speciahtfadnterest) to SLINCs (Sites
of Local Importance for Nature Conservation). The former comiigs of very high nature
conservation value and are protected by law; access tossigshmay be limited or managed
to prevent damage/disturbance to vulnerable habitats or spétles. designations in urban
areas, such as Local Nature Reserves (LNRs), Siteamértance for Nature Conservation
(SINCs) and SLINCs provide sites which, although of importamecaature conservation,
have an emphasis on access for people and the promotion of theis@iand appreciation of
nature. The degree of protection afforded to such siteéesaanging from the high protection
status of SSSis to almost none for SLINCs (the latter baingn-statutory designation made
by the local authority). In Birmingham SLINCs comprise ttanstant natural assets of the
city, which form the less critical parts of the city'mture conservation resource, and it is
accepted that losses to such sites may occur ancheartie compensated by the creation of
new resources of equal or greater value (BCCa&h CARE ASSOCIATES1997), see Table 2.

A similar change of attitude can be seen in Germany, althgeghaps more at the research
level than in practice. The importance of nature conservdtiopeople is reflected in the new
nature conservation law of Germany, which states thl2épending on quality and location,
suitable sites for the type of recreation that is toleratgdniature and landscape should be
protected, and where necessary managed, layed out and made acces$ilpartiular
importance is the provision of sufficient sites for quiet recreatioor near to urban areas.”
(translated from 82, Abs 12. BANScHG 2001).

However most statutory nature conservation areas in Germanynanaged primarily for
nature conservation with minimal or sometimes no access for pefple instance

Naturschutzgebiete). The other main nature conservation designatthat of a landscape
conservation area (LSG). LSGs are areas of importance, nptff@nhature conservation but
also for recreation in nature and the landscape and often extenchoedatively large area.
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Other designations include Naturdenkmal and protected landscapetspbpduch protect
relatively small areas of land or particular elementshie kandscape €biCKE 1994). See also
Table 2.

Within the academic field in Germany there is a feeling ttie attitude to urban nature
conservation has to change as it should be primarily for cofieisteen people and nature,
not for the protection of rare speciesf®rPpP& WEILER 1986).BREUSTE(1994) describes this
as the urbanisation of nature conservation thinking and emphasiaesontact with and
experience of nature should become a daily occurrence for urbabitahts. An extension of
this train of thought is the proposal for a new site category,aine of which would be to
provide sites where people can experience natumHE@EL (1998) describes these as
“Naturerfahrungsraume” (NERs or nature experience areas)reTige currently much
discussion about how and where these should be implemented and wdigirietgction they
could obtain (see WBHEKIN 1997). There is also an argument that this is an over-bureaticrati
solution and one cannot instruct people where they should experience gnd natture
(PANEK 1997). However, what clearly comes out of this argument is thel riee more
“natural greenspaces” in urban areas where people can enj@xaedence nature.

Another method by which the importance of nature conservation for peopleeiisgy
considered and incorporated into local plans, is through the inclusicgocial aspects in
habitat mapping and the identification of sites of importance faunmgaconservation in
England and Germany. Several habitat mapping methods in Germanyinctwde social
criteria in the assessment of the importance of different ththi (see AG
STADTBIOTOPKARTIERUNG 1984). For instance an extensive mapping process in Mainz
incorporated social aspects of habitats such as naturedelatreational activities and their
traces, as well as natural phenomergante human contact with nature is mainly achieved by
perception and/or recognition of natural phenomér{aee ReY 1999a:47). Similarly, in
England a move has been made away from the traditional eritesed to assess the
importance of sites for nature conservation to include sospéets such as access, aesthetic
quality, sense of ownership, educational value, location in afekeficiency etc. (see GLC
1985, HOGARTH1997).

The changing attitude to urban nature conservation, both in reseglaming and the
practical management fields, emphasises the importance aifepl where people can
experience wildlife or nature on a daily basis. Most towns oesitay down minimum values
or amounts of greenspace or natural greenspace required. Sorgpearic with respect to
wildlife areas, whereas others just give recommendations fan gpace or greenspace. For
instance the recommended amounts of open space in Leipzig enchBham are:

* Leipzig: at least 0.5ha of greenspace within 500m of homeg$ LEiPzIG 1994)

* Birmingham: one 2ha site of natural open space within 400m ofeh(BCC & LAND
CARE ASSOCIATES1997:3.7.12)

Linked to the recommended amount and siting of greenspace is thifickion of areas of
deficiency, i.e. areas that do not have the recommended ambgntenspace - for instance
wildlife action areas in Birmingham.

Wasteland sites can play a role in providing urban wildlife aeasatural greenspaces) and
are integrated in many nature conservation strategies amblal sites for local (or even
national) nature conservation. Urban commons are identified a®btiee habitat types in
many cities, e.g. Birmingham, London and the Ruhr area of Gernfalttyough the terms
used vary) and Brachflachen (or wastelands) are identifieddne@EL (1998) as one of the
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types of sites suitable as NER (areas to experience natsioene former wasteland sites or
urban commons are even designated as sites for nature conserfBflGn& LAND CARE
ASSOCIATES1997,WTBBC 2000, GLC N.D).

Table 2 Nature conservation designations in urban areas in England and Germany *
Designation Full name Description
England
NNR National Nature Reserve Site of national import ance for nature
conservation
SSSI Site of Special Scientific Habitat and species protection -
Interest nationally important site
LNR Local Nature Reserve Site of regional or local importance for
nature conservation
SINC or equivalent Site of Importance for Sites of local value for wildlife and
Nature Conservation people
SLINC or Site of Local Importance for | Local authority designation - sites of
equivalent Nature Conservation quality for nature conservation
Germany
BR Biospharenreservat Protection of historical or s ustainably

used cultural landscapes with core
area of high ecological value (NSG)

NSG Naturschutzgebiet Comparable to SSSI - habitat and
species protection and development of
habitats

LSG Landschaftschutzgebiet Habitat, species and landscape

protection as well as importance for
nature-related recreation

ND Naturdenkmaler Objects of importance for scientific or
natural history reasons
GLB geschitzte Protected landscape components -
Landschaftsbestandteile important for functioning of the natural

environment, local landscape, or as
buffer areas

NER Naturerlebnisraum Designated site in Schleswig Holstein
- site where people can experience
nature

' Sources: BNATSCHG 2001, DOE 1994, JEDICKE 1994, BC C & LAND CARE ASSOCIATES 1997, MUNR-
SCHLESWIG-HOLSTEIN (2000)
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2.4 The evaluation of wasteland sites as urban wild life areas

2.4.1 Ecological and nature conservation evaluation methods in urban areas

Very few evaluation methods have been developed specificallyrfman wastelands but they
may be evaluated through existing evaluation processes: for irstiarozigh the evaluation of
open space or urban greenspaces for nature conservation.

The traditional criteria used to evaluate the importance of ogmrtes for urban nature
conservation frequently incorporate criteria which are unsuitatllermdealing with urban
wastelands; a fact recognised by several authors (8eEMAN 1997, TARA & ZIMMERMANN
1997). Traditional criteria used include size, diversity, nanes$, rarity, fragility,
typicalness, recorded history, potential value, intrinsic apfssg RTCLIFFE 1994, USHER
1994). Many of these traditional criteria are, however, unsuitedsl@se in urban areas since
they were produced for use in rural areas and do not reflectnip®ritance of interaction
between people and nature, which is of particular value in urbaasgsee GODE & SMART
1986, IkorPP& WEILER 1986, BREUSTE1994, MAURER et al.2000).

A more suitable approach for urban areas is found in the nement methods of urban habitat
mapping which often identify the importance of various types of tadtor urban greenspaces
for nature conservation. These approaches reflect the growirageaess of the need to
include people and their requirements as elements in the enalGtsites in urban areas and
the change in approach to urban nature conservatidnature conservation should not be
restricted to preservation of wildlife but should go hand in hand with tijeyenent of it by all
types of people.(GLC 1985:13).

In the approaches used by the London Ecology Unit and the Urban Wild@lust in
Birmingham sites of importance for nature conservation are idedtify using social criteria,
including public access, aesthetic appeal, location in arkdsfiency or near urban areas,
as well as the more traditional ecological criteria (6&eC 1985, HOGARTH 1997). The more
innovative habitat mapping methods in Germany also use socitdriarito assess the
importance of certain habitat types for nature conservatiorexample of this is the inclusion
of criteria such as “usability” of sites and “Erlebnisqualitdor quality of experiencing
nature) in the habitat mapping of Hannover (AGASTBIOTOPKARTIERUNG 1984). Similarly a
comprehensive habitat mapping developed in Mainz linked together ecalpgipatial,
functional/structural and social information to characterise araduate urban spatial units
(FReY 1999D).

Some of the criteria used in such evaluation methods are offars¢he evaluation of
wasteland sites as urban wildlife areas - such as distanoe dirban areas or accessibility -
but many are irrelevant or unsuitable. For instance “periodeoketbpment of vegetation” is a
criterion used by WTIG and SCHREIBER (1983) in the evaluation of open spaces for nature
conservation. This is almost impossible to assess in the ochswastelands as their
development depends on a multitude of external factors that areelyntié recur again in
exactly the same manner I(BERT 1992, GLC (.D.), AUHAGEN 1995). Similarly the use of
‘naturalness’ as used by EcoRecord in Birmingham@&drTH 1997) is also difficult to apply
to wastelands, which do not fall into any particular category ofturel’ or semi-natural
habitat. Another controversial criterion is the high value placetherpresence of rare species
in most nature conservation evaluation methods. Reidl argueghilsas perhaps irrelevant
for urban wastelands (Brachflachen) where priority should be givethhe development of
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structurally varied urban vegetation with a high importance for atnbetween the urban
inhabitants and nature gL 1998:11).

Various authors have, however, recognised this problem and hasepaéid to develop
evaluation methods specifically for wastelands or site$ wigturally regenerating habitat
(e.g. FEINTINGER 1988, RREEMAN 1997, TARA & ZIMMERMANN 1997, SARKE 1999). The
methods of Tara and Zimmermann and Peintinger concentrate solelheorecological
importance of sites whereas Freeman and Starke go furtherataage social and planning
aspects of the sites. That of Starke, however, is limitethe evaluation of the importance of
sites as children’s natural playgrounds, using constraints antityqte@rgets/standards to
assess whether wasteland sites are suitable for such .aThse method developed by
FREEMAN (1997) is of more widespread use, including criteria to evaluage amenity,
ecological and planning value of sites. This method is not spetfigrban wastelands but
aims to evaluate all types of naturally regeneratingssitsssuming that many sites undergo
some form of management. There is sometimes criticisrauoch methods by ecologists as
they use simple ecological characteristics to evaluateettological value of sites ABvis
1996). However both the methods of Freeman and Wittig and Schrigieefatter being also
a somewhat simplified ecological evaluation method) revedhad those sites obtaining a
high ecological value in the evaluation methods were also idedtds being important by the
nature conservation bodies in the respective cities\(¢g&IG & SCHREIBER1983, REEMAN
1997).

An interesting point is that although several of the methods merdi@mve use spatial
criteria to evaluate the sites, the use of GIS in thesthods is limited to presentation of
results and storage of data. A logical next step would be tgiate evaluation methods with
spatial analysis in a geographic information system (s&EMAN 1997:123).

2.4.2 Evaluation methods and GIS (automised evaluat  ion methods)

Geographic Information Systems

Geographic Information Systems are described by Burrough as arfidwool for collection,
recording, looking up, transforming and portraying spatial data oféaéworld (BUJRROUGH
1986:6). Theywere first developed in the 1960s following the increasing ukeligital
graphical data which led to the interest in digital processesitomised cartography, remote
sensing, surveying and spatial analyses iy 1998). Tomlinson is recognised as the
developer of GIS with his efforts to combine different computgported techniques for the
analysis of spatial data in forestry. The increased uséigital graphic work started up an
interest in the research and development of new digital proceisdbe USA, Canada and
Europe, with Britain and Sweden being some of the first European cesiitr take up and
develop this technology (seed€PoCck& RHIND 1991).

Luthy identifies 2 main areas of research and applicationl8t G

* The use of GIS as a tool for the economic use of resources labdrating specific
operations (the question of when and where).

* The use of GIS as a medium for learning and the analysis of prablguestion of
why or how).
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There is a huge amount of literature on the application and rés@afglS due to the number
of different fields in which it is used. A brief overview ofi¢ use of GIS in urban planning
and evaluation methods is given here.

GIS in urban planning

Since the 1990s GIS has become widely used in planning applicatfonsnstance for land
use zoning, impact assessment, transport planning, facilitieagement, automated mapping
and environmental planning (&NI 1997, Q\RVER & PECKHAM 1999).

KILCHENMANN and SHWARZ VON RAUMER (1999) identify four main areas of use of GIS in
urban development planning, which also apply to other applicationg®irGurban planning:

Presentation of spatially referenced information —a.mapping system

Linkage and analysis of data through production of buffers, overlagdatance
related, statistical and geo-statistical evaluation pspimary data to produce
information for planning

3. Data storage and user-interface - mainly used for the pagparof plans but the
GIS also serves as a centralised system for storingetnidving data

4. Planning support - this is the main goal of the GIS but the firste areas serve to
help prepare data for actually solving planning problems.

The advantages of using GIS in urban planning - for instance for ¢apesor land use plans -
is that large amounts of data can be administered and changegpaates are made easier
and less time consuming than if the plans are drawn by haBlBERGEN& SENDT 2000).
MAsserand O'TENS (1999) suggest that GIS is likely to become an essential patiheof
software for every researcher and planner in the near futodevall be integrated into a
network based information and communication environment. However the euptaks|S
within the planning field has been slow due to problems such as lagklibical support, lack
of trained staff, the long lead times involved, problems of sitadata and systems between
departments and the sheer complexity of the applicatiapi®1995 in G\RVER & PECKHAM
1999, Bock 2001).

An area where GIS is commonly used in urban planning is greensgacdogical or
environmental information systems (see® 1999, EEORECORD 2001, &NsuT 2001). GIS
can enhance the value of environmental or ecological informatm@hmake it more widely
available (WALKER 1994). For instance the ecological database in Birmingham prowdes
centralised pool of ecological data, which is then availabkaése requiring the information -
such as the local councils ¢RECORD2001). A further development is the presentation of
data on the Internet, which can not only make planning decisions mamseparent to those
interested or affected by the decisions, but may in the futuad te an increase in public
participation in urban planning (seeAgiSER& OTTENS 1999).

GIS and evaluation technigues

GIS provides the possibility to integrate different forms aodrses of spatially referenced
information and to manipulate and analyse this information. Howsueh abilities are of
limited use when information is required to solve complex problemh wmitiltiple and often
conflicting criteria (QRVER 1991, REEMAN 1997, RECKHAM 1997). Up until the 1990s GIS
and decision support mechanisms were treated as isolated techrbgtedue to the
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limitations of both of these instruments on their own there has beencaeasing interest in
research and development of the combined use of decision suppornsy&&S) and GIS
(CARVER 1991, FECKHAM 1997).

A decision support system is described very generally aag/ “device or devices used by
humans to better understand the information necessary to make a déqHionEA et al.
1991:39) and is composed of a database management system, modabbagement system
and the user interface BSAGUE 1980 in (ZERANKA 1996). A DSS provides support to the
decision maker through provision of methods (including multi-criteriaysisibnd optimising
methods) to help in the decision making process.

The term spatial decision support system (SDSS) is ofted tesdescribe systems integrating
DSS and GIS; these are described as decision support systearhavkabeen developed for a
problem with a spatial dimension (MGHT & BUEHLER 1993). Ayeni provides a useful
definition of the characteristics of a SDS% SDSS will provide database management,
model base management and graphical and tabular reporting capabilities under adusuiite
possibly intelligent user interface(AYENI 1997:5).

There is, however, some controversy and lack of clarity of teetdefinition of a SDSS and
use of the term for systems that combine the use of DSS a8d Gileranka notes the danger
of using the term without a proper explanation of what it acjuaieans and even supposes
that a complete SDSS only exists in theory and not in practice§@NKA 1996, ZERANKA
1997b). Carver is also careful with the use of the term SD&Bdescribes the use of MCE
(multi-criteria evaluation) or MCA techniques together lwiGIS as ‘an approach in the
development of spatial decision support systeff@ARVER 1991:321). Similarly Peckham
avoids the term SDSS and instead describes such applicalo@Saas a component of
decision support systemsg&kHAM 1993).

In practice various studies have used SDSS or a combination $fa@t MCE or DSS to
undertake evaluation methods (e.@\ROER 1991, $ANG 1995, ZERANKA 1997a, QERANKA
1997c). The use of GIS and MCE is described in detail BRVER (1991) together with an
example of its application for the selection of suitable sitess nuclear waste disposal.
Feasible areas are identified using constraints and thehesiesites are located through the
weighting of the criteria. The advantages of a GIS are appdrerdg as it enables a large
number of sites to be included in the process and allows the mathbg made flexible
through the inclusion of different criteria or different weightingscording to the views of
different interest groups (seeINGSTON et al. 2001). The combination of GIS and MCE or
DSS are also of great value when it comes to dealing itbblems with multiple and
conflicting criteria and the different preferences of the actovolved in the decision making
process (BCKHAM 1993).

Such methods are commonly used for the identification of sites feoicpkar developments or
management strategies (such as waste managemerty§R1991, FECkHAM 1993) but there
is also potential for their use with respect to nature coragemn or ecological research and
urban and regional planning. Czeranka identifies various figldghich SDSS could be used,
including identification and evaluation of sites for nature conservasind for landscape
planning (ZERANKA 1996). Czeranka also provides an insight into their possible applicat
in the selection of suitable sites for implementing compensatieasures (“Ausgleich” or
“Ersatzmalinahmen”) that are required by law in Germany for deneacurring to habitats or
landscape through developments. Some of the advantages of using Gd8junction with
MCE (or the use of a SDSS) for this application are that #&ults are obtained through
scientifically based data aggregation methods, further aitesin be added to the equation
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(for instance availability of sites), and the final resuttan be entered directly into a digital
cadastre of sites for compensation measuregsgENKA 1997a).

The advantages of combined GIS and evaluation methods are thavdheaton can be
carried out for a large number of sites or over a large argh different approaches can be
used to find the optimal solution @RVER 1991). Other qualities required of evaluation
methods are also made possible such as:

* objectiveness of the method through programming the method iatsystem,

» transparency (and also comprehensiveness) of the method throughotheton of
interim and final reports of data, and

» flexibility through the ability to use different weightings or ftifent approaches to the
problem (ZERANKA 1997Dh).

Qualities, such as scientific validity, use of appropriate amchglete data and acceptance of
the method depend on the expertise of the researcher and melsrified before the method

is developed (@ERANKA 1997b). The knowledge and expertise of the operator and the
decision maker are of utmost importance since without the apptepaiad correct data, the
tools become uselessARQVER 1991, REEMAN 1997).

The use of evaluation methods and DSS is still a developind &eld although the spatial
analyses methods available in GIS software packages havevetpthere is still no ready-
made package for DSS and MCE (multi-criteria evaluationhnégues (see ARVER 1991,
PeckHAM 1993). Thus the use of these methods involves programming and the pordoftti
user-interfaces to customise the GIS for the specificieatpon.

28



Selection of cities/research areas Methodology

3 Methodology

3.1 Selection of cities/research areas

The research for this project mainly concentrates on England anthadgr although some
examples are taken from other countries. These two countries seéected since both have
suffered (or are still suffering from) the results okthblosure of many traditional industries
and the problems of dereliction. Different strategies havenbaeveloped in England and
Germany to cope with derelict or wasteland areas and regemeEtboth sites and regions to
improve the local environment (socially, ecologically and econoryicahnother reason for

the specific choice of these two countries was the fluencthefresearcher in both English
and German, a prerequisite for undertaking comprehensive césedroth countries.

There are several regions in both England and Germany which sirffer extensive
dereliction. In England the main areas affected by dereliadienthe south-west, the Midlands
(Birmingham and the Black Country) and the north of England. In Gayntae areas most
affected are the Ruhr area and the former eastern Germgpagially the old industrial cities
(TEST 1995). Since urban wastelands were being investigatiées @i both countries were
selected rather than regions and due to considerations of time angdower one city was
selected in each country for in depth research, as weleasmgl research in other areas and
cities of each country.

In Germany the city of Leipzig was selected as a focusésearch, this being one of the old-
industrial cities of the former East Germany (GDR). In camgon to the west of Germany,
the problem of dereliction is comparatively new in east Germamgce the dissolution of the
GDR and the reunification of Germany in 1990 led to widespread closuredustries with
accompanying social and economic problems. Since very lgdearch has been carried out
on the regeneration of wastelands in east Germany, especiabyn wastelands, a need was
seen to research the problems in an east German city. Lgipaiged to be a suitable city for
research due to the large numbers of wasteland sites anédbatrdevelopment of various
initiatives to deal with these sites.

The city of Birmingham was selected as the subject of meseia England since the problems
of dereliction and work on regeneration have been going on here $iacE980s and the city
is thus a stage further than Leipzig. Not only does the cityehaell developed strategies for
dealing with wasteland but it also possesses a progressiveer@nservation strategy, which
is particularly interesting with regard to the use of wamtels as urban wildlife areas. An
English city was selected rather than another city in Gagnaince it is interesting to look
not only at differences in regional approaches to the problem otfefeasls, but also the
national differences in approaches both to wasteland regeémeand nature conservation.

A further reason for the selection of both Leipzig and Birminghasnthat the close link
between the two cities, both between research institutions and jputhlee sector, eased the
problem of data gathering and establishment of contacts forrtakileg research

3.1.1 The city of Birmingham

The city is situated in a densely populated conurbation in thet\Medlands alongside the
city of Coventry and the neighbouring Black Country. The cityelithas a population of
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961,000 (BCC 1994) and is thus the UK's second largest city, housinglatigest
concentration of people and economic activity outside London. Birminghasitraditionally

an industrial city, the development of which was acceleratethbyconstruction of the canals
and railroads during the Tcentury (BCC 1993). The city prospered until the 1960s but its
concentration on manufacturing industries (mainly the production of dacycles and
electrical equipment) meant that the city suffered greatlying the decline in the
manufacturing sector in the 1970s and 1980s, leaving a legacy dictiere (BRYsSON et al.
1996). The region lost 300,000 jobs between 1979 and 1992 (EU 1994) and between 1971 and
1983 the level of employment declined by 29%. The current unemployragnlies at 14.6%.
The city has also experienced a decline in its population sinc&3b6s, partly due to people
moving out to ‘greener’ suburbs (BCC 1993).

Birmingham was tarnished with an image of beirgconcrete jungle dedicated to the service
of the motor car” during the 1980s (BCC 1993:18). Despite new developments and
regeneration initiatives the legacy of the economic recessistili present, with the existence

of vacant and derelict sites and a lack of high quality open spag®me parts of the city
(BCC 1993). Nevertheless the city’s image is being improaed the regeneration of many of
the once derelict canals and their linkage to the greenspas@metf the city has helped to
improve the natural and social environment in the city (BCC &1BsH WATERWAYS 1998).

The city now has a good greenspace network, but this is limiteidlyngd narrow corridors
due to the high building density in the city.

Birmingham has now climbed back from its position as one of the megtessed peripheral
regions in the mid 1980s (seerRBsON et al. 1996) and the large number of regeneration
projects and initiatives during the 1990s have meant that most laadtsites in favourable
locations have been developed and the amount of derelict land lleasffam 380ha in 1990

to 174 ha in 2001 (RINGHAM 2001). Although the future looks brighter than before, there are
still many problems to be overcome as the city’s environmeut imnage cause it to remain
unattractive to modern investors and employers (BCC 1993: 4.3).

3.1.2 The city of Leipzig

Leipzig is a somewhat smaller city than Birmingham with a popoiteof 492,325 and a land
area of 29,754h&TADT LEIPZIG 2001a). Until 1990 the city was very compact with a high
population density compared to similar sized cities in west Geyr{BREUSTE1994). Leipzig

is also characterised by various types of building structureduding the traditional
Griinderzeit buildings (4 or 5 storey residential terraced housiom fthe turn of the 2B
century) and mixed residential and industrial areas.

Leipzig was traditionally a trading city with the growth aidustry being assisted by the
connection to the railway system in 1839ugtR 2000). Its most successful era was in the
1920s, just after the construction of the trade-fairground, when Igeipas the second most
important city in Germany (BEUSTE1994). However the importance of the city declined after
the second world war, accompanied by a continuous loss of inhabitS8okgLz 1996).
Leipzig remained an important industrial city for the GDR butt lds high position in the
rankings of importance of cities in Germany. The investment in ifigu®ncentrated on the
large industries such as machinery and textile manufacturinvgetisas the traditional book-
binding and publishing industries but neglected the small industries aftd qiSCHOLz 1996,
FRIEDRICHS & KUPPERS 1997). The problems of competition from modern "western"
companies and years of under-investment in the industrial skectdo the closure of almost
all factories in Leipzig and the consequent loss of jobs afterfall of the Berlin Wall in 1989
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and the ensuing reunification of Germany. In Leipzig 80% of the incalstrorkplaces were
lost within the first 3 years of reunification, a total of 80,0Gib$ (BREUSTE 1996). The
official unemployment level is currently 18.5%1&T LEIPzIG2001a).

After the “changes” in 1989/90 an almost uncontrolled building spree toog&epta the
outskirts of the city (see BEUSTE 1996, WsBECK 1999). Cheap land, undisputed land
ownership, absence of contamination problems etc. made this nasiér end faster than
trying to build in the city (see &miDT 1997). This trend exacerbated the problems of the
inner-city wastelands, as well as creating new wastelates €in the outskirts of the city
(much of this land becoming part of Leipzig through the incorporationoutfying villages
since 1990). Despite this expansion, the population of Leipzig contimugsdine, partly due

to people moving out to “greener” locations but efforts are beingerna encourage people
back into the city.

The history and development of the two cities show both simi&witis well as differences.
The radically different histories of the two makes it diffitto compare the development
processes, but both have undergone a period of decline of their indbstsland a switch to
an emphasis on the tertiary sectors. The city councils di heipzig and Birmingham are
trying to make the cities more pleasant places in which te #nd draw people back into the
city to prevent any further loss of inhabitants and the problemiscreased social division
(through the movement of more wealthy inhabitants into the suburbs)

The longer period of restructuring and regeneration in Birminghampared with Leipzig,
means that many regeneration initiatives have already beepletad in Birmingham and the
strategies and their results can be investigated and coohparthiose being implemented in
Leipzig.

The cultural and strategic differences of the two citiang with their differing histories,
provide an interesting basis on which to carry out research.citfes’ location is shown in
the introduction on the accompanying CD-ROM.

3.2 Evaluation method

3.2.1 Evaluation method - Background

Evaluation is described as the assignment/classificatiochafacteristics of an object to a
defined category EBSEL 1994, in (ZERANKA 1997b). ‘Evaluation and decision making
methods can support rational thinking and acti¢kISENFUHR& WEBER 1994 in ACOBY &
KISTENMACHER 1998:147) and also helpd reveal and select alternative decisions and to
justify any decisions madgKILCHENMANN & SCHWARZ VON RAUMER 1999:36).

Important requirements of an evaluation method are that the meth@sd objective as
possible, as well as being reliable, transparent and compsdite (see BCHMANN 1981).
However, as many authors have noted, complete objectivity of atuaon method is
impossible as there are always subjective decisions that havée taken by the
evaluator/decision maker (seeeWAND 1994, ZERANKA 1997b, KLCHENMANN & SCHWARZ
VON RAUMER 1999). What can be done is to make the justification of the mettritéria etc.
as objective as possible through using generally acceptedoredatps and judgements
(KILCHENMANN & SCHWARZ VON RAUMER 1999:39).

31



Methodology Evaluation method

Other considerations are that the method should not be too complex and stewlte
flexible with respect to its ability to include other factass alternative goals. It should also
include all the important information required to make a decision @nddapted or adaptable
to the information available (SCHER1983 cited in KLCHENMANN & SCHWARZ VON RAUMER
1999).

There are various different types of evaluation methods butaedl made up of key
components including the subject that is to be evaluated, tlgetotr person carrying out the
evaluation or from whose point of view the subject is to be evalyatealuation criteria and
indicators. The criteria represent the characteristigh®fsubject and determine its value and
indicators then serve to characterise the subject. Scalesatsasbe decided upon, through
which the criteria can be valued and the evaluation method fsaVides a regulated process
through which the evaluation is carried dut.

As stated above, evaluation methods provide a basis for, or an,ai@ctision-making, not a
final conclusive decision. Such methods are often criticisedtlsibften the use of the results
or use of the method that should be criticised, rather than théhadeitself (see
KILCHENMANN & SCHWARZ VON RAUMER, 1999:41). The limits of evaluation methods should
be recognised as well as their strengths and benefits isideemaking processes.

3.2.2 Aim and limitations of the evaluation method

The aim of the evaluation method is: to evaluate the suitabilityvasteland sites as urban
wildlife areas. As stated in section 1.4 an urban wildlifesai®e “an area where people can
experience and be close to nature and wildlife in a peaceful settingaasof their daily
lives.”

The method evaluates both site specific as well as spatafacteristics to develop an overall
indication as to the suitability of wasteland sites asamrwildlife areas.

The method was developed to fill what was seen as a gapeirctinrent knowledge and
research on wastelands. Up to now most research work on wastélasdsncentrated on the
ecological or social characteristics and although some work hasdagged out to determine
the relationship between ecology and use of sites (8a@.DA 1990a, KEINHANS 1995,
STARKE 1999) little has been carried out to actually try to evaluatsteland sites as places
where people can enjoy and experience nature (see sectidi 2.4.

This methodology builds on that developed byaSkE (1999, which aimed to evaluate the
importance of wasteland sites as natural playgrounds for childret goes further by using
multiple-criteria evaluation methods (MCE) and a geographiormfation system (GIS) to
automise the evaluation process. Such a system (which mayljyoosetermed a SDSS -
spatial decision support system) provides a flexible and comprddiemsethod for assessing
different types of wasteland sites.

The evaluation method provides a relatively quick assessmeheofrtportance of wasteland
sites as urban wildlife areas. The information obtained frometveduation method not only
shows which sites are suitable as urban wildlife areas Bot@lovides information which can
be used in decision making processes regarding the future use sifdheThe method can be
useful in urban areas with high concentrations of wasteland andnchecate where limited

! (based on CZERANKA 1997, see also WEILAND 1994)
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resources should be concentrated and where urban wildlife areas leeutdeated with
relatively minor changes to existing wasteland sites.

It should be noted that the methodology has its limitations and igdedionly to provide an
indication of the suitability of sites as urban wildlife areligloes not aim to assess the nature
conservation value of wasteland sites. Some of these sitgs be of particular value for
nature conservation and it is important that an ecological susvegrried out on such sites to
determine their future use and management.

Additional information may also be required before a decision camhde as to the future
use of a site. The advantage of the integration of the evaluatiethod in GIS is that extra
data can be added to the GIS to aid the decision making process
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3.2.3 Description of the evaluation method

The subject - In this methodology the subject of the evaluation is thetelasd site. This
may be composed of one or more land parcels. Usually in the budtegthe boundaries of a
site are fairly clear, due to the demarcation of the bif neighbouring buildings, walls, fences
or boundaries of some sort. However, land parcel boundaries tm difficult to identify in
the field since there is not always a boundary around a site aard/ sites are made up of
several land parcels of differing sizes and shapes.

Peintinger used land parcels as the subject of his evatuafi empty housing plots, arguing
that if one evaluated two neighbouring parcels together, theevabuld be higher than if one
carried out the evaluation singly for each parcel (se@®GER 1988). This is true; however,
he only dealt with a specific type of wasteland in his surveynehand parcel boundaries can
be estimated fairly easily. With larger, irregularlyaped sites it is not possible to locate land
parcel boundaries without suitable surveying techniques. Sincetdsease being evaluated
for their importance as urban wildlife areas, on which neithegetation nor people using a
site are likely to take notice of invisible land parcel bounesyrthe latter are not considered to
be applicable for use in this method. Instead the site is takée the extent of the area lying
derelict, i.e. the boundaries of the wasteland site. Thes'sltmits are usually defined by
features such as buildings, roads or other such urban structuressama cases by land use
boundaries.

The object— The object of the evaluation is the planner or decision maken whose point
of view the evaluation method is undertaken.

The criteria - The criteria for evaluation of wastelands as urban wédareas reflect the
characteristics of wastelands and the requirements of dositeto be considered suitable as
an urban wildlife area. Some wasteland sites may be ideaiied as urban wildlife areas,
whilst others have the potential to be turned into such areawitbrtime may develop into
wildlife areas through natural succession). The criteri@tetl aim to evaluate the current
suitability of wasteland sites as urban wildlife areas.

The subject of the evaluation is modelled by the use of twse sktriteria: one set to model
the characteristics of the wasteland site and the othetosetodel the characteristics of the
site’s location which determine its suitability as an urbatdive area. Each set of criteria
includes two main criteria, which are further sub-divided intecatled sub-criteria (see
Figure 3).

The criteria for the characteristics of the site irzu

* “Naturerlebnispotential” — this reflects the value of the site for experiencing wilellif
and refers to whether the characteristics of the siesach that they enable people to
come into contact with, and experience wildlife on the site. Tihdudes the sub-
criteria: size, diversity of successional stages, diwersi structures, water features
and surface sealing.

* *“Usability” - this refers to whether the site is currently suitable for use. whether
people can easily access the site, whether once on thibsitare able to penetrate the
vegetation and actually make use of the site, and whether dhediite can be used in
safety. This includes the sub-criteria: accessibilityngteability and safety.
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The criteria used to assess the locational value ofithaerslude:

* The "proximity of potential users” to the site - this refers to the relative number of
people who could use the site due to the suitability of itstioca i.e. the population
density within easy walking distance of the site, the possible ofsthe site by
schoolchildren and potential use by people passing by (for instance on hike).pa
This includes the sub-criteria: population density, access famools and access from
paths.

* “Importance of site in greenspace strategy” -this reflects the value of the site in the
city or town’s greenspace strategy. A site is presumed tofltegh value as an urban
wildlife area if it can contribute to the greenspace stratefiythe urban area, i.e.
through reducing the deficiency in wildlife areas or enriching tleéwork of green
spaces. This includes the sub-criteria: improvement of provisfomildlife areas and
importance for greenspace network.

Indicators are then produced for all the criteria and the refergormation obtained to be
able to evaluate the criteria. A combination of methods isluseobtain the relevant data:
some data is obtained through site surveys and other information éxisting or created
spatial data.

The evaluation of the data takes place automatically ge@graphic information system, into
which all the relevant information is entered and processed. Endrvalues are produced
which can be aggregated to obtain an overall indication of the valube sites as urban
wildlife areas through ranking the importance of these criteria

The selection of the criteria entailed consideration of twad of research - ecology and
sociology. The pure ecological research validates the choicetefia for providing the sites
with wildlife interest whilst the social research forges tim between the ecology of the site
and the use or experience of nature by people. The reasons foti@eletthe criteria are
discussed below.

3.2.4 Criteria for the evaluation of site character istics

Criteria to determine the value for experiencing wi ldlife/ “Naturerlebnispotential”

i)  Size of site
Hypothesis: larger sites are more beneficial as urban wildlifeagréhan smaller sites.

Ecological evidence for the importance of site si¥@rious general statements can be
made about the link between site size and diversity of speciehalithts found on the
site.

* Species number increases with site siZ@¢umerous ecological studies have
demonstrated that species number increases with site sigd\(eLIAMS 1964, Davis
& GLicK 1978, QROWE 1979, LUNIAK 1983, REBELE 1988, ReIDL 1989 in KOWARIK

1993, HOGARTH 1997). There is evidence from the island biogeography theory that

increasing the area by an order of magnitude very approximately dotidesimber
of species of any particular group found within that site (BBCBA600). This
increase in the number of species found on large sites mayldtedaeo the fact that
there is also a greater likelihood that the habitat divessitybe greater on a large site
than on a smaller site (NCC 1989). This diversity of habitais lsave a positive effect
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on the numbers and types of species present on the site,agesy\of niches will be
provided, which may fulfil the requirements of various organismshar different
requirements of specific species (e.g. the different feedimynesting requirements of
birds). The Birmingham Urban Wildlife Trust argues that largées are important
reservoirs for species and thus play an important part in enhgieodiversity in the
urban environment (BBCBAP 2000). This is true both for large and sgit@$, for
instance the number of ruderal species was positively coeckhaith size for plots of
0.001 to 0.519ha (KRrisoNet al. 1995:6) as well as for larger ones (sezDR 1993).
Harrison argues thatalthough there seems to be some correlation between species
number and site size the underlying reasons for this may have morewidldbabitat
diversity, management and use, site history, vegetation structypegraphy, location
than with size per Sethis is especially true for smaller sites ARRIsoNet al. 1995).
This is supported by Zucchi and Flisse who note that similar ssted do not hold the
same numbers of bird species since an important factor is foubd the location as
well as size of site (dcCHI & FLISSE 1993).

» Larger sites are more capable of coping with disturbance than smalles:sité&
single large area of greenspace is more valuable ecologitelh an equivalent area
of separate greenspaces because the peripheral effectsunbdiece are less frequent
and less severe on a large site than on small areasiA®EN & Sukoprp 1983,
SCHULTE & M ARKS 1985,NCC 1989). If disturbance occurs it is usually concentrated
in one area and recolonisation of local extinctions can take ptace within the site
(HOGARTH 1997). Thus large sites can retain their wildlife valuemvf disturbed in
some places by user pressure.

Social evidence for the importance of site sigeelationship has been found between site
size and enjoyment of the site by people. This relates partiye¢odiversity of habitats
often found on larger sites (as noted abovepHN andScHARPF(1976) argued that the
chances of experiencing nature are greater when sufficient spa@eailable, a view
reinforced by MLCHERT (1983) who views the size factor as vital for obtaining “spiritua
benefit” from nature. The importance of size does not only relatieatitat diversity but
also to the overall feeling and atmosphere of the site, thatyald escape from the
pressures of urban life and into another world. A study by Coles arss@/ revealed that
woods need to be about 2 to 2.5ha before adults look upon #eerfa wood worth
visiting”. “We hardly ever go for a walk in the wood at the back - it is tocafirlt doesn’t
feel like a wood because you can always see the houses and hear the nase.”
(CoLEs & BuUsseY2000)

Gebhard also emphasises the importance of site size for exgagerature as larger sites
provide more space for uncontrolled, self-defined play and minimégative influences
from outside the site (such as noise, pollution etcBg@\RD et al. 1989:74) and Nolda
noted that on the whole larger sites were visited more frequehtin smaller sites
(NoLDA 1990b). The issue of site size is somewhat controversial [#spugh many
authors argue for a minimum size of sites for experiencing ng&ige BOCHNIG & SELLE
1992, SHEMEL 1997), others feel that, with regard to planning and social reqenesn
there is no strong biological or social evidence to suggest a slasselow which sites
should be excluded (ART 1982, HhRRISONet al. 1995D0E 1996). For instance a study
carried out in Redditch shows that small, natural sites withmibutes of the home are
particularly attractive to children (&sey 1996). Gilbert also notes that people can feel
safer in smaller sites as large areas can be seemvbeéning and threatening (BERT
1989). The problem with relating some of these findings to urban Veaste is that such
small sites are often intensively managed to retain thédiife character and other factors

37



Methodology Evaluation method

such as accessibility, site history, management etc. aislb play an important role (as
substantiated by 8LDA 1990b, HhrRRISONet al. 1995, KEINHANS 1995).

Site size is however used in many evaluation methodologies to daegthe importance
of sites as naturerlebnis areas - for instanceEMeL (1998:342) or $ARKE (1999) - as
well as in traditional nature conservation evaluation methodsRs&CLIFFE 1994).

On the whole larger wasteland sites will tend to be more blgtas urban wildlife areas
for the following reasons:

Ability to withstand disturbance and visitor pressure
Correlation between species number and site size
Greater chance of a variety of habitats being present en sit

Greater potential to experience nature i.e. greater hadbvatsity and structure
and thus higher probability of seeing plants, animals and obtaininglandeof
being with nature

- Feeling of escaping from the pressures of urban life.
Indicator: size of site

i) Structural diversity of site
The structural diversity of a site is a criterion thafiequently used in various evaluation
methods to evaluate the ecological importance of sites (sudh #®se of WITIG &
SCHREIBER1983, AG SADTBIOTOPKARTIERUNG 1984, REEMAN 1997, SARKE 1999) but
the indicators used for this criterion in these methods eansiderably.

In the habitat mapping of Hannover the indicators used to determinesttietural
diversity were the vegetation layers present (verticaédiity) and the richness of form,
colour and edible fruits (AG BADTBIOTOPKARTIERUNG 1984). Other methods use
different indicators - for instanceT8RKE (1999) used only the number of vegetation
layers to represent the diversity of a site, dividing Isyémto tree, shrub, herb and
bryophyte following the method used bylHRSSEN (1990). Starke supposed that the
quality of natural play areas increases with increasing nundfevegetation layers
(STARKE 1999). In contrast the methodology developed byié & SCHREIBER (1983)
uses different vegetation structures to assess the habitatidiunat an area - these
structures included phenomena such as rows of trees, wall comesngrass
communities etc.

None of the above was thought to be suitable for this methodology feousreasons.
The use of layers is considered too simplistic and ignores dttpes of structures that
might be present on the site and add to the overall structuratyafe.g. man-made
structures, different substrates etc.). The indicators us&diitig and Schreiber's method
are perhaps the most usable, but the vegetation structurethélyaused are not suitable
for urban wastelands. For these reasons two different crivezi@ chosen to capture the
qualities of structurativersity of wasteland sites - successional stages and dverfs
structural phenomena. These are treated as 2 separate@itd evaluated accordingly.

iia) Diversity of successional stages
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Hypothesis: the higher the number of successional stages, thesuibable the site is as
an urban wildlife area.

Ecological evidence for the importance of successional stadespresence of a variety
of successional stages is a typical feature of wastela®sl £cological studies of
wastelands/brownfields identify various stages of successem@.BERT 1989, REBELE

& DETTMAR 1996) with a different flora being associated with each st@be

identification of the successional stages present on pitgdes a guide to the number of
vertical layers present, as well as a rough indicatiothefdiversity of habitats present on
the site - for instance wood stage denotes woodland habitag sfi@ge grassland habitat
etc. (as shown in Figure 4).

Successional stages and vegetation layers are sometimdsinisechangeably in the
literature thus research on both features are considered ingbesdion of this criterion.
Different habitat types are also included in the discussion g should be taken when
using this information, as the successional stage is not reedgsomparable with habitat

type.

There has been much ecological research carried out to igatssthe correlation between
diversity of habitats, vegetation structure or successioradest and the diversity or
number of species present on a site. For instangeAx (1983) noted that the provision
of refuge areas (shrubs and inaccessible recesses - i.eobuisde stage) increased the
number of breeding birds on a site and that the number of layeregdtation and their
density also had a positive effect on species humbesscél and FissE (1993) also
emphasised the importance of a variety of successionastaging present on wasteland
sites for animal populations since this provides different halmitelhes and fulfils the
various requirements of different animal groups.

In a project to produce an atlas of wintering birds in they @t Valencia the habitats
offering the most complex structure, and thus the widest rahgesources, achieved the
highest values of species richnessuftul 1999). Flocks of birds were found in places
where a super-abundant resource was present (e.g. of grasses), urban commons.
Seed eaters, insectivorous birds and ground or foliage foragers fwand on urban
commons due to the presence of all of these different food sour¢hese areas (MRGUI
1999). This can be correlated to the different successional sgageent - e.g. grass or
herbaceous layer and/or bush or tree layer. SimiladgZ&L (1982) notes the importance
of vegetation structures for birds - for instance if sevelifferent sucessional stages are
present, then three different types of nesting birds will be tb&olonise the site (ground,
bush and tree nesters). Many species require a variety ofwtesdor their activities - e.g.
Goldammer Emberiza citrinelld needs open spaces for feeding but bushes in which to
nest, sleep and sing, thus if all structures are present on tnet& species is more likely
not only to visit but also to nest on the site.

Social evidence for the importance of successional stafles:existence of a variety of
successional stages is beneficial for an urban wildlifea @ it provides a varied basic
structure to the site. The presence of natural elementstladossibilities to move,
change and use structures are factors mentioned frequently by wifitiorespect to their
importance to people for creativity, phantasy and the forming aitimships with the
natural world (see @LLIGER 1990, $EGER& SEEGER1996, BJAS e. V 1997, AGNER
1998). Bushes and hidden corners take on another meaning when looked at fnddisa c
viewpoint as these become places to hide in or create atsewmdd. Even the
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phenomenon of high grass can provide new and important experiendesasuuding,
walking through or lying in long grass (MAGS-NRW 1989).

“..where there’s long grass we just dive in it and then jump over and @i it again”
(Christopher age 11 inH®ARD 1979).

The natural succession of vegetation from grass to bushes, shrubseasdand the
presence of open ground for digging and playing in all provide andstigrg landscape
and opportunities for different types of play ART 1982, WAGNER 1998, BORTOFT&
SAGEIE 2000). However it is not only children who enjoy the variety of ®ssional
stages but also adults are found to appreciate such diversitg bushes or trees can be
used for play or camping, more open areas for sitting, relaxingaking flowers etc. (see
KLEINHANS 1995). However there are of course also negative effectsroésuccessional
stages: for instance the fear people have of being in enclepades, such as dense
woodlands or bushes (se®HNSTON 1990, KLEINHANS 1995). These are factors that
should be considered in the management of sites and may be overtomeyh
interpretation or improved landscaping of sites.

The presence of different stages of succession also indidghte dynamic nature of
wasteland sites and their temporal as well as spatialrsitye They provide continued
interest for people as they can follow the changes in veigetain sites, not only during
the course of a year but also over a longer period of time. EBmgoral diversity is one of
the important characteristics that differentiates waste$ from other urban greenspaces
(most of which are managed to restrain natural sucoaksi

A variety of successsional stages has been shown to be impb#ntrom ecological
and social viewpoints. One problem is the possible importance oagloit or amount of
the various successional stages. There is no research amplogtance of the relative
amounts or distribution of various stages and since this is adiffaspect to assess (even
with the use of aerial photographs since these may be out of daig))mot be considered
here. However another aspect is the establishment of a twiatie, below which a
successional stage will not be included; this will prevent tdwer-estimation of the
diversity of stages (as in the evaluation methods OARRE (1999) and the habitat
mapping in Hannove(AG STADTBIOTOPKARTIERUNG 1984). In this method the cut off
value will be taken to be a total amount of one successionat stagprising less than 5%
of the total area of the site as used in the habitghpieg of Leipzig ((KOKONZEPT1994).

Indicator: number of successional stages present with thessheieg classified as*

1) Bare ground - i.e. recently cleared, no vegetation colonised

2) Bryophyte layer - this is not necessarily a stage invbgetation succession but can
either be present within another layer or on its own - fotanse on sealed ground

3) Pioneer species - normally the first species to colonise: gitasses, annuals, short
lived perennials (wind transported), rosette species (dandglions

4) High herbaceous flora - lupin, golden rod, thistalve, mint
5) Grass stage - blooming grasses and tall herbaceouespsiagle bushes

6) Bush stage - pioneer treeBetula Salix ruderal high herbaceous flora, semi-dry
grassland and bushes

' (Taken and amended from GILBERT 1989, KOWARIK 199 3, REBELE & DETTMAR 1996).
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7) Pre-wood stageBetulg robinia Robinia pseudo-acacjamaple - up to 3m in height
8) Wood stage - mature or semi-mature woodland- over 3m irhheig
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Figure 4 Photos of different successional stages

Photo 1 Herbaceous and
bush stage (from Gilbert 1992)

Photo 2 Grass stage (photo
H.Herbst)

Photo 3 Bush and tree
stage (from Gilbert 1992)
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il b) Diversity of structural phenomena-
Hypothesis: the higher the number of structures on a site, thesraoitable it is as an
urban wildlife area

Ecological evidence for the importance of structural phenomémaddition to the value
of the diversity of successional stages, as stated abovstrihetural phenomena of a site
also play an important role in the overall ecological diversity site (REiDL 1997). These
structures may include both natural and man-made features sutimasegs, dead trees,
hedges etc.

The value of these “Kleinstrukturen” or small structures hasnbeidely accepted and
they are often included in habitat mapping studies to deternfiaescological value of
sites as in Hannover, Mainz and Leipzig (as recommended dyuSE 1988). The
London Ecology Unit includes the criterion “urban character” in iw&leation of the
importance of urban sites for nature conservation. Railway sidiwigswvalls, bridges etc.
have been found to provide additional habitat niches on sites (LEU 1994). iFhis
supported by work by dccHi andFLISsSE (1993) who found that walls, old buildings etc.
increase the number of cliff breeding birds on wasteland sitese¥ample of the use of
such a niche is the discovery of a Turmfalcdfalco tinnunculu¥ spotted nesting in a
disused chimney on an industrial wasteland in Leipzig. Luniak falsnd that an increase
in the number of structures such as dead trees was correlatiedhe number of bird
species found on a site (NiIAk 1983). Various structures such as dead or hollow trees or
dry wood can form important niches for beetles, birds, insects en éats (PACHTER
1980).

Another important structural phenomenon is varying relief/topography siteaFrom an
ecological point of view changes in relief provide different roiclimatic effects on a site

- for instance, south facing slopes are warm and thus favourecetigiic thermophilic
species (WGNER 1998, RRey 1999b). Changes in relief are also correlated with changes
in moisture conditions as undulations or hollows will provide sitestioisture collection
and thus temporary (or permanent) water features (ponds or marsag). These in turn
provide different niches and conditions for plants and animals and magaserthe
ecological diversity of a site.

Social evidence for the importance of structural phenomémaddition to the wealth of
support for the importance of structural diversity for increadimg variety of plants and
animals, other studies reveal its value for enjoyment sita by people. Most of these
studies are based on the experience of nature by childrg@ariitular from an educational
viewpoint, but there are some references to the use oglationship to, nature by adults.

The diversity of vegetation, morphology and man-made structarese of the advantages
of wasteland sites since this diversity provides a varianld exciting environment that
stimulates the invention of games and inspires recreationaditees by both adults and

children (NoLDA 1990a, KEIL 1998).

A study by NoLDA (1990a) to investigate the use of wastelands by people showed tha
structures of particular importance include:

Ditches - for children's play, e.g. hiding
Fruit trees - for picking fruit or for children's games
Trees or bushes - for playing hide and seek or for collectiastioks to make fires
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Hills, embankments - for children's play or riding bicycles
Species rich meadow - for walking, picking flowers, or &ildren's play

Blackberry bushes - for picking berries.
Kleinhans’ investigation into the use of four wasteland sitesfoeced the above
conclusions with almost half the activities noted being diyeclated to structures typical
of wasteland sites.

An example of one popular activity is fruit or blackberry pickingpich is demonstrated
by the paths made to blackberry bushes all over the city ir latmmer; this is also
verified in studies of people’s use of wasteland sites (saerA993, KLEINHANS 1995).
Fruit or berry picking also helps people to understand natural procéssgsas formation
of fruits from flowers) and the use of nature and can thus playnaportant role in
children’s development E&EGER& SEEGER1996, WAGNER 1998).

Various other structures can provide added interest to a site an@otieatial to use
materials on site for activities - for instance fallen braes for playing with or fallen trees
for sitting on. The presence of different substrates such ad, sgravel or mud also
provide added interest and opportunities for playgiH 1982). For instance a study of the
use of wastelands in Mainz revealed the popularity of an arearaf as a natural sandpit
for children to play in (KEINHANS 1995:42).

As mentioned above changes in relief also provide extra irttedessite This is a factor
frequently referred to with respect to the creation of semin@diplaygrounds for children.

It is also found to be an important element in studies on the useasfeland sites due to
the use of relief features by children for bike-riding, playimgding in ditches etc. (see
NoLDA 1990a, KEINHANS 1995). Variations in relief are often formed on wastelands by
the tipping of earth or rubble and these provide an exciting plac@léying in (HART
1982, $HEMEL 1998:273). Ditches and holes are prioritised by children for digging,
playing, hiding or social games and hills provide the motivatiorun or slide up and
down, ride bikes, toboggan in winter etc. AMNER 1998, BORTOFT& SAGEIE 2000). “I
make a slope and | go speeding up and straight off the edge... it feelsniklying.” (A
comment by a 7-year-old child irH®ARD 1979).

Topographical undulations also provide added interest to a sitégydarty larger changes
in relief as they provide the opportunity to obtain a view over #lite and surrounding
area. Changes in relief are frequently treated as impbféatures in methods to evaluate
sites for “Naturerlebnis” (SHEMEL 1998, SARKE 1999).

Other features that are sometimes used to evaluate hatamce of sites for experiencing
nature are the presence of flowering plants, colour, smell. e{&G
STADTBIOTOPKARTIERUNG 1984, REY 1999b) but these are very subjective phenomena
and difficult to identify as they often depend on non-static atspsuach as time of year,
weather etc. and thus are excluded here.

The popularity of natural features has been revealed in Freibhege the replacement of
the usual playground equipment by natural elements (such as water, wood, and
stones) led to such a high degree of use that a citizen’s grougorrasd by surrounding
inhabitants to revert the playgrounds to their former statebesase and thus noise level
would decrease! (BNKERT 1998).

Indicators: The indicators used to assess the variety oftatalgphenomena present are
taken from studies of wasteland sites and habitat mapping sttitié¢dhave identified
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various structural phenomena of importance to the overall straictliversity of a site.
These include:

Natural structures: single old trees, dead wood (on ground), dead trees, hedges, climbing
plants, fruit/nut trees or bushes.

Man made structures single walls, rubble, sand or gravel, chimney, buildingsiefel
N.B. Relief is further differentiated into 3 classés:

Small changes in relief (less than one metre in heigluemth)
Large changes in relief (1 to 5 metres in height or depth)
Significant changes in relief (over 5 metres in heightldf face, ravine etc.)

iii)  Importance of water features
Hypothesis: the presence of water features on a wasteland site iesré@asvalue as an
urban wildlife area

Water is treated as a separate criterion here adlitoigght to be of particular importance
in the urban landscape where few natural wetland areas othig.is mainly due to the
anthropogenic use of the land and technical engineering of maegnssr and rivers.
Streams are frequently diverted or channelled underground in pipesnais and there is
little opportunity for direct contact with naturally occurring watkeatures. From the
ecological point of view ponds, streams or wetland areas providenge of different
habitats and niches for plants and animals and provide people hétlopportunity to
investigate and understand such habitatsaGLE 1978). Some wasteland sites provide
interesting wetland habitats due to a combination of water impoundiuettnatural
succession and thus provide precious natural resen@sgii1995:154).

Water is one of the most interesting natural phenomena for chilained can add greatly to
the diversity and interest of a site (seeHEMEL 1998:343 WAGNER 1998). There is an
irresistible attraction of streams, rivers, waterfallsd ponds and the thrill of splashing
through puddles after a rainstorm forms an integral part of mosplpts childhood
(BRAMER 1998a).

The presence of natural water features is extremely impbésiit is vital for children to
experience and understand water - how it changes with temperdtardahgers of water
etc. There is abundant support for the fact that water feafores a central element and
medium for the personal development of children through play and expergewater
related phenomena (seeakir 1982, HARRISON et al.1987, BJAS &. 1997, WAGNER
1998). Additionally the presence of water features providesva rage of plants and
animals with their associated sounds, smells, differencegucht etc. For instance frogs
croaking, the feel of frog spawn or water weed in ponds, the ros®ne makes when it
is thrown into water - to mention only a few.

There are various water features that may be present orelaadtsites, some of which
will depend on the weather and time of year. Temporary watgufes such as puddles or
low lying areas in which temporary pools form can provide importeedtures for
experiencing water, especially for children, for paddling in sumrsleating in winter etc.
(MUFRP 1997). Semi-permanent water features are valuabletalube presence of
wetland vegetation (such as reeds), which provide importantdtabit urban areas (see

! (Taken from SCHULTE 1988, NOLDA 1990b, LEU 1994, OKOPLAN 1994, KLEINHANS 1995).
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WITTIG & SCHREIBER1983). Saturated or muddy earth provides an interesting medium for
exploration through different senses (MUFRP 1997). Permanent standingrong water
features (e.g. ponds, streams) provide not only an especiallyvaigle for the experience

of nature and for play, but are also ecologically valuable. Tiespecially true of such
features with aquatic and semi-terrestrial vegetation, sisclater plants, reeds etc. since
these provide extra habitats frequently used by animals livirvgater (EDICKE 1993).

Figure 5 Example of running water with semi-terrest rial habitat — Acocks Green, Birmingham (photo:
H.Herbst)

Indicators:

- No water features

- Temporary water features -
puddles or hollows where water
can collect

- Semi-permanent water features -
evidence of water features
through presence of wetland
vegetation such as reeds, or
saturated (muddy) ground

- Standing or running water - with
little or no vegetation

- Standing or running water with
aquatic and/or semi-terrestrial
habitat (streams, ponds,
wetlands).

N.B. Water features such as concrete
basins or streams channelled in
concrete are not included as features
of importance for nature experience
as these have little or no wildlife
value or ecological value (see
SCHUMACHER 1993) and may be
extremely dangerous since their
steep sides make it difficult to climb

out if one falls in.

iv)  Surface sealing

46

Hypothesis: the lower the degree of surface sealing, the more val@ablee is as an
urban wildlife area

This is a particularly important criterion with respaoturban wasteland sites as many are
still partly or completely sealed from the previous use.

Ecological evidenceSurface sealing is ecologically disadvantageous for varioasores
such as the negative climatic and water retention capa&sildf the site, reduced ground



Evaluation method Methodology

water production, increased surface run-off, increased teatyrerand reduced moisture -
the latter resulting in unfavourable micro-climatic conditionspgcially in hot weather)
(REBELE & DETTMAR 1996:28, SHULTE et al. 1997, MINCHOW 1999). Surface sealing is
also unfavourable with respect to wildlife, as it may destnapitats which were present
on the site and once sealed, such surfaces prevent most vegdtam colonising the
sealed area and thus lead to an overall reduction in nature &3 ¢gee NINCHOw 1999,
BREUSTE2000). There are, of course, exceptions as some plants alwayageo find a
crack in the concrete or others (such as mosses) can groatldien the concrete or
paving substrate. In general, the more surface sealing preseatsite, the less chance
there will be for vegetation to colonise and develop; this in turdl W@ad to an
unfavourable micro-climate with a lack of trees and bushes lfadgsg and moisture
production. Both of these factors will limit the relevance of gie as an urban wildlife
area.

Social evidenceMost highly sealed sites are unattractive as urban wildliéas, - due to
the lack of vegetation that is able to colonise and the monotonlyesite. Highly sealed
sites tend to be flat and deficient in vegetation structuAsscording to Schemel a
minimum of 90% unsealed surface is required to make a site usablea
‘Naturerlebnisraum’ (8HEMEL 1998). Further support for unsealed sites comes from
Hohenauer who reflects that sites sealed with asphalt, pavingther surface sealing
deny the opportunity for experiencing natureoftfNAUER 1995:44).

A small amount of surface sealing may not necessarily berdefrial as it may provide a
"sunbathing" spot for some animals (due to its capacity to teajuickly in the sunshine)
or a place to carry out certain activities, e.g. balngs.

Indicator: degree of surface sealing

Criteria to assess the usability of the site: Acces s/Zuganglichkeit, penetrability, safety

i)  Access/“Zuganglichkeit”
Hypothesisithe more freely accessible a site is, the more it will beduby people (if its
overall wildlife value is high).

Access to sites is seen as being very important, espeaialisban areas, for the quality of
life of the inhabitants (EN 2001). It is essential to enable petplkenjoy and experience
nature: ‘Nature conservation is not restricted to the preservation of wédldut goes
hand in hand with the enjoyment of it by all peopl&’HU 1994:§. Care must be taken
here with the terms ‘access’ and ‘accessibility’ (Zudétkeit and Erreichbarkeit
respectively in German) as the former refers to the rightspproach, entry or use that are
legally or conventionally defined, whereas accessibility efer how these rights are
exercised (see ARRISONet al. 1995). It is not always clear how authors use thesesso
some of the literature must be interpreted with caution.

Access to sites has been found to be an important factor inflngnie use of wastelands
sites (REY 1995, KLEINHANS 1995). A study by ©LES and Bussey (2000) also
emphasises the importance users give to the accessibilgysaé; however it is not clear
here whether this refers to the accessibility from homeheractual access to a site.

Several evaluation methods include access as a criteriofdim tmethodology. For
instance Starke considers wasteland sites to be unsuitablatasal playgrounds when
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access is only possible by climbing over a fence or walliraversing private residential
areas or industrial or commercial sites as these impedeEsa@nd use of the siteTE@RKE
1999). REEMAN (1997) also defined access as an important criterion when considering
the usability of open spaces citing similar categoriethtse mentioned by Starke.

There does not necessarily have to be free access around the pdroheter of the site
but the siting of entrances and ease of access will affestdiegree of use of a site as
obviously certain groups of people are excluded from a site ilsnal fences impede
access. However a site should not have completely unrestrgsitry as it will then tend to
be accessed by motor vehicles and used as a parking place, whichyddmth vegetation
and the peace and quiet of a site (see VHSNA 1980 inFRey 1993, WTTIG 1993).

Indicator: Type of access to site.

i)  Penetrability
Hypothesis: a certain degree of penetrability is required to enaldéeato be used as an
urban wildlife area

Penetrability is an important factor with respect to whstd sites as many sites are
overgrown with stinging nettles, brambles or thistles and becamgenetrable and
therefore unusable by people, without some form of management.

The definition of penetrability given by Starke is used héommplete cover of dense,
bushy, thorny vegetation or stinging or thorny herbaceous speciesrge lexpanse of
permanent water.{Translated from $8ARKE 1999:217).

There is not much discussion of penetrability in the evaluaticgthaods for urban
greenspaces since it is not a relevant issue on sites mdnag public access. It is,
however, used in several studies to evaluate the usabditya site (see AG
STADTBIOTOPKARTIERUNG 1984, SARKE 1999). Although there is a certain amount of
adventure and fun making tunnels through vegetation this is impossiblmmeasant
when the vegetation is truly impenetrable. Thus the degree of adiléy of vegetation
will have an important influence on whether or not the stased by people.

Indicator: % penetrability of vegetation on site.

iiiy  Safety
Hypothesis: The more widespread and serious dangers are on a sitesgheditable it is
as an urban wildlife area

This is an extremely important issue and one that can have aigfiegince on the degree
and type of use of a wasteland site, or the suitability ofdite as an urban wildlife area.
Safety is particularly relevant with respect to wastelaidss where dangers from the
previous use of the site, or from interim uses, are oftesent.

There are no specific guidelines with respect to safetyés on informal open spaces such
as wastelands since these are not official open spaces so dalinohder the official
safety guidelines for public greenspaces or playgrounds (e.g. Gdbianorms). Other
open space guidelines are not applicable in the case of wastedau#gson the latter an
element of danger, which might not be acceptable elsewhemjdaes some of the
excitement and interest to the site.
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An important issue that must be considered here is wheredosws the line between
adventure and danger. A certain level of danger is thought by sorbe acceptable as it
provides a learning experience KBHL 1992, HOHENAUER 1995): “Basically the
jurisdiction accepts that, up to a certain point, children are able toograse risks and
protect themselves appropriately depending on the age and the psychologidalaeset
of the child.” “Children should be protected from serious dangers and monhfdangers
which are a part of life.”(translated from IBHENAUER 1995:125, 126).

According to the working group ‘Spielen in der Stadt’ (playing in urbaeas) of the
Gartenamtsleiter Conferencerisks are knowingly accepted, increasingly with the
agreement of those legally responsible, who were formerly intlinebe over-cautiods
(translated from SCHEMEIL998:329).

SCHEMEL and STRASDAS (1998) also emphasise the importance of the risk element but
state the need to minimise “hidden dangers”. What these dsuage is left up to the local
authorities but recommendations are given [B3pA (1996). Some of these are considered
reasonable such as the creation of a boundary to flowing trafds in DIN 18034).
However others are seen to be too over-protective such as notiradlsharp edged
stones, height of fall being in accordance with DIN 7926 (thus theyald be a height
limit on climbing trees), logs not rolling if stood on, water mobre than 40cm deep etc.
(AGDE1996).

Despite the importance of not making a site too immaculataetiage several issues,
which pose unacceptable or hidden risks on a site and must thus be taken int
consideration. As Barker and Graf statao*one would advocate leaving obviously
dangerous features, such as open, unguarded mine-shafts, in open space usedlgeavily
the public” (BARKER & GRAF 1989:43). Several of these issues are discussed below:

1) The issue of land contamination is taken seriously watspect to derelict sites (see
ZABOJNIK 2000). The degree of danger is related to the location and type of
contamination (e.g. surface or underground contamination). It mayamays be
necessary to de-contaminate the site (if contaminated), oapsrbnly in particular
places (through the cleaning of hot-spots), thus an analysiedith is imperative to
determine if and where measures should be taken (&8€LR & DETTMAR 1996).
Since children are encouraged to play on urban wildlife sites arid Bgect contact
with natural elements (water, earth etc.) contaminationresashdanger and such sites
may be considered unsuitable as urban wildlife areas (seeFkRer 1993).

2) Another danger is that of fly-tipping as dangerous substangds &s oil, paints and
chemicals may be dumped which can endanger users of thensitdiminish a site’s
value for people and nature (BBCBAP 2000ABOJNIK 2000). Fly-tipping (in
addition to graffiti, litter, discarded syringes etc.) alsgsta negative social influence
as these signs are interpreted by users as a lack of smriaol and care of the site
and thus make people feel unsafe on the sitarfisoN et al. 1995). This is
collaborated by the results of a survey of the opinion of 2000 childrdBerlin by the
Kinder and Jugendbiiro Kaktus as to the phenomena that they find disturbing on
playgrounds - rubbish, glass splinters and dog mess being some dhitigs
mentioned (in BJAS e.V 1997:164).

3) Unstable buildings also provide unacceptable risks and should é&éherade safe,
demolished or securely fenced off as they present an unaccepdabger to the
public (BJAS ev. 1997, SHEMEL & STRASDAS1998).
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4) There are other dangers (which are rarely mentioned inegydicluding those of the
presence of broken glass (BJAS/e1997). This is often found on wasteland sites
where windows may have been smashed or glass dumped. Another dsriger
presence of uncovered holes or cellars, which are frequemiilyd on wastelands, as
well as rods or elements protruding from the ground or from spoil hédpesse latter
are often part of concrete building elements that may have beeadbarileft on the
site.

Safety is a difficult issue to deal with beinga“legally treacherous and emotionally
fraught topi¢ but a balance has to be made between creating a blafedppan space and
somewhere with interest for wildlife and adventure and intefeisthildren and adults

(BARKER & GRAF 1989:44).

Indicators: The dangers constituting real safety threats capldied into two groups,
those that could cause pose serious dangers and/or are diificldal with, and those that
can be dealt with quickly and are of a less serious nature.

Serious dangers include:

Contamination of site
Unstable structures - walls, buildings
Deep or large holes or cellars into which one could fall

Sharp elements protruding from, or lying on the ground or stickingpbbeaps
Minor dangers include:

Broken glass

Fly tipping - may contain dangerous substances (e.g.paint,ichEn
This categorisation is somewhat subjective as thererg htfle to literature on this subject,
especially regarding specific dangers, but since wastetited may pose serious dangers
some form of identification and categorisation of dangers is deebe necessary when
regarding the value of sites as urban wildlife areas.
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Figure 6 Example of potentially dangerous fly-tippi ng (photo: Umweltamt, Leipzig)

3.2.5 Criteria to evaluate the locational value of a wasteland site

Proximity of potential users

i)  Population density
Hypothesis: the value of a site as an urban wildlife area will beet#d by the density and
structure of the surrounding population

This is an important criterion when evaluating the importanca efasteland site as an
urban wildlife area since people visit open spaces thatclree to their homes most
frequently (BCC &LAND CARE ASSOCIATES1997). A preliminary study of wasteland sites
in Leipzig for this research showed that out of 12 sites shgvitaces of more than one
recreational use, 11 of these were situated in or within 50 r@sidential area. A study
in Mainz showed similar findings, since the most frequented ofthdy sites were those
located directly in or next to residential areas. This argoins also supported by nature
conservation guidelines, which recognise that sites in urbars ameamore accessible for
the local inhabitants than more isolated ones (GLC 1985). Suchwiliethen provide the
benefits available from a rich and varied wildlife to all pemfiving or working nearby
(BARKER & GRAF 1989).

The other side of the argument is that from the point of viewature conservation, sites
that are inaccessible or away from residential areas mayf lggeat value as nature can
develop undisturbed. Sites located within an industrial area oraafiny estates, through
which people rarely walk or cycle, may provide undisturbed havenwildtife. There are
examples of wasteland areas, or even existing industries,sihat have been converted
into nature reserves specifically for wildlife with lineitl entrance for educational purposes
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(see HbuGH 1995). However, since the aim of urban wildlife areas is thay should be
accessible to the public their distance from residentiadsie of great importance.

The problem here is how to assess the number of people who conpbitetatial users of
the site. A radius of 300m is taken as the catchment afrélaecsite or the distance which
people can easily walk to a site; this is commonly termeaésasibility” (see BRKER &
GRAF 1989). This distance is seen as being more realistic than thes@dm British
standard, due to increasing traffic volumes and infrastruathstacles and tighter controls
on children’s freedom than in 1964 when the standards weteTses is also verified in a
study by @WLEsand Bussey(2000) in which the “home range” of woodland sites in terms
of walking distance was found to be 100-400m, with an ideal walking tfr&8 minutes.
400m was also the distance found to be the permitted rangeldfehiunder 14 in studies
by Hillman and Matthews (cited iBussey& CoLES 2000).

Thus the people living within a 300m radius of a site should be densd to be the most
frequent potential users of the site. However, this is comi@at®y the fact that different
types of residential areas will have differing amounts of gevar communal greenspace
and thus the residents will have differing requirements for publeenspaces. It is
possible to classify structures into those with high or low requenets for greenspaces.
For instance structures with a high amount of private greenspgad®ose inhabitants thus
may have a lower requirement for public greenspace) are yitlatached or semi-
detached or terraced housesSuT2001). The problem with using such data is that there
is little information available on the differing requirements méople in the different
structures and “needs” can only be guessed at. Another factor t@imdered is the
population structure, since a high proportion of children within a 300m radaysmake a
site even more important as an urban wildlife area sinckli@n between the ages of 5
and 15 have been found to be the most common users of wasteland stégi(sébLDA
1990a, KEINHANS 1995).

Indicators: There are several possibilities regarding thecteh of an indicator to use for
the criterion:

Density of population (per/kf) within the 300m radius of site
Number of people/population structure within the 300m radius ofitke s

Type of residential structures within the 300m radius of thie &.g. high rise

blocks, detached houses etc.) and their average populatiortydensi
The indicator used will depend on the data available. If populatiamsite or actual
population numbers for districts or census areas are availabtettie number of people
within 300m of the site can be estimated. However, if sudia ¢&anot available, or is not
suitable due to the large size of districts with uneven populatistrildution, it may be
better to use an ordinal scale of relative population density iferdifit residential
structures (e.g. detached housing versus terraced housingktiimate can then be made
of the average density within 300m of the site. The most exadhodewould be to
calculate the population living within the 300m radius from preaissidential data
(number of people living in each house). However this is very tomesuming and costly
and is only considered suitable for a survey of industrigssit

! The 500m standard was set by the National Playing Fields Association based on evidence found in 1964.
Source LPAC 1992
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i)  Access from bike paths
Hypothesis: a site will be more valuable as an urban wildlife area i iocated along a
bicycle route.

The use of bicycles is something that is supported in most citgldpment plans since it
not only reduces the amount of traffic on the roads but is also irapbfor the health of
the population. Organisations such as Sustrans (Sustainable Trat#gpend Rails to
Trails (USA) support the development of safe cycle paths,revipossible away from
heavy traffic (RILS TO TRAILS 2001, STRANS2001). In addition to providing safe and
attractive routes for people on foot or on bicycles, these pathwagsalso provide a
means of linking together greenspaces (such as wasteland $iés can improve access
to greenspaces and thus make it easier for people to enjoy naturakppees (BCC &
LAND CARE ASSOCIATES 1997:3.7.18). This is also supported by a questionnaire in
Leipzig about people’s expectations of greenspaces - 50% of thosBomgeelsplacing a
high value on the connection of greenspaces in the cycle netwoskIgCH 1996).
Wasteland sites that are used or converted to urban wildlifesarea provide valuable
greenspaces that can be accessed by cycle paths.

In many cases wasteland sites also serve as bike pathsiirown right, either in the form
of linear pathways or through the creation of pathways through tlee Bir instance
disused railway lines, canal paths and other wasteland sgearmonly used areas on or
along which cycle paths are created. Such cycle routes provid&atsawhere wildlife can
thrive as well as safe corridors for species to move alongiyMd these corridors provide
excellent habitat for hunting raptors, and roosting places for bat$requently found in
old stone-arched bridges, a frequent feature of cycle paths on bléydines (JSTRANS
2001). Of course these paths are not only used by cyclists but alsad@realuable
footpaths in urban areas and are thus used by a wide range of geoglemmuting or
leisure purposes.

Indicator: Location of site next to bike path (or other pathway)

iii)  Access from schools
Hypothesis: a site is more valuable as an urban wildlife area if lbated within walking
distance (300m) of a school or another establishment for young people

Wasteland sites that are accessible from schools can providexeellent outdoor
education resource for children (and adults) without involving the ewst time of
travelling to a distant ecology park or nature centre (see GLG.), KLAFFKE 1985). The
location of an urban wildlife area on the route to or from schoolfuother establishment
for young people) can also provide children with the opportunity to expegi@nd spend
time with nature on a daily basis (see BJAS e.V. 1997). la Wy it is possible torelate
school studies to the place where they actually live and to expeeis they have in their
daily life” (BARKER & GRAF 1989:47). The London Ecology Unit and the Nature
Conservancy Council (now English Nature) also note the need flat $ieidy areas in
close proximity to local schools (GLC 1985ABKER & GRAF 1989) and such areas can
be of great benefit in ecological studies to explain plant and ahrelationships (BLL
1995). Such local sites can also demonstrate that nature aectirs local surroundings
and not only on formal nature conservation sites. In practicevéihee of wasteland sites
for school children has been revealed in a study by Kleinhans, whembsed that a
wasteland site was highly used by children from a school dyremdjacent to the site
(KLEINHANS 1999). Many former wasteland sites in London provide an excellent
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education resource for local schoolchildren (although it should be notecthtsitof these

are managed in some way). Over 10,000 school-children visit &aBireet Natural Park
(an urban wildlife area developed on a wasteland site in London) pge&hand visitors

have had to be limited due to excess demarmHidToN 1990). Although this site is
managed and cannot be compared directly to wasteland sitegomgersion from

dereliction shows the potential of such sites.

Indicator: Site situated within 300m of a school

Importance of site in greenspace strategy:

i)

i)
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Improvement of provision of wildlife areas
Hypothesis: a site is more valuable as an urban wildlife arearngéduces the deficiency of
wildlife sites in the area

One of the factors affecting the importance of a wastelamdasitan urban wildlife area is
the potential of the site to provide local inhabitants with abamr wildlife area (see
HARRISON et al. 1987, dHNSTON 1990, BUSSEY 1996, RREEMAN 1997, SARKE 1999).
Most towns or cities have guidelines for the recommended amourdpeh space,
although the definitions of open space and wildlife areas and amoegcgsnmended vary.
Areas deficient in greenspace or wildlife are then definecbeading to these guidelines.
For instance the city of Birmingham defines “wildlife actianeas” as any areas with no
sites of importance for wildlife within 300m. The distance3®0m is used here since this
is the acknowledged distance that most people are willing to wakk local greenspace
(BARKER 1997).

Wastelands that are suitable as urban wildlife areas cgntbaleduce such deficiencies
and form part of the greenspace strategy of a town or city. Thgrtance of wasteland
sites in this context is recognised by some authorities - ristance the recognition of
urban commons as a type of greenspace in Birmingham and the waltrachen”
(wasteland) in Berlin (&\suT2001).

The difficulty here is that not all cities identify informgreenspaces or wildlife areas and
the categorisation varies from place to place. Thus thautalon of deficiency areas will
vary depending on the data and nature conservation strategiexisiatSince this method
aims to identify sites of importance as urban wildlife arg@s necessary to know whether
the site falls in an area lacking such sites. Thus when possilii#jfe deficiency areas
will be calculated, but where information is lacking on wildlifeeas then greenspace
information can be substituted.

Indicator: Location of site in deficiency area

Importance of site in greenspace network
Hypothesis: a site is more valuable as an urban wildlife ared tan contribute to the

quality or size of the existing greenspace network

The aim of this criterion is to demonstrate the role thasteand sites could have in the
greenspace network of the urban area. This has both ecological arad advantages,
which are discussed below.
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Ecological evidence:Attempts have been made to connect the theory of island
biogeography (MCARTHUR & WILSON 1967) to urban areas, as urban wildlife habitats are
often isolated from one another in the “urban desert”. In theoryntbee isolated islands
are from the “mainland” or species pool, the fewer spetiey will contain. Thus in
theory the number of species present should increase if aredisled to one another by
corridors or the distance for movement reduced by the usgepiping stones. Wastelands
are particularly important as links in the green network lasytpossess an enormous
variety of species - particularly in the early stages wécession (MSSErR1999:60). This

is supported by work in Duisberg where 7 of the 28 stepping-stones imathigat network
are provided by wasteland sites EBBER 1999). Gibson also lends support to the
importance of connectivity as isolated sites become impsived in invertebrate species
(GiBson1998). Connectivity is also thought to be important for small mamnialeever,
both roads and paved areas can form barriers for such specieZyseell & FLISSE
1993). There is some debate as to whether the corridor theaegliy applicable in urban
areas and preliminary results of the URGENT project in thestAMidlands reveal that
“on corridor” sites do not seem to be more diverse than those dway the corridors
(URGENT 2000).

Arguments against the theory state that to be of use @&doormust be continuous (seldom
the case in urban areas) and it should form an ecological continugiengdferent habitat
may be as much of a barrier to some species as a man-featlge such as a road.
However, Auhagen notes that many species require different raliteing their life-
cycles, thus a range of habitats in a corridor may be adveotegto certain species
(AUHAGEN 1995). Dawson also supports the corridor theory for the provision of conduits
for plants and animals in urban areasa(izon 1991). The potential importance of urban
wastelands is also recognised in various nature conservation or @isidyvaction plans
and they are seen as potential contributors to the spatial netwapleehspaces (BCC &
LAND CARE ASSOCIATES1997:8 7, 8HULTE et al. 1997, BBCBAP 2000).

Social evidenceWildlife corridors have the advantage of providing trails for humse
(for commuters, cyclists or pedestrians) and for the enjoyrogtite natural environment
(TAYLOR et al.1995). Not only corridors, but also the networking of greenspace=eis ©

be valuable in improving the accessibility of open spacedNIG & SELLE 1992). Even

in the early open space plans, such as the “General Fie#ifgdan” of Berlin in 1929,
concepts were developed to create ring and radial systemseehgpaces for the urban
inhabitants. Most greenspace or landscape plans aim to @eatévork of greenspaces
throughout the urban area. For example the nature conservation stedtBgyningham
identifies a strategic network of open space corridors of vadweildlife and people (BCC

& LAND CARE ASSOCIATES 1997:3.4.14). This is reinforced by people’s views obtained
through a survey in Leipzig in which 60% of those questioned regarded ctvihe of
greenspaces to be importanta@l{scH 1996). The importance of a greenspace network is
also becoming more apparent in the health care profession wdehg walks are
becoming an accepted prescription for some medical problemsy&n 2001).

Recent wisdom justifies corridors on the basis of multiple us,only for ecology (for
which the evidence is controversial) but also for visual,reational, hydrological,
climatic and social purposes E&Ns 1995, TAYLOR et al. 1995, BRKER 1997). If

situated on these key corridors or within the network wastelares sian provide an
important contribution to the overall greenspace network ofantor city.
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N.B. The data available for this criterion may be variabgenot all authorities identify
greenspace networks or wildlife corridors, although they may beated in local plans.
The evaluation method is thus flexible to enable different datsetosed to assess whether
sites are of importance to the greenspace network. In thifioded distance of 50m is
used to assess whether sites are located near exisgeggpaces as there may be a gap
between sites due to a road or path dividing the sites. Althoughidimss a barrier to the
continuity of the green network it is also accepted as a phenomenorbuoiitaup area
since transport networks divide the whole urban area. A distah8ero also allows for a
degree of error in the digital data.

Indicator: Site located within 50m of a greenspace

Table 3 Summary of the criteria and indicators use d to evaluate the suitability of wasteland sites as
urban wildlife areas.

Site criteria Indicators

Criteria for the suitability of the site

Naturerlebnispotential/value for experiencing nature

i) Size Size of site

ii @) Diversity of successional stages Number of di fferent successional stages
present

ii b) Diversity of structural phenomena Number of d ifferent structural
phenomena present

iii) Importance of water features Presence of diffe rent water features

iv) Surface sealing % of surface sealing

Usability of site

i) Accessibility/Zuganglichkeit Type of access to site
i) Penetrability % Penetrability of vegetation on site
iii) Safety of site Type and degree of dangers on s ite

Criteria for the evaluation of locational value of site

Proxmity of potential users

i) Number of people able to reach site easily Densi ty/ structure of population within
300m of site

i) Accessibility from bike paths Site situated next to bike path

iii) Access to site from schools/ bike paths Site s ituated within 300m of school

Importance in greenspace strategy

i) Improvement of provision of wildlife areas Location of site in deficiency area

i) Importance of site in greenspace network Site | ocated within 50m of greenspace
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3.2.6 Allocation of scores for criteria

It is necessary to allocate values or scores to the @iigsed in the evaluation so that the
different criteria are normalised and thus can be compared oegggd with one another
(KILCHENMANN & SCHWARZ VON RAUMER 1999). An odd numbered scale is seen to be useful
as it enables a middle value (i.e. 3) to be given (séprELet al. 1998:96). 1- 7 is usually
thought to be the maximum scoring range with 1 to 3 or 1 to 5 beingr @bmonly used
ranges (QERANKA 1997b, GGoobDet al.1957IN CZERANKA 1997b). Freeman considers five
classes enough to provide a broad enough spectrum of possible ouigmBE=®AN 1997).

In this method different scales are used for different groupsitdra. In most cases a scale of
1 to 5 is considered suitable to indicate the values of the spexitaria but in some cases the
scores are limited to 1 or O as the criteria required onlyea or no answer (for instance
location in wildlife deficiency area- yes=1, no=0).

Throughout the evaluation method a higher number indicates a morevposibore, for
instance with a scoring system of 1 to 5, 1 is considered tthbdowest and 5 the highest
score. For some criteria the scores can be attributed directhe indicators but for others the
raw data first has to be classified before scores @aattiibuted, for instance for site size.

Allocation of scores for site characteristics

The allocation of scores for the site characteristicsusmmarised in Tables 4 and 5 and
explained briefly in the accompanying texts.

Table 4 Allocation of scores for Naturerlebnispoten tial/ value for experiencing wildlife
Score | Size (ha) | Succ. Struc. | Surface Water features
stages Phen. | Sealing %
1 x<0.5 0 Oor1l >75 No water features

0.5>x<1 | lor2 2o0r3 50%-75 Temporary water features - p uddles or
hollows where water can collect

3 1<x<3 3or4 4o0r5 25-50 Semi-permanent water features -
evidence of water features e.g. reeds

4 3<x<6 50r6 6or7 <25 Standing or running water - wit h little
or no vegetation

5 x>6 7o0r8 >8 0 Standing or running water with aquatic

and/or semi-terrestrial habitat

Explanation of scores in Table 4

Size -The size classes are quite narrow since most wastelandirsiteban areas tend to be
small, with very few being over 6 ha. It might be necegdaralter the classification in other
cities if the size range of the sites were much lar§er.instance in the Ruhr area sites of over
30ha are common due to the proliferation of heavy industry withircities in the region. In
contrast, Harrison found that the majority of urban wastelands imiBgham, London and
Liverpool are less than 0.02haARRIsON et al.1995).
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Diversity of successional stagesln the evaluation of successional stages, the more
successional stages present, the better the site iBisawill provide greater diversity of both
vegetation layers and potential habitats on the site. Theirman number of successional
stages possible is eight.

Diversity of structural phenomenaOne point is given for each type of structure present, the
only exception are relief features, which are given differeobres according to their
contribution to the overall structural diversity of the sitergler or more prominent changes in
relief receiving greater values).

1 point = small changes in relief (less than one metreeight or depth)
2 points = large changes in relief (1 to 3 metres in heigttepth)
3 points = significant changes in relief (over 3 metres irgheor cliff face, ravine etc.)

It was considered unnecessary to count the number or relative ambeath structure. This
Is substantiated by other studies, which also counted types and noutebsoimbers of
structures: for instanceREEMAN (1997) and WITIG & SCHREIBER (1983) used such methods
to assess the importance of sites for nature conservationusbas open space and found that
their results agreed with the those of more detailed ecadgivestigations.

Surface sealing the degree of sealing is self-explanatory. The higherdéngree of sealing,
the lower the score. Some surface sealing is not necessatilynental, as some vegetation
may colonise here (such as mosses) or come up through cracles pav¥ing and it may also
allow for activities (such as ball games) that requiteaed surface.

Importance of water featuresA temporary water feature, or evidence of such, is giveova |
score since this only provides experience of water for a lidniperiod of time. Semi-
permanent water features, with wetland vegetation such a$ cemmunities, obtain a
moderately high score. However the lack of open water liniies experience value of this
type of habitat as a water feature. Open water featurésrobigher scores, those with well
developed wetland vegetation obtaining the highest score sinceveggation provides a
valuable habitat for nesting birds or as a refuge for many sgdai urban areas. Open water
features are also regarded as being of high value for natuexiexpe in urban areas as they
provide the possibility for direct contact with, and experiengevater (SSHEMEL 1998).

It is possible that more than one of the water features aegnmt on a site, but the final score
will be taken to be that of the highest scoring feature (d.gnarshy area and open water with
well developed vegetation are present, the score will,sefecting the score of the latter).
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Table 5 Allocation of scores for usability of site
Score Access Penetrability Safety
1 Inaccessible 0% Widespread major danger or several major
danger(s)

2 Accessible with <20% Isolated case of major danger on less than
difficulty (climbing 10% of site
fences etc. )

3 Accessible via 20-50% Widespread minor danger(s)
private land

4 Accessible via 50-75% Isolated case (s) of minor danger on less
limited entrances than 10% of site

5 Easily accessible >75% No danger on site
via visible entrances

Explanation of scores in Table 5

Accessibility- The accessibility score increases with ease of actesite. It is not necessary
for the site to be freely accessible from all sides {@s tmay lead to use of the site as a car
park or for vehicle dumping etc.) but visible, accessible entanwill enable a variety of
different users to access the site. The scoring systdrased on that of REEMAN (1997) but
differs slightly as her method was developed for public open spagencluded clear signing
and accessibility features, which are obviously irrelevanurban wastelands.

Penetrability The distribution of the scores for penetrability is similathat of accessibility,
the more penetrable the site, the higher the score. Asitensidered to be unsuitable as an
urban wildlife area if the vegetation is so dense or the groundaserso wet, that people
cannot penetrate it, as they will then have no chance to ety and use the site. A degree
of impenetrability is considered acceptable as this may adaetinterest of a site and provide
a valuable refuge for animals.

Safety of site The danger, or potential danger, posed by the conditions of a giends not
only on the type of danger present but also its size or influerntfen@spect to the whole site.
Those elements or structures that are relatively easilycanckly dealt with or removed are
less problematic and pose less of a danger than those which rexa@esive or difficult
methods to deal with them (such as contamination).

Thus scores are allocated according to the type of dangeogsesr minor) and the degree to
which it influences or is distributed on the site. If a dangeomly present as an isolated case,
which does not have a large negative influence on the sitar{&ance fly tipping at the edge
of a site) a higher score will be allocated than if tlzene danger is found on a large area of
the site. It is somewhat difficult to define isolated andd@spread dangers precisely but a
value of 10% is given as a rough guidance as to what is meaisblated case; it is often very
difficult to assess the precise percentage cover of a dafmyeh as fly tipping) so the
assessment has to be left up to the surveyor to a cexxaamt.
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Allocation of scores for locational characteristics of sites

Explanation of allocation of scores for locational characteristics (Table 6)

Population density around site Fhe data obtained for this criterion may be in the form of
numerical or ordinal scales depending on the raw data availab&egection 3.2.5). The result
of the calculation is standardised using the interval scabpgnties method (seeABVER
1991) to obtain values from 0 to 1 (see section 3.2.8). These amedikieled equally into
three equally spaced classes (high, medium and low populatiomyeogeflect the number
of people/population density living within 300m of the site.

Accessibility to site from bike pathsA- wasteland site is considered to be easily accessible
from a bike path if it is located within 40m of the site (thiglue is rather large to compensate
for possible errors with respect to digitising features, esfligcbike paths which may be
located on either or both sides of a wide road but may be didifis¢he middle of the road).
The scoring then depends on whether the site falls within thisrdistaf a bike path - a score
of 1 being given for sites within the distance boundaries and Gites outside the distance
boundaries.

Accessibility to site from schoolsA-site is considered accessible from schools if the fsilis
within 300m of a school. The scoring then depends on whether theadisewithin this
distance - a score of 1 being given for sites within the distaboundaries and O for sites
outside the distance boundaries.

Improvement of provision of wildlife areasThe scoring here is relatively straightforward. If
a site is situated in an area of wildlife deficiency it dbta score of 1 and a score of O if it is
not located within a deficiency area (i.e. within 300meadvildlife area).

Importance of site in greenspace netwoilie scoring here is also straightforward with sites
obtaining a score of 1 if they are situated in or directly adj# to the greenspace network and
0 if situated outside the network. A distance of 50m is useaktess whether a site is situated
near to the greenspace network to allow for the presencebouadary such as road or path
between sites as well as a degree of digitising error.
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Table 6 Indicators and scores allocated to criteria for locational value of wasteland site
Criterion Indicator score
Proximity to potential users
Number of people able to reach site easily Population within 1- low population density
(population density in vicinity of wasteland 300m radius of site . .
- 2- medium population
site) .
density
3- high population
density
Accessibility via bike paths Sites within 50m of 0 not within 50m
bike path 1 within 50m
Access to site from schools Sites fall within 300m | 0 not within 300m
of school features 1 within 300m
Importance of site in greenspace strategy of town/ city
Improvement of provision of wildlife areas Location of site in 0 not within deficiency
wildlife deficiency area
area 1 within wildlife
deficiency area
Importance of site in greenspace network Site adjoins or is 0 outside greenspace
within greenspace network
network 1 site directly adjoins or
is in greenspace
network

3.2.7 Weighting

The use of weights in evaluation methods is controversial. Ereyseen to be necessary in
order to take into account the differences in importance of #ieus criteria (Carver 1991).
However it is difficult to ensure that the relationship betwebaracteristics is the same as the
coefficient used for weighting (se&REEMAN 1997, KILCHENMANN & SCHWARZ VON RAUMER
1999). A lack of scientific evidence or consensus on the distributiomeights can also mean
that the weightings have a bias on the results of the evaludCzERANKA 1997b, REEMAN
1997, EckHAM 1997). This can only be lessened by testing different combinationgights
(pair-wise comparisons) or through techniques such as round taldedadbtain a consensus
(see ZERANKA 1997a).

Since insufficient evidence was considered to be availableufgpat the allocation of

weightings in this methodology, weightings were not used for individuiéria. Instead the

scoring and aggregation methods developed endeavoured to take into abeodifiierences

in importance of the various criteria. Only in the final comagibn of score is a user-defined
weighting carried out using the hierarchical optimisation methestribed in section 3.1.7.
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3.2.8 Data Aggregation

Three types of aggregation method are used in the evaluation prtzesgaluate the
importance of wasteland sites as urban wildlife areas.

i)  Summation of scores

This is a commonly used and simple method based on the addition efss¢towever the
problem is that it ignores the fact that the distribution of sashthe scores may be uneven
and thus the final outcome may be misleading. This can be overdymbe use of
constraints and/or minimum required values so that low valigs sire excluded from the
evaluation process. There is also the problem that it may not reekse to add some
scores together if they relate to completely different dest or aspects of the subject
being evaluated (seezERANKA 1997b). Also such methods cannot be applied to non-
compensatory factors (i.e. factors that are dependent on eheh) ar to criteria with
scores of different length (BMOND & WRIGHT 1988). However the advantage of this
method is that it is easy to use, can be replicated easitiymeans that it is simple to add
or remove criteria from the evaluation process.

ii)  Parallel consideration of scores
This is a method used by M#IG & SCHREIBER (1983) in their evaluation of open spaces.
The advantage of the method is that it can be used when scale$ different length and
minimises loss of information about the individual scores. lso useful when dealing
with a small number of criteria (as in “usability”) as addit of such scores can lead to
misleading results.

The problem, however, with using this method is that it becomes goieplex to use
when dealing with a large number of criteria (i.e. more thant3ys only possible to use
with large amounts of data if it can be calculated automdyica it would be too time
consuming to work out the score for each site by hand. It is alse mhifficult to add extra
criteria when using this method, as the algorithm must be @dieinclude each new
criterion.

iii)  Hierarchical optimisation

This is a useful aggregation method for non-compensatory criteribdages not require
transformations of scales or standardisation of values, asritegix are not compared
with one another. The criteria are ranked and the scores &br eatry (e.g. for each site)
are then compared and as soon as an alternative is found wittharhialue for the next
most important criterion, this is put in the next highest placethie rankings of the
alternatives. The problem with this method is that some ottiteria may not necessarily
be considered and thus a relatively high value alternative maywé&dooked (see ARVER
1991, ZERANKA 1997b). The use of the hierarchical optimisation process relieg ver
much on the expertise of the decision maker, and there is allegi@ee of subjectivity as
to the ranking order used and the variety of ranking processestakda (ARVER 1991).

Another problem occurs with only a small number of criteria (less than 5) as the
ranking often becomes meaningless, since sites with equaksamn be allocated
different ranks. This is because the sites are dealt with sei@llg so the ranking depends
not only on the criteria’s scores but also on the position ofitesin the database table.
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Aggregation of scores for criteria for the characte ristics of the site

There are two main criteria used to evaluate the chatatitss of sites as explained in section
3.2.3: “Naturerlebnispotential” and “Usability”.

Aggregation of scores for “Naturerlebnispotential” (potential for experiencing wildlife)

The summation of scores was considered to be the most suitagplegagion method here

since the parallel consideration method is both difficuluse® and to understand with a large
number of criteria. Hierarchical classification was also stdared to be inappropriate as it
requires a weighting of the importance of the different critesinich must first be justified.

Using the summation of scores method the scores of all theiariteere added together to
produce a total score with a maximum possible score of 25. Theeggted scores were then
standardised using the following formula (taken fromrREER 1991):

raw score - minimum raw score

Standardised score = - —
maximum raw score - minimum raw score

The standardisation technique provides an objective method ofifglagsthe scores, and
takes into account the range of values that exist. The resultingv&anging from 0 to 1) are
then divided into 5 equal classes to produce an index of suitabilitilédurerlebnispotential;
1 indicating a very low and 5 a very high Naturerlebnispotensiaé(Table 7).

Table 7 Aggregation of scores to show the “Naturerl ebnispotential”
Index Standardised score

1 - very low 0>x<0.2

2 - low 0.2>x<0.4

3 - medium 0.4>x<0.6

4 - high 0.6=x>0.8

5 - very high 0.82x>1.0

Aggregation of scores for usability criteria

The scores were attributed using the parallel considerationatsanethod (see Table 8).
This was considered the most appropriate aggregation method sereechical classification
cannot be used on only 3 criteria with integer scores (due to the grobf the different
ranking of equal scores). Summation was also not considered tatbblewas a site can score
very low in one criteria but obtain a relatively high score @alerthus obscuring the low
score. This is particularly important for this group of critewhere a low score in one of the
three criteria can make the site unsuitable for use as banuwildlife area. Thus in the
parallel consideration of scores, any site with one or morevalues (i.e. 1 or 2) obtained a
low overall score. The best possible score is 5 if all¢ghéeria obtain the maximum score of
5.
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Table 8 Aggregation of scores to show the usability value of the site
Index Consideration of scores Alternative scores
1- very low 1 score =1 or 2, other scores < 3 2scores=1or2,
other score >2
2- low 1 score =1or2, others =3
3- medium One or more scores = 3,

other scores =3

4- high 2 scores = 4 and one score =5 2 scores=5, one score=4

5- very high All scores=5

Aggregation of scores for locational criteria

There are two main criteria used to evaluate the location#édria as described in section
3.2.5: “Proximity to potential users” and “importance in greetspstrategy”.

i)  Site’s proximity to potential users
The criteria were aggregated using the parallel considerati@tores method since the
scores could not be added due to the different lengths of the s(sdesTable 9).
Hierarchical classification was also not considered suitalile avlow number of criteria
with integer values due to the problem of the different rankihgqual scores.

The site is considered to be of high value for potential ugdtds situated in an area of
high population density and can also be accessed by children comingrtmosthool (or
possibly for educational purposes) or can be accessed from an eXgtegath (or other
similar feature). Less valuable are those sites in an afeaedium or low population
density, or where the population density is medium or high but no odatuifes (such as
schools or bike paths) are located nearby. The sites witletst value are those with a
low population density and no schools or bike paths located nearby.

Table 9 Aggregation of scores to show the value of the site for potential users
Value Consideration of scores
1- low School = 0 and (bike path = 0 or 1), populat ion = medium/low
2- medium Schools = 1, population = medium/ low, bi ke path =1 or

Population =high, (school = 0 or bike path = 0)

3 - high Schools = 1, population = high, Bike path =1

i) Importance of site in greenspace strategy of tan/city
The scores are aggregated using a simple summation of s¢s@esTable 10). No
standardisation was necessary as the scores automatielillintb 3 classes. This is
considered to be the simplest and most appropriate aggregation nethed with only
two criteria with equal lengths of scales.
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Sites are considered to be of high value for the greensgiaategy if they are located in a
wildlife deficiency area and thus may provide a much needednwbiglife area, as well
as being located within the network of greenspaces and thusainigrove the quality or
dimension of the existing network. Those sites of medium impoeaare those that are
located either in a deficiency area or within the greenepatwork and those of low value
are neither in a deficiency area nor within the network.

It is possible for a site to be located both in a wildlife idefncy area and in the
greenspace network as the network may run through an area okedefias it just shows
where greenspaces should be present, not where they actugbiyeaesnt.

Table 10 Aggregation of scores to show the value of the site in the greenspace strategy
Value Consideration of scores
1 Sum of scores=0
2 Sum of scores=1
3 Sum of scores= 2

3.2.9 Compilation of final scores

The evaluation method produces four separate scores footingfain criteria:

1) Naturerlebnispotential (potential to experience nature)
2) Usability of the site

3) Proximity of potential users

4) Importance of site in greenspace strategy of town/city

The first two criteria reflect the characteristics bktsite itself and the latter two the spatial
characteristics of the site. The results of all of tlwairf main criteria are important when
deciding which wasteland sites are valuable as urban wildiéas and thus should be looked
at together in the decision making process.

It is difficult to aggregate these four final scores siimd®rmation would be lost and the value
laid on the four main criteria may be different according to ¢lreumstances surrounding the
decision making process.

Nevertheless some form of aggregation is considered to be usefptovide an overall

indication of the importance of wasteland sites as urban wédifeas. The four final scores
are compiled together into one table in the last stage of tleuation and a hierarchical
optimisation method is used to aggregate the data. This en#lidesiser to weight the

importance of the four main criteria (through the ranking of théser criteria) and a

sensitivity analysis can be carried out by altering the nag&iand determining which sites
remain of high value as urban wildlife areas, regardlesshefdifferent rankings used (see
CARVER1991).

Care must be taken on interpretation of the final end rankingiiasnay obscure some of the
characteristics of the site itself. The values for ttourf main criteria, as well as the
characteristics of the site itself (such as safety) esicould also be examined before making a
final decision as to the suitability of sites as urban widlareas. It should not be forgotten
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that the successful application of the evaluation method redi@®ngst other things, on the
correct interpretation of results.

There may also be other factors to be taken into account when makilggision as to the
future use of a wasteland site as an urban wildlife area -irfstance land ownership or
planned developments on the site. Although these factors have notiheaded in the
evaluation method they may be used as constraints or provide additéoranation in the
decision making process.

3.3 Tools and instruments used in the execution of the evaluation method

3.3.1 Field survey

A field survey provides a method of obtaining accurate, up to gdtgemation about sites.
The drawback to this method is that it is time consuming anddiffecult to cover the whole
of a large site on foot. Although some characteristics canidemntified using aerial
photographs others are hidden by vegetation or are too small to befiekrifor instance
rubbish or logs on the ground) and thus a field survey is required{se®HANS 1995). In
the case of wastelands it is essential to undertake adiglky as changes occur very rapidly
in land use and vegetation cover and aerial photographs cannot providelaie toformation
about the existence of sites and many of their charattevisee SARKE 1999:242).

3.3.2 Aerial photograph interpretation

Aerial photographs provide a useful source of information on land usdazadcover. They
are widely available but the length of time between coverageies considerably from place
to place. There are various types of film available but coloénaired film material is useful
for urban open space and for habitat mappingeRBALS 1988, SHNEIDER 1995, SARKE
1999). It has also been found to be useful for identifying and sumgewastelands (see
STARKE 1999) but it may not always be available in all areas.

The resolution of photographs is also important; a useful doalelentifying wasteland sites
is 1:5,000 although for more detailed surveys a higher resolatiaynbe necessary.

The use of aerial photograph interpretation is discussed foateas of work:

» identification of wasteland sites
» surveying of indicators for the evaluation of wastelandssés urban wildlife areas.

i)  Use of aerial photographs for identification of wasteland sites

Aerial photographs have been found to provide a useful information pasgcularly for
comprehensive wasteland identification and/or survey, and canteadasurden of field
work (BIERHALS 1988, KRSCHSTRACKE 1990:290, RBELE 1990:13). Research in this
project into the possible use of aerial photos to identify wasté sites revealed that the
sites can be identified by interpretation of certain charaties such as varied colours
and textures (cloudy appearance), the large amount of white colesemtr (i.e. little
vegetation), confused structures, various levels of vegetaind the presence of informal
pathways through the site. This is substantiated by work caoiigdly Starke and Bierhals
(see BERHALS 1988,STARKE 1999).
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Although aerial photographs can be used to identify wastelands @hersome problems
with interpretation due to factors such as:

Age of photos - the regularity of aerial photo coverage varies iderably. In
some areas the land is regularly photographed (Leipzig being plapiogd
roughly every five years) whereas Starke’s survey of waatkkites in the Ruhr
area used aerial photos varying from one to seven years ofSigeke 1999).
Thus sites which are derelict in the photographs may since bega developed
and new wasteland sites appeared.

Confusion of wastelands with other land uses - for instance confusiovebsat
extensively managed greenspaces or old industrial areas arelamalst (the latter
often appear derelict but may still be in use).
Despite these drawbacks API is a useful instrument to loeetsteland sites but
verification of the sites is necessary through comparisoh wfiher data or with a ground
survey.

i)  Use of aerial photographs to survey indicatorgfor the evaluation of wasteland sites
Aerial photographs are frequently used in habitat mapping surveys #iey can provide
information about the type of vegetation and habitats preserdUT{ECHER RAT FUR
LANDESPFLEGE1992, AG BOTOPKARTIERUNG1993). They have also been used in various
surveys of wasteland sites to identify features present andtagicarried out on the sites
(see NoLDA 1990a, SARKE 1999).

Many of the indicators for the criteria discussed in secBah can be identified through
the interpretation of aerial photographs. Stereoscopic pairs of plaptograre useful for
identification of some features, such as height of vegetatigpe of built structure or
changes in relief. The investigation into the possible usaesfal photographs for this
project revealed that vegetation features such as suoces$sstages and vegetation
structures could be identified from aerial photographs as couldiedgtures, bare ground
and sealed ground (although the latter two could be confused)DAN (1990b) and
STARKE (1999) found that other phenomena could also be identified - such as footpaths
intensity of use of site. However Starke noted that a comdéte evaluation was not
possible through the use of aerial photographs alone due to the diffafudentifying all
features present on the siteTf&ke 1999).

The problems with using aerial photographs is that the identidicaof many features is
dependant on the time of year the photos were taken. For irestanwegetation features
photographs must be taken in the vegetation period but this makesficiion of other
features on the ground difficult or impossible (particularly undeg teowns). The age of
the photos also affects the validity of the identification as ¢haracteristics of the site
may change with time, particularly with regard to vegetatfeatures Although aerial
photographs cannot be used to identify all the indicators of ther@] they can provide a
certain amount of information and may be of use if a ground survewt possible. They
can also provide an overview of the site or identify areageatures of interest, which is
particularly useful for larger sites where it may not be paolgsto cover the entire site on
foot. A great advantage of the use of aerial photographs fossieeys is that they enable
a large area to be covered in a short space of time (coedpaith ground surveys).
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3.3.3 Geographic Information Systems (GIS)

Introduction to GIS

A geographic information system (or GIS) is best described tsy characteristics or
components. There are various definitions of a GIS but perhaps otteedfest is that of
MAGUIRE (1991) who describes it as a computer based information systethdaecording,
saving, administration, analysis and portrayal of spatiafigrenced data (see alswBROUGH
1986). This is made possible by the facilities of a GIS - teegyaphical database, graphical
display and spatial analysis functionE{fRHAM 1993).

The spatial data and the information present in a GIS canepeesented in various data
structures, the most common of which are raster and vectorndatkels. Vector models are
considered more appropriate for spatial objects with sharp bousd@oieexample in urban
planning) (see @=RANKA 1997b), whereas the use of GIS with continuous values or unsharp
boundaries (as with remote sensing or photographic data) is batted to raster data formats
(CzerANKA 1997b). In raster formats every cell or “pixel” (or group of piXeis considered
as a spatial unit and will have one or more values assocvatédt describing the coverage of
the space enclosed by that cell (like a patchwork quilt ofsyelh vector formats data features
are represented by lines, points, or polygons, each of which isdemesi to be a spatial unit
with its own attribute information (GFoYLE 1991). In this way layers of information about a
study area (such as a town) can be produced in the GIS includingmafion on various
features such as roads, population, land use etc. Query and datagimgcgpplications enable
the manipulation and analysis of the available datar(ly 1998).

GIS software

The GIS software selected for use in the project is ArcViawector based GIS programme.
The advantage of this system is that it can be used on a n@@alnd so does not require
expensive hardware. According to Batty it isarfiongst the most popular and flexible GIS
softwaré (BATTY 1999:53) and its common usage and compatibility with other Microsoft
applications makes the import and export of data relativelypkngi.e. through the many
compatible data forms and sources). ArcView enables onadd tabular data, and display,
guery, summarize and organise data geographi¢gdBuUHMANN et al. 1996:2). It can also be
used to analyse data and thus assist in decision making pescess

In ArcView features and their attributes are stored in sh#gze{ishp), which can be in either
point, line or polygon form. These shapefiles are then used to peodata feature themes
(units of features and their attributes e.g. greenspaceselandtsites etc.) (ESRI 1997). The
use of spatial analysis functions in ArcView make it possiblecteate new data themes
through processing original shapefiles. Application programmingg@uavenue scripts) can

also be used to customise the application and automise cedais of the data input and
spatial analysis processes.

Use of GIS to automise the evaluation method

The high number of different criteria used and the large numbsites to be evaluated make
the automisation of the evaluation process almost essentialdml éengthy and tedious
calculations by hand. Recent research in the field of integratuation techniques and GIS
Is discussed in section 2.4.2.
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The integration of the evaluation method in GIS as used here rhggtitought of as a spatial
decision support system (SDSS) (see section 2.4.2) as it pessalsthe attributes of a SDSS
as described by ENsHAM (1994). This includes the capture of data, representation of
complex spatial relationships, spatial and geographical methodsatysés, generation of a
variety of outputs, an adaptable user interface and a flexsitdhitecture that can be adapted
to the needs of the user. The production of a properly functioningsPequires a huge
amount of work and there is a danger of the over-use of this teralescribe all systems
relating to the solution of spatially related problemsz€€ANkA 1996). Possibly a more
precise way of describing the system is as a combination wiukiiple-criteria evaluation
method and GIS, using the more tentative approach taken by CarvePegicham (see
CARVER 1991, FECKHAM 1993).

The debate over the exact definition of an SDSS is not thought firdmuctive here, what is
more important is how the evaluation method and GIS are intedjtagether to provide a
user-friendly interface that enables the evaluation metbduokt carried out in a flexible and
adaptable manner. The method used here integrates the evaluaibiod described in
section 3.2 with GIS to enable automisation of many of the @meeg, as well as providing a
user-interface which allows a certain degree of flexipiiith respect to the application of the
evaluation method.

Functions of GIS in the evaluation process

i)  Use of GIS for data input
The GIS is used for entering various types of information which ttem be used in the
evaluation process.

Input of digital data existing spatial digital data can be imported into GlSlata feature
themes (for instance data on wasteland sites). Tabular ciataalso be imported into
ArcView and either linked to existing spatial data or (if spHyi referenced) can be
converted to a shapefile or feature theme.

Input of raw data data from surveys can be entered directly into tables iBI& or
database data can be linked to existing spatial data. In{agek as maps) can be scanned
and used as background information (image data source) or informatiobecdigitised
from the maps to create a feature source (feature dataefhem

i)  Use of GIS for data processing
The GIS is used for various aspects of data processing ievikeiation method:

Calculation of size of wasteland sites
Calculation of scores from the raw survey data

Complex spatial analysis - using reclassification operatiand distance and
connectivity measurements (for example to determine which arefocated near
to schools)

Use of data aggregation methods to produce results for thegritena at various
stages of the evaluation process.

iii)  Use of GIS for data presentation
Results are presented in GIS in the form of tables, grapkisuts (maps) etc..
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iv)  Provision of user interface for execution of ealuation method

ArcView (like most other GIS) enables the user to creamu-driven interfaces between
the user, the GIS and the evaluation method (s&=vER 1991). This provides a degree of
flexibility in the execution of the method and enables the useetaim an overview of the
steps and different stages of results involved in the evaluagiioness. A user interface
can be used to enter data or automise various actions (such aseapptial analysis) or
to provide a tool which integrates various different actionsuehsas data input and
analysis.

3.4 GIS programming - the “wasteland tools”

3.4.1 Introduction

A special set of tools were produced for the automisation ®ftaluation method using GIS.
The aim of these tools is to provide a user-friendly interfawettie data input and evaluation
processes and to provide a degree of flexibility regardingideeof the evaluation method.

N.B. Although the structure, contents and calculations includederndbls were developed as
part of the methodology, the computer programming was carried oetratly as it was
beyond the scope of this thesis.

The wasteland tools consist of three main sections as walkcasnprehensive help file:

1) Data input and evaluation of site characteristics aéi@land sites
2) Input and evaluation of locational characteristics of wast® sites
3) Compilation of final scores

Each of these sections consists of a sequence of dialogues (@ onadodeless window
which contains controls) in which the user is required to enter dppropriate data or
information. The data feature themes to be used in the variagesof the evaluation process
must be selected by the user, as must the output filesgsannew output file is created for
each stage of the evaluation process). The tools also givastiesome flexibility as to the
choice of data used in the evaluation process and the buffer distambih are required for
the purposes of calculations (for instance to calculate whicktelend sites fall within or
adjoin the network of greenspaces). The structure of théeheasl tools is shown in Figure 7.

The accompanying CD-ROM provides a visual demonstration of théeleamsl tools through
which the evaluation method can be tested using the available (@s& command
“application of the evaluation method” on the CD-ROM). The helg éilso provides a step by
step guide to use of the wasteland tools.
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3.4.2 Data input and evaluation of site characteris  tics — Tool 1

Data input

Data can be entered into a data input form in the wasteland telger from site survey
forms (see appendix 2) or directly in the field. Once the dets been entered for all the sites
surveyed a table is produced containing the input data. The only dath &re not available
from the site survey are contamination of the site and site. dnformation about site
contamination must be obtained from existing digital or analogue aladiaentered into the
table or entry form manually. Site size is calculated autarally for each site when the data
input table is created. It is possible to edit data entridseein the table or in the data entry
forms, the latter being preferable to prevent errors fromuowag.

Evaluation of data for site characteristics

The data entered for the site characteristics can then Heated automatically on activation
of the “calculate scores for site characteristics” comchan the wasteland tools menu. The
evaluation then occurs automatically in the following manner:

1) Those scores that are based on a simple numbering systdra watious indicators
(for instance accessibility) are allocated at the stafedata input but the more
complex scoring algorithms occur automatically at this stageh(sas safety). The
scores are allocated using the scoring system explainsetiion 3.2.6.

2) The scores for each of the main criteria (“Naturerlebnispca® and “Usability”) are
aggregated automatically using the method outlined in 3.2.8.

3) The new user-defined theme and its associated tablernsdteated. This contains the
scores for each of the criteria as well as the two fidisthe aggregated scores (see
Table 11).
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Table 11 Explanation of output table for the evalua tion of site data

Fields Data type Explanation

Shape Polygon Feature type

ID Numerical Identification of site

area Numerical Area of site (ha)

Size 1-5 Score for size

Surf_sealing 1-5 Score for surface sealing

Succ- Stage 1-5 Score for diversity of successional stages

Diversity 1-5 Score for structural diversity

Water 1-5 Score for water features

Accessibility 1-5 Score for accessibility

Penetrability 1-5 Score for penetrability

Safety 1-5 Score for safety

Nature Numerical Raw value for the aggregated score s for
“Naturerlebnispotential”

Nature index 1-5 Standardised score for the value o f the site for
“Naturerlebnispotential”

Usability 1-5 Score for the value of the site’s “us ability”

3.4.3 Input and evaluation of locational characteri stics — Tool 2

This stage involves the spatial analysis of the locati@halracteristics of the wasteland sites.
It is possible to either carry out the whole process, or tocsed@me of the main criteria
(i.e.”potential users” or “greenspace strategy”) if only mteresults are required. This option
provides a degree of flexibility with regard to the usdlué wasteland tools.

Data input
The data input uses a sequence of dialogues in which dateeiedrfor each sub-criterion.

The user is required to select the appropriate data themesabbr & the sub-criteria (e.g.
schools, greenspace network etc.) It is possible to select than one theme for the criteria
“wildlife areas” and “greenspace network” and the result ifcwated using the themes
selected. A buffer distance must be given for all selettednes — for instance the distance of
300m could be given to calculate which sites fall within thiistance of schools.

The one sub-criterion that is slightly more problematic is “popatadensity” since the type
of data available will affect the type of calculation to beregad out. The three possible types
of data are:

 Population density - persons/km
» Population number - number of inhabitants living in specific area
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» Ordinal classification of population data - e.g. population may be mggdium or low
in particular residential or land use structures.

Once the type of data available has been identified the appropten is selected. If
ordinal classification is selected a further dialogue appeavghich values must be given for
the different classes occurring in the selected field of fopulation data theme. An
explanation of the calculations used in the evaluation psoisegiven in appendix 1.

Evaluation of data for locational characteristics

The scores produced at the data input stage are used to caltwdadgdregated scores for
both of the main criteria using the method described in section 3Th8. output table
contains both the scores for each sub-criterion and the aggregeores (see Table 12).

Table 12 Explanation of output table for the evalua tion of the locational site data
Fields Data type | Explanation
Shape Polygon Description of feature
ID Numerical | Site identification number
Bike paths Binary Score for bike paths criterion
Schools Binary Score for schools criterion

Population Number Raw data from population calculation

Popn-std Number Standardised score for population d ata

wda Binary Score for wildlife deficiency area

Network Binary Score for greenspace network criterion

Use Numerical | Final score for value of site for “potential users”

Gspace Numerical | Final score for importance of wastelands in “greens pace
strategy”

The calculations and methods used in the spatial analysis »ghkaimed in detail in
appendix 1.

3.4.4 Compilation of final scores — Tool 3

The final command in the wasteland tools menu is the compilaifdmal scores. This takes

the final scores for the four main criteria and produces anothier ttheme whose attribute

table contains only these scores. The four scores can also be edmpgether using the

hierarchical classification method to determine which sdes the most suitable as urban
wildlife areas. The following steps are involved in this €ag

* The user is required to select the appropriate data featunsethevhich contain the
results of the evaluation for both site and locational ctinastics. A list of the fields
contained in the database files for the selected themesvgndup automatically and
the user must select the appropriate data field for eathrion.
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» The user is then requested to rank the four main criteria accotditigeir importance
with respect to the use of the wasteland sites as urban \eildliéas. Either three or
four criteria may be selected, but not less, since hieraathulassification does not
work properly for only two values (see section 3.2.8).

* The output table then contains the final scores for each ofdberhain criteria, the
ranks of each wasteland site and an even grouping of the ranks iotasSes to
summarise the ranked scores (see Table 13).

Table 13 Explanation of output table for the compil ation of results
Fields Data type | Explanation
shape polygon Description of feature
ID numerical | Site identification number
Nature 1-5 Score for “Naturerlebnispotential”
Usability 1-5 Score for “usability”
Pot-users 1-3 Score for “potential users”
Gspace_strat| 1-3 Score for “greenspace strategy”
Rank 1tox Rank of importance of each wasteland si te
Rank_indx 1-5 Index of ranks

3.5 Implementation of evaluation method

The evaluation method was developed through use of data obtained ilyaastéa in Leipzig.
In addition to assisting with the development of the method, thibledahe practicability of
the method to be verified and the identification of any problems easawhere the method
could be improved. The implementation is broken down into four phases:

1) Selection of study area in Leipzig

2) Identification of wastelands in study area

3) Development of field survey method

4) Use of wasteland evaluation tools for data input and processing

3.5.1 Selection of study area in Leipzig

The study area in Leipzig was selected to incorporate the types of building structures in
the city and a wide variety of different types of wastelssites. It was not possible and also
not necessary to consider the entire city, as it would not have bessible to cover all
wasteland sites in the city considering the time and manpowalade for the project. Thus
an area of the city was selected in which a large numberasiteland sites were concentrated
(from the information available from the city council) and whickonporated a wide range of
typical structural types (Stadtstrukturtypen). The study area Esgure 8) incorporates sseven
districts in the north-east of Leipzig. The mixture of structusgpes - mixed industrial/
residential, high rise residential area, Griinderzeit housingr-citye suburban areas, old and
new industrial estates - incorporates a wide variety of Wastetypes and thus provides a
suitable basis on which the applicability of the method carebest.
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Figure 8 Location of study area in Leipzig
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Map work: H.Herbst
Data source: Umweltamt, Leipzig

3.5.2 Identification of wasteland sites in study ar ea

Once the study area had been identified it was necessaogatel the existing wasteland sites
in this area. Two methods were considered to obtain this datdefined by BHR (1998):

1) Use of primary data: creation of new dataset using grouneeys, API etc.

2) Use of secondary data: use of existing data such as dasbaaps etc.

The advantages and disadvantages of these methods are outlifigole 14. After reviewing
the different methods and the data available on wastelansl isiteeipzig the decision was
taken to use both primary and secondary data to identify wasteddes since the standard
and availability of secondary data was insufficient for tise of this alone.
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Table 14 Advantages and disadvantages of different methods of identifying wasteland sites
Data source Advantages Disadvantages
Primary data sources
Field survey Precise Time consuming and expensive
Up to date Difficult to access some sites
Identification 100% Difficult to define boundaries accurately
accurate
API Can cover large area in Not always up to date
short time Identification not 100% accurate
Global Precise Expensive hardware
ggsstigomnsing Up to date Requires expertise
Survey and data input in Difficult to access some sites and may be
one step difficult in built up areas.
Secondary data sources
Existing Already digitised May be out of date
digital data Can be updated easily Often incomplete coverage
Saves time and money - no | Possible differences in identification/
need to collect primary definition of wastelands
data Accuracy/scale/boundaries vary - planning/
vegetation etc.
Data may not be available free of charge -
copyright laws etc.
Existing Saves time and effort of As for digital data plus
analogue collecting data Time consuming to use - data transfer
data required
Often bulky and difficult to use

Method to identify wasteland sites

The data sources identified in Table 15 were used to produce afeatiare theme of
wasteland sites in ArcView. The 1:5000 cadastral map of Leipnig the aerial photographs
were used to help identify the sites’ boundaries. Exact verificadf the sites’ boundaries was
not always possible and would require time-consuming researcheofites’ land parcel
boundaries. Although this degree of accuracy is required for planningopes it was not
regarded to be necessary for the purposes of this study.
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Table 15 Data used to identify wasteland sites in L eipzig*
Data source Data form Scale Feature Date Updated
type
Brachflachen (wasteland) | Digital/GIS | 1:5 000 Point and 1999 Under
cadastre polygon construction
Industrial database of Digital Database | Point From 1994 | Continuously
derelict or contaminated
land
Cadastre of derelict land Digital 1:10 000 | Polygon 1998 n.a.
in industrial estates
Database of empty Analogue n.a n.a 1998 Continuously
housing plots
Habitat mapping Digital/GIS | 1:25000 | Polygon 1994/ 1998 latest
1998
Aerial photographs Analogue’® | 1:5000 n.a 1997 Every 5 years

Discussion of data sources used:

The quality and usefulness of the data sources available vasiesiderably. The differences
and problems are discussed below briefly:

Habitat mapping (source Environmental Department (Afthg data proved to be of little use
for various reasons:

* Age of data - from 1994 with a re-classification in 1998
* Confusion between extensive parkland and wastelands
» Survey identified vegetation and not land use or administrative kanesl

It can, however, be useful to provide information as to the likebation of wastelands and
their vegetation cover.

Brachflachen/Wasteland cadastre (source Afld)though this theoretically provides an
extremely useful source of information on wastelaitslsise here was limited as much of the
data was only available in point or tabular form and thus site bourslaad to be digitised
using other information. It was also incomplete (as the dastiil being compiled) so could
not provide an overview of all the wastelands in the study.area

Industrial wasteland (Industriebrachen) database (source)Afbis provides data only in
point form so again boundaries have to be digitised using other infaymdtor instance
aerial photographs). It also includes sites that are not nagklsslerelict but may be
environmentally problematic.

Cadastre of derelict land (Gewerbebrachen) in industrial estassurce AfU) this is
possibly the most accurate information source being relativelpate and complete for all

! Data was obtained from the Environmental Department and the Department for urban regeneration and hou sing
(Leipzig City Council), and the Umweltforschungszentrum (Centre for Environmental Research) Leipzig

2 perial photographs used were colour infra-red ster eoscopic photographs
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the industrial estates in Leipzig at the time of production #reldata is available in digital
form.

Database of empty housing plots (Source Amt fiir Stadtsanierung und Wohnungsbauférderung
- ASW) this provides a useful source of information but is only availablanalogue form so

all data has to be digitised into GIS. The tracing of thessitocation from a paper map before
digitising meant that errors were possible during the daasfier. It was also very time
consuming to compile all the data from the analogue data source.

Aerial photographs (Source Umweltforschungszentrum, Leipttigfe were some problems
with identification of wasteland sites from the aerial photogragks section 3.3.2). Also the
fact that the photographs were already 3 years old at the dintiee survey meant that land
use changes had occurred to the land use of some sites sinaarteéand they could no

longer be classified as wasteland sites.

3.5.3 Field survey method

A field survey was undertaken to investigate the site charestics of each wasteland site.
Although aerial photographs were used as an aid in the field sutheymajority of the
information was obtained through the field survey itself. A sursbget was prepared using
the criteria to evaluate the characteristics of thessitvhich are explained in section 3.2.4.

1) Maps of all the wasteland sites were printed out for eadhiclisn the study area and
the sites labelled with identification numbers according todfsgrict in which they
were situated. The 1:5 000 cadastral information (availatdenfthe University of
Leipzig) was used as a basemap to assist with location dditee in the field along
with copies of aerial photographs.

2) All the wasteland sites were surveyed during the months of Meal/June 2001. The
criteria surveyed include: surface sealing, diversity of sgsmnal stages, structural
diversity, water features, accessibility, penetrabiéityd safety. Sites were excluded
from the survey if they were dominated by buildings (i.e. over 5@%he area built
over) as such sites are regarded as being totally unsuitablerban wildlife areas
without a high investment of time and money. A detailed explanatiotne survey
method, along with the survey sheet is given in appendix 2.

3) General information about each wasteland site was also notediwas not used in
the evaluation process. The information included address/locatiorent use of site,
presence of buildings on site, previous use and neighbouring uses.

3.5.4 Use of wasteland evaluation tools for datain  put and processing

The wasteland evaluation tools were used to input the siteastat#o undertake the evaluation
method as described in section 3.4. The raw data used was abfaome various sources
either in analogue or digital form (see appendix 3).

The evaluation process is described in detail in the demonstratigects available on the
accompanying CD-ROM.
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Final evaluation

The final evaluation was carried out as described in se@iard. In order to be sure of the
suitability of sites as urban wildlife areas a sensitiatyalysis was carried out, which entailed
the following steps:

* The final evaluation was undertaken a total of eight times uairghdom selection of
different ranking sequences for the groups of criteria (se¢eTHD).

» Sites scoring 3 or more in all the ranking sequences were fikghéis suitable sites for
urban wildlife areas. Of these sites, those scoring only 4 on %@li the ranking
sequences were separated as the most suitable sites aswildida areas and data
feature themes were produced of both of these groups of sites

Table 16 Random ranking sequences used in the final evaluation process.

Ranking sequences of final evaluation processes

Groups of criteria

Usability

Naturerlebnispotential

Potential users

Alw ([N |F
Rl lw|ININ
NIFRP|DMl WO|W
WIN|PR|>M D>
AN | |W|O
NIRPr| Wl o
Plw|A~|N|[~N
W |IN|PF |0

Greenspace strategy

Ranking this random ranking is carried out in such a way that each guadugriteria are
allocated each of the scores twice and thus are equallyhtezign the combination of all the
ranking sequences. Eight different ranking sequences are considdedstdficient for the
sensitivity analysis, although of course there are more combisof ranks that are possible,
but there is a limit as to how many can be undertaken sinceahsits/ity analysis has to be
carried out manually. The use of too many ranking sequences weatttb confusion and
make it difficult to identify the most suitable sites.

3.6 Trial of evaluation method in Birmingham

The evaluation method was also tested in a study area in Bilramgto verify that the
method functioned with digital data from a different source. \Othle spatial analysis was
undertaken, (i.e. the evaluation of the locational chareties of wasteland sites) and not the
evaluation of the characteristics of the site (i.@nfrthe field survey data). This was partly
due to financial and time constraints but also it was not seebet necessary, since the
evaluation of the site characteristics had already been w@akdgrion over 100 sites in Leipzig.
The verification of the spatial analysis, on the other handery important, since problems
may arise with the use of different file names or data $yff@t had not been encountered in
the study area in Leipzig.

The spatial data was obtained in digital format from thenplag department of Birmingham

City Council (see appendix 3). A study area of Flvas selected in Birmingham in which to
check the spatial evaluation method, (as shown in the introductitimeciccompanying CD-

ROM). The data themes required for the evaluation weeated from the available data,
either using the data in its original form or by digitising thesrfrom the data (e.g. schools),
(see appendix 3).
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3.7 Management of wastelands

This section of the thesis aims to investigate and elabasttdegies with respect to the
management of wastelands and their use as urban wildlife aleasgh research and
comparisons of the different situations in Birmingham and Ligipz

3.7.1 Research into strategies relevant to the use of wasteland sites as greenspaces

European, national and local strategies relevant to the develamnprotection of wasteland
sites as urban greenspaces were investigated as phe mgearch. The research concentrated
on the strategies of the cities of Leipzig and Birmingham atiteeregional, state, national or
European policy that affected local policies or work carried ouhandities themselves. With
respect to Germany the research thus concentrated on the LaS@xoiny, as the de-
centralised political structure of Germany means that mahyhe laws and policies are
created by the government of the Land/ state. On the othed a England more of the
research was carried out on a national level as, having aatised political structure, the
majority of planning and regeneration policies are made by cergealernment and
centralised bodies in England. The research specificalgrsgo England and not the United
Kingdom, as Scotland and Wales have powers to make their owngmlit certain matters
(this being true of many planning regulations) (se&.(NGWORTH & NADIN 1997, HMSO
1992).

The strategies investigated were those having either atdirandirect effect on the creation
of greenspaces on wasteland sites or the protection of wadtelges as urban greenspaces
and also of the general strategies related to wastelandeegf@n. It was not possible to limit
the research to strategies relating only to the creation oegtion of urban wildlife areas on
wasteland sites as most strategies are not so specifteiand use of the site. However there
is usually a clear delineation between policies aimed athizard end (i.e. economic) uses of
sites and soft-end uses (such as recreation or open space), thespebsible research was
limited to the policies relating to soft-end uses of tedends.

The research methods involved literature research, interwdgthsrepresentatives of various
organisations (e.g. local councils, regeneration organisatidog, e@eview of existing
information on wasteland development in the cities of Birminghand Leipzig and
participation in organisations and working groups involved with the probleatating to
wastelands (Brachflachen) in Leipzig.

The research was broken down into six sections:

1) General policies on the regeneration of urban wastelarteigropean, German and
English laws and policies were investigated; policies rdfere to governmental
policy or legislation, planning policies and planning document. (end use plans).

2) Policies on the creation or protection of open space, particularly as unvddlife
areas: European, German and English policies relevant to this topic were
investigated. As in the research on general policies, gouent policy or legislation,
planning policies and planning documents were investigated. Réseancentrated
on those policies affecting the creation of urban wildlife areasvastelands, or the
protection of wastelands as urban wildlife areas (i.e. asrudmmmons).

3) General regeneration strategiedn investigation was made into strategies that have
been developed in Germany and England with respect to the regenet
wasteland sites as urban greenspaces. The national and regicsialgies were
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investigated that directly affect the regeneration of eiastds in Leipzig and
Birmingham. In addition the strategies developed by the citiesnselves were
investigated to demonstrate how the use of wasteland sitegeasspaces fits into the
general regeneration strategies.

4) Organisations dealing with the regeneration of wastelands as urban greenspace:
Research was carried out into organisations in Leipzig and Bgham which are
active in the development or use of wasteland sites as gremspahese include
local authorities, governmental/statutory bodies and non-governmagtahisations.
Research was made specifically into factors such as the aaich set-up of the
organisation, how it is funded, which strategies are used toement projects and
the type of projects carried out.

5) Instruments used to develop manage wastelands sites as greendpasearch was
carried out into European, German and English instruments that adetasenvert
wasteland sites to greenspaces, or manage the sitesemsgaees. These instruments
provide the tools for implementation of the policies of the respe country or
region. The instruments researched included grants, funding progrgnptanning
instruments, agreements and informal instruments (such ad Agenda 21).

3.7.2 The creation of urban wildlife areas on waste land sites

Research was carried out into the practical implementatiorrategiies and instruments used
to convert or manage specific wasteland sites as urban wildlitas in England and
Germany. This section provides an insight into the practical apidic of the strategies
researched in theory as described in section 3.7.1. All ites swestigated were wasteland
sites that have been converted to, or protected as greengpatssrve as urban wildlife areas
for the local population. The sites vary in the degree and type amkvand maintenance
carried out on the site but they all fall under the definition of them ‘urban wildlife area’
used in this thesis (see section 1.4).

The research was carried out on two levels:

* General investigation into the approaches used on a varietifesf is Germany and
England. The aim here was to provide an overview of the diffeapproaches used in
different regions, as well as in the cities of Leipzig anoinBngham. The research
involved site visits and informal interviews with site wandeas well as a literature
review of projects carried out on wasteland sites.

» Detailed investigation into selected sites in Leipzig andridigham, which have been
converted from wasteland sites to urban wildlife areas. Fose cdudy sites were
selected in total - two from each of the cities. In eacly aitsite was selected that was
previously wasteland but has been coverted to an urban wildiée and another site
that is currently wasteland but plans are underway to convert dr use it as an urban
wildlife area. The research was carried out mainly in thent of interviews with
various employees from the city councils and organisations indolue the
management or planning of the sites as well as site visits.

The sites selected are:

1) Burbury Brickworks - a former wasteland site in Birminghamow converted to an
urban wildlife area.

2) Birmingham Battery - a wasteland site, currently usedrasrban common but being
considered for development and use as open space.

82



Management of wastelands Methodology

3) Brandt's Aue - a former wasteland site in Leipzig which hasv been converted to
an urban wildlife area.

4) Heiterblick - a large area of wasteland that is beingnpéd to become part of a chain
of greenspaces in Leipzig.

The selection of these case study sites was based on the fimgidsaracteristics of the sites,
the diversity of planning instruments involved in the conversion o sites and the
availability of data on the sites. The size range of sites is fairly large - ranging from 4
hectares to 32 hectares and although it would have been interestimgude more examples
of smaller sites, there was a scarcity of informationilade for the use of such sites as urban
wildlife areas in Leipzig and Birmingham.
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4 Results

4.1 Results of evaluation

4.1.1 Types of wasteland sites found in Leipzig and Birmingham

Leipzig
There has not yet been a comprehensive survey of wasteit@sdrs the city of Leipzig but
data on different types of wasteland sites was compiiechivarious sources.

Table 17 Amount and type of wasteland in Leipzig *
Type of wasteland Data source Number of Total area
sites

Industrial/commercial | Survey of industrial/trading 450 260ha
estates

Industrial Database of industrial 367 -
wastelands

Empty housing plots Survey of “Bauliicken” 600

According to these figures there are over 1400 wastelandisité® city, but some of these
may have been counted twice as industrial wastelands may ocaudlustrial estates. More
recent figures estimate that wastelands encompass a tetabaroughly 1500ha B0JNIK
2000).

Before 1989 wasteland was limited mainly to bomb sites from tbeo8d World War and

although many buildings were in a derelict state housing waspa¢@ium and all industries
were functioning. The wave of new dereliction came afterrtenification of Germany when

most of the industries in Leipzig and other East German citiee forced to close and large
areas of land and buildings became derelict (see sectia2)3.1.

The main types of wasteland currently found in Leipzig are:

* industrial wastelands found mainly in the inner-city,

* empty housing plots (gap sites) - these are the result eitheomb damage and the
resulting demolition of houses, or the demolition of derelict hogsi
* new wastelands on “building plots” - these are mainly found on the atgséf the
city in the newly planned and laid out industrial or trading esta@ver-ambitious
planning has meant that many plots in such estates remain unused
There are of course other types of wasteland such as deralizvays or agricultural
wasteland but such sites tend to be in the minority.

! Sources: Stadtplanungsamt, Umweltamt and Amt fur Stadterneuerung und Wohnungsbauférderung, Leipzig
City Council- unpublished figures.
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The main problems identified in dealing with these wastelandstlzelack of financial
resources to purchase the sites and ownership problems. Masyasitén receivership with
the Treuhandgesellschaft (trust company) holding the sitesamiitvestor is found, making
any arrangement a long and difficult process. Other sites may imalltiple owners or a group
of inheritors, which makes any agreement on the future use ositeevery difficult. The
Deutsche Bahn (German Rail) presents another problem to tlemesgion of wastelands
since any arrangements involve negotiation of the complex adnatigrstructure of the
organisation (ZB0JNIK 2000).

Birmingham

In Birmingham the majority of wasteland sites that ardgele for development have already
disappeared due to the pressure for land for development in thelgdnslt-up region of
Birmingham and the surrounding Black Country. The green belt palisy makes it difficult
for the city to develop greenfield sites and thus any suitablerheity sites are snapped up
quickly. However there are still a number of wasteland siessent in the city. Information
from Birmingham City Council revealed that out of 102 wastelanelssi62 are less than 1ha
in size and all except one site were smaller than 10hadB@99).

The small sites are extremely problematic and often causalsoa environmental problems.
They are rarely dealt with since the Council tends to put forwtel larger sites for

development or improvement. The small sites are either hel dny owners in the hope of
selling or developing, or are frequently sold on (sometimes as @aféethree or four times a
year) and thus nobody is willing to take on responsibility for tite.sfome sites are simply
anomalies that may have been neglected or forgotten - fomiostsites owned by the wrong
council department, which do not get moved on to the relevardarti@ent (RAYson 2001).

Ownership difficulties are often cited as the cause of continue@lidgon of sites in
Birmingham. If the site is in private ownership it is ddtilt to persuade the landowner to do
something with the site. In other cases multiple or unknown ownenstakes it difficult to
deal with wasteland sites. Another recent problem regarding ®higers that of Railtrack
(the company owning and operating all railway infrastructure)ndgerial problems within
the company have meant that there has been a high rate ofistadfver and it is thus very
difficult to enter into agreements regarding wastelamessjGRAyson 2001).

4.1.2 Results of field work in Leipzig

The study area selected in Leipzig included six districts dogea total area of 1795 hectares
(18knT) (roughly 6.5% of the total area of the city). Within thgtidy area 136 wasteland sites
were identified in 1999. 16 sites were lost to development ongéaf use from the period of
site identification to site survey (see Tablel8).
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Table 18 Changes in land use to wasteland sites fro m 1999-2001

Land use in Number of Total area % of all % of total
2001 sites (ha) sites area
Developed 11 13.7 8 5.2
Greenspace 3 7.2 2.2 2.6
Road 2 1.3 15 0.50
Wasteland 3 8.1 2.2 3.1
(new)
No change 117 235.37 86 88.6
Total 136 265.3 100 100

105 wasteland sites were actually surveyed since sites dtedibg buildings were excluded
from the survey as such sites are not regarded as beindleuéa urban wildlife areas (see
section 3.5.3). The sites are categorised using the systelaireghin section 2.1.1(see Figure
9 and Table 19). The categorisation is shown spatially in Figure“fesults of the study” on

the accompanying CD-ROM.

Figure 9 Graph to show distribution of surveyed sit es according to wasteland categories
40
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Results

Table 19 Numbers and sizes of wasteland sites accor ding to category *
Wasteland Number of Total area of sites Average size of site
category sites (ha) (ha)
Agriculture - field 8 58.8 8.4
Building plot 34 58.9 1.7
Empty plot 35 4.8 0.1
Garden/allotment 3 0.8 (0.3)
Industry 17 38.1 2.2
Military 1 55.3 (27.7)
Other 7 14.6 2.0

4.1.3 Results of evaluation of wasteland sites in L

eipzig

The 105 sites identified in the study area in Leipzig (as deedrin 4.2.2) were surveyed and
evaluated as described in section 3.2. The full resulte®turvey are available in appendix 4
and a summary of the results for both the site and locationakctexistics of the surveyed

wasteland sites are given in appendix 5. The maps showinfinleresults are found on the

accompanying CD-ROM since these are too detailed to be pezbsefiiectively in the text.

Where this is the case the exact location of the filgien in the text. Tables 20- 23 show the

distribution of the scores in each group of criteria accordinigp¢éocategories of wasteland.

Observations on the four main criteria from results of the evaluation

It is not possible to carry out a statistical analysis of tasults of the evaluation due to the
low numbers of sites in some of the site categories. Howeweresgeneral observations can

be made about the distribution of the scores according to the typeasteland site (as
described in section 2.1.1)

! Figures in brackets refer to those categories containing a low number of sites, thus the average size is not

meaningful
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Naturerlebnispotential

An interesting observation is that very few sites have a hagresfor Naturerlebnispotential
and these high scores are distributed evenly throughout the diffesieegories.

Table 20 Scores for Naturerlebnispotential

score The sites scoring 5 (the highest score) are all
Categories 1| 2| 3| 4| 5| sum| large sites located on the outskirts of the city
empty plot 4/ 22| 8| 1| 0| 35| and are influenced by natural features
building plot 0| 11| 22| 1| 0| 34| (notably water features), which are rarely
industry 1| 5[10] 1| 0| 17| found in the anthropogenic inner city. Other
agriculture 0| 1| 6] 0] 1 8 | sites with relatively high
military 0/ 0 0] O] 1 1 | Naturerlebnispotential are the more mature
other 0] 3[2] 1)1 7 | sites in the inner city that have been
allotment/garden| 0| 1| 2| 0| O 3 | abandoned for a long time or are inaccessible
sum 5/ 43| 50] 4] 3| 105] and thus nature has taken hold. The less

valuable sites in terms of Naturerlebnispotential tend to tas svith a high degree of surface
sealing (on which little can grow) or recently cleared or wiilsed sites (the latter being a
common phenomena on empty plots) on which little vegetation has colonisedeav
structures break up the monotony of the site. This observatiorilested in Table 20 which
shows that empty plots tend to have a low Naturerlebnispotentid. résults are shown in
Figure 2 as a map layout (see “results of the study” @oagpanying CD-ROM).

Usability of sites

Many sites with high usability are located in new industrialti@ding estates (on building
plots) since these sites are seldom fenced off and vegetatiusually penetrable. However
some of these have a low safety score which decreasesigahility (see Table 21).

Table 21 Scores for usability

score Interestingly, the distribution of

Categories 22 2l 21 & e empty plots in t_h_e usability score is
fairly equally divided between the

empty plot 3|1 16| 5| 2| 9] 35| high and low scores (see Table 21).
building plot o| 12| 2| 4| 17| 34| This can be explained by the fact that
industry 3l 121 ol 1| 1| 17| many of the_se sites are fenced of_f to
: prevent anti-social use of the sites
agriculture 0| 2] 5| 1| 0| 8] andsome may also have a low safety
military ol 1| ol o] o 1 | score, whereas others are freely
other il 3l ol 21 1 - accessible an_d thus obtain a hlgher
score. Industrial sites tend to obtain a

allotments/garden | 0| 1] 2| 0| 0| 3 | |ow score for usability since these
sum 7| 46| 14| 10| 28| 105| sites are frequently inaccessible and

there are often safety issues to be
considered. The results are shown in Figure 3 as a map ldyeat‘results of the study” on
accompanying CD-ROM).

88



Results of evaluation Results

Potential users

The sites with a high value with respect to the potentialsisee clearly concentrated in areas
of high population density, where schools are also located. Latge db not necessarily
obtain a high score since their surrounding area may not encompass areas/ of high
population density, especially since large sites are ofteatsitl on the outskirts of the city
where the population density tends to be lower than in inner-citysaf@s can be seen in
Figure 4 in the “results of the study” on the accompanyirigrROM).

Table 22 Scores for potential use
score

Categories 1] 2] 3 lsum | The 'value f_or potential users is relateq to_the
location of sites, and also to the type of site since

empty plot 0 115120135 | some site categories have a particular distribution

building plot 341 0] 9134 |in the study area. For instance all the sites in the

industry 141 2] 1117 | puilding plot category obtain a low score for

agriculture 5| 3| 0] 8 | potential users since these sites are frequently

military 11 0| 0|1 | found in industrial and trading estates where the

other 2| 2 population density is extremely low and few

allotments/garden | 2 | 1 | 0 | 3 | schools are located nearby. Most of the sites in

sum 59 | 23| 23| 105| the industry category also obtain a low score for

the same reason.

In contrast sites in the empty plot category have either omadir high scores for potential
users which reflects their location in more built up areas withigher population density.
Agricultural wastelands also tend to have low or medium valuegp@tential users, since
these are also located on the outskirts of the city, frequemthareas of relatively low
population density, see Table 22.

Greenspace strategy

There is little correlation between site categories anttiligion of scores as the location of
the different types of wasteland site does not tend to be cktatéhe criteria used to calculate
the value of the site in the greenspace network, seesTzdl

Table 23 Scores for greenspace strategy
score Those sites with a high score are those situated both
in a deficiency area and close to features in the
Categories 1] 2| 3| sum| greenspace network. Interestingly for Leipzig, there
empty plot 23| 11| 1| 35| are many high scoring sites located in Paunsdorf
building plot 3127 4] 34| and Heiterblick where a “Green Crescent” of
industry 5| 8] 41 17| greenspaces is planned. The results are shown in
agriculture 0l 21 61 8 | Figure 5 as a map layout (see “results of the study”
military 0] 0] 11 1} onaccompanying CD-ROM).
other 0| 6| 1 7
allotments/garden| 1| 2| 0 3
sum 26| 60| 19| 105
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Final results

The final compilation of results was carried out as describeskation 3.4.4. The hierarchical
optimisation method was carried out using a random ranking of theffioalr scores which

resulted in the identification of the sites regarded as beiogtrsuitable as urban wildlife
areas - see Table 24 and Figure 10. A more detailed map oktuts is found on the CD-

ROM, Figure 6 (see “results of the study” on accompanying RDM).

Table 24 Characterisation of sites most suitable as urban wildlife areas
Naturerlebnis- Potential| Greenspace| Site Site
ID | Area (ha)| potential Usability] use network placed| category
pl3 10.72 3 3 2 3 1 agriculture
h2 19.96 5 4 2 3 1 agriculture
p3 7.24 5 4 2 3 1 other
h8 1.56 3 3 1 3 2 agriculture
s11 3.39 3 3 1 3 2 agriculture
p7 3.65 3 3 1 3 2 agriculture
p6 9.67 3 3 1 3 2 agriculture
p8 9.88 3 2 2 3 2 agriculture
h18 2.95 3 5 1 3 2 building plot
h16 4.50 3 5 1 3 2 building plot
s024 1.55 3 5 1 2 2 building plot
saz25 0.04 2 5 3 2 2 empty plot
sad 0.31 3 3 3 2 2 empty plot
v2 0.34 3 2 2 3 2 empty plot
h13 0.32 3 5 1 3 2 industry
h19 36.69 5 2 1 3 2 military
v13 0.19 2 4 3 2 2 other
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Figure 10 Location of sites evaluated as being most suitable as urban wildlife areas

I Best sites
[T Second best sites
[] wasteland sites

[ District boundaries

1 2 Kilometers

Map work: H.Herbst
Data source: H.Herbst and Umweltamt Leipzig

4.1.4 Results of the use of the evaluation method i n Birmingham

The evaluation method was tested in a study area of Birminghdamtiae aim of verifying
that the method can be undertaken using different data from thdalaleain Leipzig, with
which the method was developed and executed. Figure 7 on the acconmp&@PiROM
shows the data used in the evaluation method (see Figure 7 “re$uhe study” on CD-
ROM). It was not possible to undertake a full evaluation of sites since no data on site
characteristics was available (no field survey having been uakdar). Although the value of
the sites according to their location was determined usingl#te@ available, it would still be
necessary to undertake a site survey to determine which of #ieseare suitable as urban
wildlife areas. (The results are shown in Figures 8 and 9 isUts of study” on the
accompanying CD-ROM).

The use of the data acquired from Birmingham also revealed seeek points in the
wasteland tools, which were dealt with where possible:

» Different designations of deficiency areas - in Birminghawildlife action areas”
denote areas deficient in wildlife areas. Since these haeady been identified, there
is no need to undertake the step of defining deficiency areas. theusasteland tools
were amended to enable the use of data on existing deficienag aewell as the
calculation of deficiency areas using data such as iigldireas etc..

* The problem of dealing with large datasets. Due to the langeumt of data present in
the Birmingham datasets, the processing of the evaluation took diloegThis is a
known problem with large datasets and can be reduced by selectirgpghepriate
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features of the datasets present in the study area to redec@ntount of data to be
processed.

» The wasteland tools are not able to deal with long namesatéife themes, since these
do not fit into the boxes prepared in the dialogues. The help file amasnded to let
the user know that the data theme could only have a name using2{pdbaracters.
The names of feature themes are easily altered in liggnE menu in ArcView.

» Multiple entries for sites if the site is composed of seNelifferent land parcels, each
land parcel consisting of one entry in the feature theme’s talfles means that the
result for one site will involve multiple entries in the datese table, each of which will
obtain an identical result. This in itself is not problematic Busomething the user
must be aware of when interpreting the results.

4.2 Strategies

4.2.1 General policies on the regeneration of urban wastelands

European policies

The European Commission supports the recycling of wastelands sinc

* ‘“redundant, derelict or contaminated land...is at a greater scale than during any
period in industrial urban historyyand such land is unfavourable for building due to
the high costs of clean up and re-use of such sites (EC 1996).

» Another reason is thatl&nd recycling has the potential to achieve the retention of
greenfield sites and protection of countryside, open space and wildlH€ 1990, EC
1996).

The Commission also recognises the importance of an intejeaga-based approach and the
importance of partnerships and participation in the process géneration (including
residents' groups, NGOs etc.) as well as the need for psétitor intervention (EC 1996).

German laws and policies

In Germany the federal laws govern the policies relating He tise of land and thus
regeneration of wasteland. Planning policies based on thesealaysoduced by the Lander
(States) as well as by regional and local authorities infdme of land use or development
plans. The main laws and policies relating to the regeneratiomasteland in Leipzig are
summarised in Table 25.
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Table 25 Summary of German laws and policies relati ng to the regeneration of wasteland in Leipzig
Laws or Statement related to regeneration of wasteland Source
policies
Raumordnungs | The use of wastelands should be given priority over the 82(2)
-gesetzt (env. use of open space RordG
planning law) . .
Where sites are no longer used, surface sealing sho uld §2(14)
be removed RordG 1998
Bodenschutz- On sites that are no longer used, sealed surface sh ould 85
gesetz (soil be removed and the soil returned to its productive state BbodSchG
protection law) 1998
Baugesetzbuch | Sealed areas should be kept to a minimum 8§la BauGB
(Building code) 1998
Policy of the Minimise demand on land and development of greenfield | SMUL 1994
Land of Saxony | sites
Emphasis on hard end uses of wastelands but conside rs
ecological and spatial effects of their development
FNP - land use Re-use of wasteland in industrial/ trading estates for Stadt
plan, Leipzig hard end use Leipzig 1994
LSP -landscape | Development of wastelands should have priority over Stadt
plan, Leipzig development of greenfield sites; Leipzig
Need to increase number of greenspaces and improve 1999a
environment in city
STEP - urban Need to convert empty housing plots (Baullicken) to Stadt
renewal plan, greenspaces Leipzig
Leipzig 2000a

English laws and policies

The main legislation of land use planning in England is based on thenTawd Country
Planning Act of 1990 and the Planning and Compensation Act of 1991 (HMSO .1802)
addition to this legal basis, guidance is also given in the foreirotilars, research reports etc.
providing an informal approach to planning regulation.

Derelict and vacant land has been a policy concern since the 197038NEAD, MAYNE &
WICKENS 1991) and since then policies have fluctuated between the imporvéieed end or
soft end uses of derelict land, although there is now a morebilexpproach incorporating
both types of end uses (seeskbLEY 1996, GILLINGWORTH & NADIN 1997). Urban policy
was refocused in the 1990s from property led regeneration to aguahip approach with a
focus on the involvement of the communitygAR et al.2000, DETR 2000b), which has thus
affected the way wasteland regeneration is handled.

An important policy (noted in Table 26) is the push to develop brownfigéssn preference

to greenfield sites, which is also supported by the green belt pdlicg latter endeavours to
limit the extent to which larger towns and cities can expand the surrounding countryside
and should thus encourage new investment away from the “easy optigméeifield sites to

locations in the built up area (BCC 1993).
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Table 26 Summary of English laws and policies relat ing to the regeneration of wasteland
Laws or policies Statement related to regeneration of wasteland Source
Urban white Need to regenerate brownfield sites for economic or DETR
paper social uses to stop them becoming “not only a wasted 2000b
Section 4.33 resource but a problem for the whole community
Derelict land -Make the best use of finite supply of land DoE 1991b
policy - Bring previously developed land back into constru ctive
use
Housing policy & | 60% of housing should be accommodated on brownfield DETR
sustainable dev. land by 2008 2000a
Green belt policy | Protection of green belt and re-use of available in ner city DTLR 2001a
sites
West Midlands - Greenfield sites should only be released when the re is DoE 1998
planning no alternative
guidance - Development should occur in built up area
UDP — Unitary - Recycling of derelict land for development or “po sitive BCC
Development use”, without compromising on the quality of the ur ban 1993:3.18
Plan environment BCC1993:2.
Birmingham - Some development on greenfield sites is unavoidab le 15

4.2.2 Policies on the creation or protection of ope

wildlife areas

n space, particularly as urban

European policies relating to the use of wasteland as open space

The European Union (EU) makes the following points with respe urban greenspaces:
* The loss of green space both within and around urban areas threatersdabversity
and the quality of life of citizens (EC 1997)

* Wastelands may be valuable due to their variety and abunddneiidbfe, although
some people may feel unsafe or uncomfortable on such si@4980)

* Urban wildlife areas provide arésource for educational activities and nature
familiarisation” (EC 1990:2.4)

The resulting European policies are as follows:
» Ecological values should be strengthened in urban regenerationspes;eecological
links in the urban ecosystem should be restored

* Natural open space should be integrated in the urban fabric. Waykstade found to
overcome people’s objections to this sort of green spacel@Je).
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German laws and policies relating to the use of was teland as open space

As with laws relating to the regeneration of wastelands, ititerpretation of the German
nature conservation law varies nationally, each Land having its ewnith addition to the
Federal law.

Table 27

Summary of German laws and policies relati ng to the use of wasteland as open space

Laws or policies

Statement related to the use of wastelands as
open space

Source

New draft of

“Of particular importance is the provision of

BnatSchG 2001

BnatSchG sufficient sites for quiet recreation in or near to

§2 (12) urban areas.

Raumordnungs- | Areas for relaxation (Erholung) should be (82: 14) ROG 1998
gesetz secured

Development - Role of wastelands as urban greenspaces SMUL 1994

plan of Saxony - Need for greenspaces close to homes for

people to experience nature

FNP - land use - Social and aesthetic importance of greenspace STADT LEIPZIG 1994
plan, Leipzig and role of nature conservation to ensure
people have direct contact with nature; role of
wastelands in this respect.
- Recommends amount of greenspace/
inhabitant.
- Requirement for sites for compensation
measures.
LSP - - Ecological importance of wastelands STADT LEIPZIG
:?enigiii;ape plan, - Importance of wastelands for enabling people 1999

to experience nature but problem of acceptance
of such sites.

The social and aesthetic importance of greenspace is idenatiall planning levels and the
city of Leipzig identifies the role that wastelands could yplaere, particularly in areas
deficient in green spaces 8T LEIPZIG 1999a). Wastelands are also seen as potential sites
for the implementation of compensation measures for developmempimyve the ecological
value of such sites (see section 4.2.5). The laws and polielaing to the use of wastelands
as open space are summarised in Table 27.

English laws and policies relating to the use of wa steland as open space

The importance of open space for providing people with contact witlveas emphasised at
different levels of planning, both by planning and nature conservatiorebgBnglish Nature

being the statutory nature conservation authority in England). The & wastelands with

respect to wildlife is identified by the city of Birminghaand “urban commons” are included
amongst the constant natural assets in the city (the stocatafal capital in terms of habitats,
which should be kept constant). A summary of the policies and stesteglated to nature
conservation is provided in Table 28.
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Table 28 Summary of English laws and policies relat ing to the use of wasteland as open space
Laws or policies Statement related to the use of wastelands as open Sources
space
Government - Need to provide sufficient greenspace for people DETR
urban policies - Importance of urban wildlife areas %OEO'I(')Ig &
- Community involvement in local greenspaces 2001b
- Regular contact with the natural environment
Nature conser- - Open space increases attractiveness of urban area s DoE 1994a
vation policy and benefits environment, human health and wildlife
§3 PPG9 and relieves pressure on countryside.
§15 PPGO - “skilled adaptation of derelict areas” can provide wildlife
habitats.”
English Nature’s Importance of wildlife and role of “ accessible natural EN 2000
policy greenspace” in quiet enjoyment of, and contact with
nature
Planning and Local authorities are required to identify areas of open DoE 1991a
compensation act | space, and protect and create valuable open spaces
UDP policies - Environmental education and community involvement BCC 1993
§26, §27, §3.38, | - Regeneration of wastelands with the objective of
§3.48. §5.20 maximising wildlife value wherever possible
- Development should not have adverse effect on the
framework of open space
- Public space should be provided for large
developments
Nature - Identification of “urban commons” as habitat type and BCC 1997
conservation their importance for local people’s enjoyment of nature
strategy - B'ham | . Linkage of open spaces to provide a green network

4.2.3 General regeneration strategies

European Strategies

European policies regarding urban regeneration are laid down iadtien framework for
sustainable urban development (EC 19%inhancial assistance is then provided to urban
areas in difficulty on the basis of these policies, throughEbeopean Regional Development
Funds (one of the EU’s structural funds) (DETR 2000c). The use of thegks emphasises
the importance of partnerships and the linkage to the wideregfiaplan of the area (DETR
2000c).

Strategies developed in Germany - in particular the city of Leipzig

Although there are some national projects for urban regeneratiomadfogity of the decision
making is left up to the individual Lander in this arda some Lander (such as Nordrhein-
Westphalen - NRW) very well developed strategies and institutexnst for the purpose of
regeneration. This is due to the extreme nature of the prohtethis heavily industrialised
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area and the consequences of the structural change of the 1980 atasure of many of the
traditional heavy industries (ITER 1994). The Landesentwicklungs-gesellschaft (LEG) was
set up by NRW to develop strategies for dealing with wastél(TEST 1995). One of the
mechanisms developed are the Grindsticksfonds, which are used to puitéssder local
authorities, which the LEG then holds in trust until the sites @itber developed or put to
some future use. Local authorities are able to request thab8fe purchase particular sites
and can also specify the future use of the site. If no inveistdound for the site the local
authority is able to purchase it at the green land price (TESJ5). This mechanism is used
not only by the LEG but also by the Kommunalverband Ruhrgebiet (KVRhe (bcal
authority organisation of the Ruhr area) to purchase sites fardutse as greenspaces (TEST
1995).

Another important and well known strategy undertaken by NRW was tierrationale
Bauausstellung Emscher Park (IBA — Emscher Park). This stralcpbrogramme ran from
1989 to 1999 and moderated and initiated a variety of projects toneegi wastelands as
open spaces as well as for economic uses (IBA 1997, IBA 1999ppéh space strategy
involved the creation of the Emscher Park with 7 regional gnesys linking up different
types of greenspaces including former wasteland sites. Taedsticksfonds mechanism was
frequently used to purchase sites for the implementation of mmagects within the IBA.
(Some of the instruments used in NRW are described in meta! in section 4.2.6.)

In East Germany the newly created Lander after German tieatidn are still in the process
of coming to grips with the problem of the regeneration of wastelaAdthough a huge
amount of land became derelict after the economic and struciuaages in East Germany in
1989/90 there has been no thorough investigation or registration ofaiéaeld in the city of
Leipzig or in the state of Saxony up to now (SMUL 1994, SMUL 1997). Hesvea register
of wasteland sites is being compiled by the state departmemnigronment and agriculture
(SMUL 1999).

The strategy taken by the land of Saxony to develop its grantsapgort programmes for

dealing with wasteland categorises wastelands (or Bracltgchith respect to the ease or
difficulty of the re-development of such sites. The thirdegairy is the most important here -
active intervention sites. These are sites that are uglikkebe developed for various reasons
and the strategy is to convert such sites into “reseres’sfor development (using the French
principle). The idea is, however, not simply to clear anacke off the site, but to integrate the
sites into the surrounding area and thus improve the local envinoin(8&UL 1997).

Leipzig: It is only recently that the issue of the active manageménvasteland has been
taken up by the city council of Leipzig. Initially the enviroemtal department dealt with the
problem on a site by site basis by carrying out clearing and #&gcoreasures where
necessary. However by 1997 it became clear that activeveridon (as proposed by the Land
of Saxony) was necessary to find new uses for wasteland sites {tsehard- or soft-end
uses) since most of the new development was occurring on the asitskthe city on former
agricultural land.

An important strategy with respect to wasteland regeneratidreipzig is the production of
the STEP - Stadtentwicklungsplan (urban development plan). Thisda®wan instrument for
guiding planning decisions throughout the city and incorporates various uegg@meration
programmes (both new and old). It is divided into several parts, oieghe&ban renewal
(Stadterneuerung), within which there are several sub-prograndessg with wasteland
regeneration (seet8DT LEIPzIG2000a), for example:
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e "Mehr Grin in der Grunderzeit'(more green in the Griinderzeit areas) - the
improvement of the local environment in Griinderzeit housing. Phigect involves
the landscaping of Bauliicken (empty housing plots) and wasteland sileasz of
these sites as public or private greenspaces or playgroundspetimes as car parks.

* Ungenutzte Gebaudempty buildings) - this involves either the improvement and re-
use of buildings or their demolition and thus the creation of emptyspwhich then
must be given a new use (possibly as greenspaces) - to piieintiegeneration into
wasteland.

Strategies developed in England - with specific reference to Birmingham

As stated in section 4.2.1 policies and strategies relatirigd regeneration of derelict land or
wasteland in England have altered over the last 20 or 30 yeatisllinthey concentrated on
the large scale, mainly rural dereliction of coal miniagd other heavy industry. The
problems of inner city dereliction led to a reappraisal of 8teategy and an increased
concentration on urban regeneration. Grants were provided (princig@lyderelict land
grant) to equalise the costs of developing wasteland and gri&bsftes (HANDLEY 1996).
Initially emphasis was put on hard-end uses but this changedcaitieism from the National
Audit Office and other sectors and the policy was alterechtwaase the flexibility of grant
schemes and include recreational or nature conservation usestaland sites (BE 1991b).

Currently policies reflect both the economic and environmental irapog of regeneration
and thus strategies have altered to take on board both of tlsgseta. There is now a
blending of governmental and non-governmental agencies, with lochbrtigs working
together with national statutory and non-statutory bodies to bring aimtht economic and
environmental regeneration. Government strategies also now siephhe need to include
the community in regeneration to help prevent sites falling ld#rence regeneration efforts
have been completed (DETR 2000b).

Birmingham -In Birmingham efforts to deal with the problem of derelict lac@mmenced in
earnest after the economic recession of the 1980s. These efmsbased on economic and
social programmes to regenerate certain areas of theecgythe Birmingham Heartlands and
City Challenge initiatives. In addition the city secured oveanilion pounds in derelict land
grants between the mid 1980s and mid 1990s facilitating the retlamaf over 60ha of
derelict land (BCC & mGLISH PARTNERSHIPS ND). Currently the emphasis is towards
economic development as this is seen to be vital in order to #eepity on a firm economic
footing (WARD 2001). However there is a need to improve the environment and rhekaty

a more attractive place in which to live and work.

In the 1990s Birmingham City Council and the regional agency of iEhgPartnerships
(Advantage West Midlandsproduced an investment strategy for the redevelopment of
underused land and buildings in Birmingham. The sites are catedondge 3 classes
according to their priority for regeneration and thus where resswshbeuld be concentrated.
The investment strategy includes the regeneration of land astyjog@len space (BCC &
ENGLISH PARTNERSHIPSN.D.).

The city of Birmingham also holds information on wasteland sisieistics of derelict land
are required every few years for the government's derdind Isurveys, which means that
records go back to 1982 (further surveys having been carried ou®88 and 1993). The
creation of the National Land Use Database (see sectioh)shas meant that a more detailed
survey of derelict and vacant land is required adhering tonene standards, which makes
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reporting change and results of surveys easier to compao®1{idN 2001). A record is also
kept of contaminated sites by the Environmental Services Dmpat on a separate system
and site investigations are carried out if and when neceS§&yopman 1998, MORTON
2001).

4.2.4 Organisations dealing with the regenerationo  f wastelands as urban
greenspace

Organisations in Leipzig

The relationships between the main organisations involved in trenezgtion of wastelands
in Leipzig, as well as some of the policies and strategies shown in Figure 11. A brief
explanation of the diagram and details of the most importagdmsations are given below.

City council

Different departments deal with different types of wamtel sites, depending on their
responsibilities.

« Stadtplanungsamt (Planning Departmed8als with the redevelopment of wasteland
on industrial or trading estates (Industriebrachen) (dag:/www.leipzig.de
stadtentwicklung/step Active intervention sites (those not developed by the private
sector) should be purchased by the city and prepared for redevelog@eymiT
LEIPZIG1999D).

e Amt fur Stadterneuerung und WohnungsbauférderuAgW- (Urban Regeneration)
deals with Sanierungsgebiete (regeneration areas) intihe i

* Umweltamt(Environmental Department) keeps records of problematic in@lisites,
for instance where rubbish has been dumped or where contaminatpmsssble or
sites which cause public complaint. Surveying and recording of cangded sites is
dealt with independently by the department.

* AG Brachflacher{Wasteland Working Group)in addition to the work of the various
individual departments a working group dealing with wasteland isawssset up in
1998 by the Environmental Department as the need was seendtgevco-ordinated
approach to the regeneration and management of wastelands. The graigis of
representatives from 10 council departments but is also open to exstsiche aims of
the group are to:

Develop a co-ordinated and holistic management strategy faelaasls
Survey and document wastelands in the city
Develop a database and GIS of wasteland sites

Elaborate development concepts for individual sites - for exantprough
obtaining grants for soft-end uses for the site or producing aeglydor dealing
with problematic sites.
The advantages of the working group are that it minimises dupicaif work and ensures
that the same level of information on wastelands is sharedllggepbrtments. It also provides

! N.B. Authorities are required to record and make i nformation available on the topic of contaminated |and -
according to the 1990 Environmental Act
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greenfield sites (ZBOJNIK 2001).

Organisations and strategies associated with wasteland regeneration in Leipzig

a useful service for persons interested in using or developieg si$ suitable sites can be
identified quickly, which can then contribute to the redevelopment ofhfield rather than

Figure 11
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Green Ring

This is the other main organisation active in the conversion oofis@steland as greenspaces
in Leipzig. The organisation was set up in 1997 with the aim of enguan environmentally
sustainable development of the regional cultural landscape alinisn-statutory organisation
made up of representatives from the city of Leipzig and the suodimg districts and
authorities, NGOs and private persons, membership being entwely voluntary basis
(SINNING 2000).

A regional management concept was also developed in 1998 (Regidaatungskonzept)
to define the overall aim and development goals for the regiowels as a catalogue of
projects, including key projects, to be implemented in the fu{@sNING 2000, ZABOJNIK
2000).

The organisation consists of 5 working groups including one for the regtoer of

wastelands, the latter dealing with the practical regeimraif wasteland sites, mainly for
soft-end uses. Funding for these projects mainly comes from Ldned of Saxony’s
regeneration grants, a prerequisite of which is that the gnest be in local authority
ownership (SMI 2001).

Organisations in Birmingham

In Birmingham there are several different organisations, battutiry and non-statutory that
are active in the regeneration of wasteland sites to urba@ngpace, as outlined in Figure 12.
A brief description of the main actors in the regeneration o$tekand to greenspace is given
below.

English Partnerships

English Partnerships is the government regeneration agencyh wiis set up in 1993with a
view to “the promotion of the regeneration of areas of need through the reclamation
development or redevelopment of land and buildihg®oE 1994). This supposedly
initiated a ‘new approach to vacant landind the agency intends to draw together the derelict
land and city grant regimes of the Department of the Envi@ntnmaking a 6bne-stop shop
for grant aid’ (CULLINGWORTH & NADIN 1997:160). It has many powers including
compulsory purchase, land assembly and preparation and can provide &akgca,stake in
joint ventures, provide loans or guarantees and generally supporelogevent
(CULLINGWORTH & NADIN 1997). In 1999 it was re-established by combining the roles of the
Commission for the New Towns and the national functions of the krB&generation
Agency (DTLR 2001b).

It is now divided into 9 regional development agencies, which cawtyits work on a regional
level, working together with both statutory and non-statutory bodResources are targeted at
regeneration areas and between 1999 and 2000 Advantage West Midlalasimed 124ha of
wasteland (AVANTAGE WESTMIDLANDS 2001). The roles of the agencies are:

e To promote sustainable regeneration through improving and protecting the
environment

! English Partnership was set up in 1993 under Part Ill of the Leasehold Reform, Housing and Urban

Development Act 1993- source Handley 1996
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» Improve the quality of life of people and their capacity to fapate in regeneration
activities
* Support the integration of different programmes. (DTLR 2001b).

City council

There are various departments within the city council thatiavolved in the regeneration of
wastelands, with the Planning and Economic Development Departmpeotiably being the

main figures. Although all departments work closely togetherettie no formal arrangement
with respect to wasteland regeneration and working groups are doion@arious projects as
and when necessary.

The Planning Department holds a database covering all land in tgewtiich has a

commitment or potential for development with data on the curgmd use of each site (land
parcel) as well as various other information. Wastelandsrataded under different land use
typessuch as derelict buildings, derelict land and vacant land. Thebdae is continually
updated via exchange of information from various departments iedoin land use issues
(MorRTON2001).

National Urban Forestry Unit (NUFU)

This was established in 1995 and is a specialist agency, fundedebgovernment, which
promotes and demonstrates best practice in urban forestry. kswar partnership with
various other organisations (public, private and NGOs) (NUFU 1998&).involved in tree
planting on wasteland as well as on public open space. Projectagied out in a sustainable
manner through community involvement and economic use of timbemréngassible).

Although the NUFU is not particularly active in Birmingham iarcies out a great deal of
work in the neighbouring Black Country and is an important organisatiorhénfield of
wasteland regeneration. It occasionally works together witrcityecouncil or organisations
such as Groundwork in Birmingham (NUFU 1998Db).
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Figure 12 Organisations and strategies associated with wasteland regeneration in Birmingham
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The Federation of Groundwork Trusts (The Groundwork Trust)

The Federation of Groundwork Trusts is an independent body consistig abtordinating
body (the Groundwork Trust) and 42 regional trusts - including the Groundwuu&t for
Birmingham and the Black Country. The regional trusts are godebyea board of directors
drawn from the community they serve. The trust takes a holegproach to regeneration,
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working with many different organisations and individuals and uses ametp approach to
bring about sustainable improvements in communities. It condestam 3 key areas:

* Physical environmental improvements
* Educating and involving the community
* Integrating the economy and environmenkREENDWORK 2000, ICMAN.D).

The Groundwork Trust is undertaking several projects that relatectty to the use of
wasteland sites as urban greenspaces; these are desciéflycbietow.

Changing Placesthis is the first large, national programme in the histafy UK land
reclamation that has delivered an ecologically informed and canityn led approach to
derelict land restoration on such a huge scale. The programme amrachz 1996 and is due
to finish in 2001. It is funded by the Millennium Commission anddives a total of 21
different projects around Britain, one of these being in Birrhisng. The main aspects of the
work are listed below:

* The ecological approach, enhancing natural regeneration whereveiblposind
“working with nature”. This often lowers costs and increasiesliversity on the site.

* Ecological monitoring is carried out using GPS and GIS to enswreige long-term
monitoring of sites (seeww.keygis.com/gemsweb/index.cfrfMORGAN 2001).

* Involvement of communities at all stages of the projects @fiteh community groups
are set up to help manage the sites (for instance "FriendthefRidgeacre” in
Birmingham.

* The sites are protected by a covenant between the land owner andusstewhich
protects the project purpose and holds the land for community beoefi period of
99 years (ROUNDWORK2001).

» The transformation of wasteland sites into country parks, woodlanthmwes, or more
formal recreational facilities (SROUNDWORK 2000, ICMAN.D.).

One problem that arises is the long-term management of sisesost are in local authority
ownership, the local authorities then becoming responsible for ppidetne site, which is not
always easy on limited budgets.

Groundwork’s Site Savers Scherttés environmental regeneration sponsorship scheme arose
through a partnership between Barclays PLC and Groundwork watbdkoperation of BTCV
(British Trust for Conservation Volunteers), the Wildlife Treisind Scottish Conservation
Projects. It is managed by Groundwork and delivered by BTCWvaitdlife trusts. The
communities serve as the driving force behind the projectsytgrbeing awarded to

communities with the greatest need or the most innovativeraeh Community involvement

is seen to be a key issue with respect to the suanfgz®jects and their long term security.

Although Barclays provides financial assistance for trainingpebple where necessary,
Groundwork carries out the work required. Both the community and Bayatsgployees

partake in the preparation and landscaping of sites, whichiemleveloped into a variety of
greenspaces including recreational areas, wildlife refaggscommunity gardens (M/KER

et al.2000).

Funding for Groundwork- Funding comes mainly from the national government withBhke
local authorities, the National Lottery and the private sepimviding additional funds. A
small part of the income comes from third party funding from I@#horities or community
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groups who receive grants which can then be used to pay for Groukdweervices
(MORGAN2001).

The long term funding of Groundwork is in doubt due to the 12 year rule (ft88v) under
which agencies can only receive funds from the government foergog of 12 years.
However it is interesting that government policy has moved tdwathe policy of
Groundwork (not vice versa, according to Groundwork) and since Groundworkriently
active in implementing government policy, future funding sedaidy secure (MbRGAN
2001).

The Birmingham Groundwork Trustthe work of this regional trust is targeted on certain
deprived areas of the city as well as all stretches ot the city. Suggestions for projects
sometimes come from the local communities or local people Ise are initiated by
Groundwork themselves. Groundwork work closely with the City Council aeccareful not

to duplicate the work of the council, instead they work mainlyhviical people on small sites
and thus complement the council’s work on public greenspaces. Exsroplerojects are
given in section 4.2.6.

Trust for derelict land/ Land regeneration trust

A recommendation to come out of a Groundwork Status report wasebe for a national
trust for derelict land. This is still in the stage af\celopment but is being pushed ahead by
Groundwork and English Partnerships@®sAN2001). The aim of the Trust would be to:
“act for the nation in the acquisition of land at the end of itemamic life and to hold such
land as trustee, working with the community to restore it taltheand manage it for public
benefit” (HANDLEY 1996).

The Trust would concentrate on transforming damaged land (that istainigeufor hard end
uses) into green sustainable assets, which would be of long temefib® the community.
The benefits of such a trust would be that, being a largeamsgtion, it would attract
sponsorship from large funding or private bodies. It would also betaldeaw on a wealth of
experience for dealing with derelict land and provide for long temenagement of the sites.
The Trust would use Groundwork’s holistic approach, integrating commumiolvement
and an ecological approach to land reclamatioRGNDWORK 1999).

Funding would be provided through endowments paid by landowners on transfesirofind
to the Trust. The land would either be purchased by the Trust or handedising long term
leases, since it would be easier to implement strate§igeiland were owned by the Trust
and not privately. It would be a charitable company, legally smeafrom the government.
Groundwork would probably play a role on a governance and site fundingvigethe Trust
having a managerial role.

4.2.5 Instruments used to develop/manage wasteland sites as greenspaces

Instruments developed by the European Commission

The instruments developed by the Commission to support the above igokide the EU
Structural Funds (EC 1997). The European Regional Development Fund (ERDRe of
these funds and is used to redress the imbalances in the commursityrioyating economic
development in the least prosperous regions of the EU. ERDF fundingually aimed at
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projects promoted by the public sector and can be used (amongst bithgs)tto support
environmental protection and improvement measures which are linkedcomomic
development (e.g. land reclamation, conversion of industties i

Normally the EC contributes no more than 50% of the eligible obgirojects, this depending
on the status of areas:

Objective 1 areas = “regions whose development is lagging béhind

Objective 2 areas = “areas facing structural difficesti

The rest of the funding is usually procured through "match fundirgg"through SRB (Single
Regeneration Budget) funds in the UK (DETR 260

* URBAN Il - Leipzig is one of the cities included in a new European progne for
regional development, which is funded by the ERDF. This has akvecal points
including the redevelopment of wastelands to create employmerdlaodhe creation
of greenspaces and improvement of the environmental situationhwha&y include
the conversion of wastelands to greenspacea® LEIPZIG & TROJE BERATUNG
GwmeH 2000).

+ 5" Framework programme This is another instrument of the EU which is linked to
the regeneration of wasteland areas. It provides funding opporsifiieesearch on
the urban environment through the key action “city of tomorrow anducailt
heritage”, one of the aims of which is to optimise the use bhuarland through the re-
cycling of contaminated and derelict land (EC 1997:4.3.2).

» LIFE programme- This provides resources for the funding of projects in urbansarea
and can co-finance action in nature conservation and the integratiemvobnmental
considerations in land use development and planning (EC 1997).

Explanation of instruments used in Leipzig, Germany

A summary of the main instruments used for the conversion or mamageof wastelands as
open space is given in Table 30. A more detailed explanation ottselanstruments is
provided below.

* FR-Regio- Up until 2001 this was the main funding source for the conversion of
wastelands to greenspaces. Many of its functions have now been taler by the
new grant scheme VwV Stadtentwicklung. Nevertheless, #tii§ of interest as it
provides grants for the development of concepts for the regéoe of wastelands.

* VwV Stadtentwicklung This provides the main source of funding for the conversion
of wastelands to greenspaces in Leipzig. It is used not onlthbyCity Council but
also by the Wasteland Working Group of the Green Ring to finawesteland
regeneration projects. This grant provides 75% of funding, the oplaer of the
funding either comes from the local authority or other funding sourtle grant can
be used not only for planting and landscaping of sites, but also fopldmaning of
sites. The conditions of the grant maintain that projects shouid bee with current
regional and spatial planning guidelines and funding is only availabldocal
authorities (SMI 2001).

» Eingriffsregelung(Compensation measures) - In Germany developers are required by

law to compensate for any damage occurring to nature or landsaagiee process of
intervention or developments. Changes to the planning code in 199&ledototh
temporal and spatial flexibility with regard to the execution tbese measures
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(AMMERMANN et al. 1998, KOpPEL 1998, MEYHOFER 2000). This provides local
authorities with the opportunity to create or improve habitats (fstance on
wasteland), which can then be funded through compensation paymentsphigLa
cadastre of compensation measures is being created, ingludianned and
implemented measures, all of which will be assigned to palgicdevelopments.
With regard to the creation of greenspaces on wastelands theoBmental Ministry
of Saxony has recommended the inclusion of activities such esdémolition of
derelict buildings or removal of sealed surfaces as compemsatieasures (@&H.
STAATSMINISTERIUM FUR UMWELT UND LANDWIRTSCHAFT 2000). There is also
research being carried out for the City Council of Leipzig tded@mine whether an
interim use of Bauliicken (empty housing plots) as greenspacesbeansed as
“floating compensation measures”. There are however problems ¢gdreome since
such sites automatically have planning permission so could be devetmkbdhe
compensation measures would have to be transferred elsewhemobl@m both
economically and ecologically. This idea is, however, likely topgursued since the
city has recently specified its aim of implementing 50% dfcaimpensation measures
in the inner city, which will entail the use of such plo&agoJiNik 2001).

GestattungsvereinbarungThis instrument is currently being developed by the urban
regeneration department in Leipzig and a pilot study has beeredaut to evaluate
its effectiveness. It is a permissive agreement forittterim use of wasteland for a
minimum of 5 years between the owner and the city, but does nettafflanning
permission for the site. The city accepts responsibility ke nanagement of the site
for 3 years, after which the owner must carry the costs. dveer is, however, able to
obtain tax exemption if the site is opened to the public so he/shelsagain from the
agreement. There are still problems to be overcome regariahgity and the
unwillingness of owners to allow an interim use of their lané{BcHER2000). Cases
where it has been used include a school's use of a site asygrpund and car park,
and the conversion of wasteland to greenspace for neighbourimgnesi However in
the latter case the site owner also owned the surrounding satkad a personal
interest in improving the local surroundings.

Enteignung(compulsory purchase) - Due to the political and financial impides of
this instrument it is very rarely usedAE0JNIk 2001).

Explanation of instruments used in Birmingham (Engl and)

A summary of the main instruments used to deal with the useasitelands as urban open
space is given in Table 29. A more detailed explanation of tedeimstruments is provided

below.

Single Regeneration Budget /Government regeneration fundidne- of the main
sources of funding for the Regional Development Agencies (RDAshhe single
regeneration budget (SRB). This was created in 1993 and brought todgetrasy
previously separate funding programmes from five governmentgarti@ents,
incorporating the old derelict land reclamation programmeL(@I\GWORTH & NADIN
1997, DTLR 2008, SwiTH 2001). It provides funding to English Partnerships (and
thus the regional development agencies), as well as to atljeneration programmes.
80% of the funds are concentrated in the most deprived areaso@addhuthorities are
required to bid for funds from the programme. Community involvemerdls® an
important aspect of this funding programmergBCcoTT1998). In addition to these
funds, each regeneration agency has its own individual programneegitees for
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grants and thus the degree of support for derelict land offereth&ySRB schemes
varies depending on the programmes of the individual regeneratiociageDavIES
2001,SwviTH 2001).

* New Opportunities Fund- This includes the Green Spaces and Sustainable
Communities Programme (823), and provides an important source of furiding
greenspace in Birmingham @&ysoN 2001). The programme is designed to help
urban and rural communities understand, improve or care for tmeirament by
creating or preserving greenspaces or promoting access tasgiaes of educational,
recreational or environmental value to their community (DEAWO0b). The re-use of
derelict land or land acquisition for creating and improving greanss of importance
to communities may be funded by this programme (DETR 2000b). An exaoffhe
use of this grant is to co-fund English Nature’s new ‘Wildspaceing scheme to
improve Local Nature Reserves (LNRs) and thus support communityngpaees
throughout England (EN 2001Db).

* Planning obligation or planning gamnThis is also referred to as a section 106
agreement (referring to the corresponding section in the PlarandgCompensation
Act) and is an important planning instrument that is frequentlyduseBirmingham to
protect or create open space when development is carried big.pblicy is not
legally binding but is solely an agreement between the logHiaity and developer,
the local authority being able to place conditions on the allocatbrplanning
permission (@E 1997). One of the uses of planning obligationsts dffset the loss of
or impact on any resource present on the site prior to developgn{®r@E 1997:10).
Thus if a development is to cause the loss of open space (ingudformal open
space such as urban commons) an agreement can be made betwaevetbper and
the planning authority to protect a certain amount of open space oeébecnew open
space elsewhere. Thutheé community can gain some off-setting benefit, particularly
when there is a loss of ameriifRICS 1991). However this open space must then be
managed by the local authority, since the developer is only lidbfe future
maintenance when the open space is of principal benefit to ¢helobment itself,
rather than the general public@B 1991a, E 1997).

Informal instruments used in both Leipzig and Birmi ngham

* Habitat mapping— The identification of wastelands as ecologically valuable taabi
can provide a degree of protection for this habitat, e.g. throngBtodiversity Action
Plan as in Birmingham, or habitat mapping in both Birmingtemd Leipzig.

* Local Agenda 2% The creation of Local Agendas stems from the recommendations o
the Rio Summit in 1992 to implement a global Agenda 21. LA 21s aoelywwed by
citizens and action groups work with public, private and local orgdiuss or people
to put it the ideas into action. Leipzig has just published i#21 which provides
goals and models for sustainable development in Leipzig. Thiessthe need for the
redevelopment of wasteland sites, with the use of greenfigls ginly as a last
resource and recommends the interim use of wasteland sitepen space. It also
specifically states the possibility of using wasteland s&esurban wildlife areas for
children and young people (BASSER& KELL 2000:22). In Birmingham the Local
Agenda states the need for the redevelopment of brownfield witdsthe use of
greenfield sites only as a last resource. It suggests thefus®wnfield sites as open
space as an interim use of the land@aL AGENDA21 N.D.).
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» Citizen/action groups- The voice and actions of local people can also play an
important role in the future use of wasteland sites. For exalopkd people prevented
the development of several wasteland sites in London, including Spitle Park,
Camley Street Natural Park and the Parkland Walk (a disuskebgaline, now a foot
and bike path) and are now active in the management of mathesé sites.

*  EXPO 2000 Several schemes were carried out under the umbreliaedEXPO 2000
in Leipzig. The EXPO provided the impetus for undertaking inténgstand
innovative projects such as the sowing of a cornfield on a wasletaPlagwitz (“Jahr
Tausendfeld”) and the creation of a new urban park and foot/bike pathsid
industrial railway lines between the buildings in PlagwizeTzE et al. 1999).
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Table 29 Table of instruments used in Birmingham*
Name of Funding Description of instrument Source
instrument source
Grants
Single DETR Government funding for RDAs, brings together | CULLINGWORTH
Regeneration 20 separate funding programmes - community | & NADIN 1997
Budget SRB involvement important in projects DTLR 2001c
Land and property | RDAs Physical regeneration programmes, provision | DTLR 2001c
budget of green and recreational space
Single Budget DETR Government funding for RDASs, due to take SMITH 2001
over from SRB in 2002 - gives more flexibility DTLR 2001c
to RDAs
English Landfilltax | Creation and management of greenspaces - EP 2001
Environment Fund e.g. part of national forest
Special grants Gov. Support for voluntary organisations working at | DETR 2001a
programme national level on projects relevant to
regeneration objectives
New opportunities | National Creation, preservation, improvement of CAMELOT GROUP
fund Lottery greenspaces of value to community - e.g. re- plc (2001)
use of wasteland, land acquisition for
greenspaces
Millenium National Grants for regeneration of wasteland - now CAMELOT GROUP
Commission Lottery obsolete plc (2001)
Woodland Grant | Forestry Can be used in conjunction with other NUFU 1998b,
Scheme Commission | regeneration funding for tree planting projects | WEsB 2001
People’s places BTCV, EN |Grants for disadvantaged communities to EN 2001a
scheme encourage active community involvement in
the management of open space
Planning instruments
Planning developer Conditions placed on allocation of planning DoE 1997
obligation/ gain permission - includes creation of open space/
Section 106 nature reserves, planting trees, conservation
agreements measures
National Land Use | DETR, EP, | Countrywide source of statistics on the NLUD 2001
Database oS, number, type and planning status of previously
NLUD developed sites
Compulsory Gov. Compulsory purchase of sites for regeneration | CULLINGWORTH
purchase order & NADIN 1997
Other instruments
Tax relief Gov. Tax relief for investors wanting to develop DETR 2001a
contaminated sites
Landfill tax Landfill Taxation of waste dumped in landfill sites - DIXON et al.
operators operators can donate 20% of tax liability to 1999
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Table 30 Table of instruments used in Leipzig *
Name of Funding Description of instrument Source
instrument source
Grants
FR-Regio ERDF via 60% of funding, concepts for wasteland SMI 1997
Saxony regeneration
VwV- ERDF via Surveying, planning, clean up of SMI 2001
Stadtentwicklung Saxony contamination, site clearance, demolition,
removal of surface sealing, landscaping,
purchase (10% of total). 70% of funding
provided for project
Stadtebauforder- Land Saxony | Demolition, site clearance, creation of open | SMI 1997
mittel space- only in designated urban
redevelopment areas
Wohnungsbau- Land Saxony |[Creation of open space, ecological STADT
fordermittel improvements LEIPZIG
2000b
Mitwohnungs- Land Saxony | Demolition of derelict buildings in designated | SMI 2000
bauprogramm areas
Contaminated land | Land Saxony |Surveying and clean up of contamination SMUL
grants 1997a
Séachsische Compensation | Protection and management of nature and BNATSCHG
Stiftung Natur und | measures landscapes and environmental education 1998
Umwelt
Planning instruments
Vorkaufsrecht Local authority |Right to purchase site for future u se in the BAuGB
(BauGB §8§24,25) public interest 1998
Griindstuckspool City of Leipzig |Retention of pool o f sites for exchange to STADT
push ahead regeneration LEIPZIG
2000a
Eingriffsregelung- | developers Compensation for damage or destruction of | BNATSCHG
Compensation habitats or landscapes through development | 1998
measures
Baugebot Local authority |Order to use site TEST 1995
Enteignung- Local authority | Compulsory purchase of site TEST 1995
dispossession

! Instruments in italics are explained in more detai | in the text
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Table 30 continued
Table of instruments used in Leipzig*

Name of Funding Description of instrument Source
instrument source
Other instruments
Gestattungs- Local authority | Permissive agreement for interim us e of site  |BOTTCHER
vereinbarung 2000
Arbeitsbeschaff- National Government programme for long-term STADT
ungsmaflinahmen government unemployed - employment of persons to LEIPZIG
(ABM) undertake jobs such as demolition, creation | 2000a

of open space
Local Agenda 21 Local authority |Informal planning instrument which supports | ELSASSER &
use of wasteland sites as greenspaces and | KELL 2000

urban wildlife areas

EXPO 2000 Local Innovative projects for the use of wasteland | DIETZE et al.
authorities sites e.g. creation of local park 1999
Tax exemptions Government Reduction of exemption from land tax if site | BOTTCHER
used as public open space 2000

4.2.6 Practical implementation - the use of wastela  nd sites as urban wildlife areas

There are various processes involved in the use of wastelanadbas wildlife areas, which
vary according to the intensity and formality of the project bedagried out. In some cases
wasteland sites are used informally as “urban commons” andhier @ases urban wildlife
areas may be created from scratch on former wasteland Eitese processes are described in
detail below with reference to specific sites.

General implementation

Planning and site selection

There are various different reasons for the selection of wasdedites as urban wildlife areas,
as explained below:

» Public opinion and the strong support for preservation of sites as pgigenspaces.
This was the case for several sites in London such as CanlegtNature Park and
Gillespie Park where public opinion was successful in preverdeglopment of the
former wasteland sites@3NSTON1990).

* The ecological value of the site sometimes provides an arguagamist development
of the site and the protection of the site for nature coretér.

* Unsuitability of the site for development due to problems of contatimon or shape,
size or location of the site (see section 2.1.4). An examptioh a site is Sheepwash
Urban Park in Sandwell, West Midlands. This was created on #eleasl site, which
due to problems of contamination and possible flooding, could not be used for
immediate development (E 1996).

! Instruments in italics are explained in more detai | in the text
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* Planning strategies may include the use of wasteland sitegreenspaces. This
occurred in the cities of Essen and Lubeck where the planning atiéisospecifically
selected wasteland sites to be used as natural playgroundsuoe eaperience areas
(‘Naturerlebnisraume’ in Libeck) (HEMEL 1998, AUGUSTIN2001).

There are of course various other reasons for site selectidnasuthe availability of sites at
the right moment, or the need to deal with sites causingabocenvironmental problems.

Approaches to using wasteland sites as urban wild life areas

There are several different approaches used as explained:below

* Minimal or no interference - This is frequently the approach takeraoger sites
which are already of high ecological value, or for informally uséds such as urban
commons. This is the approach taken in the project “wild indusariehs” in the Ruhr
area of Germany where acdmpletely different approach to the development and
landscaping of industrial wastelants being attempted (BrTMAR 1997:12). In this
project sites are made accessible to the public but minimahagement is being
carried out to preserve the ecological and cultural importafdbeosites (ETTMAR
1997).

* Improvement of the site - The basic structure and vegetatf the site are
complemented through additional planting or the creation of habitatsaburies (such
as ponds or wildflower meadows). Simple facilities such as besicfootpaths or
simple play equipment may be added. This approach was used te ¢néarmal
playgrounds on wasteland sites in Essen where sometimes sustigs and heaps of
sand were added to the sites for recreational activiiesusTIN 2001).

* Major landscaping works - This is the approach used when eithersite is so
contaminated that complete destruction of existing vegetatioaqgsired to carry out
decontamination works and the site then needs to be landscapeah dtiso be used
when the site has little or no existing vegetation and needs tebetated in a short
period of time to ensure acceptance by the local populatiors dpywroach was carried
out at Gillespie Park where planting and landscaping were cdaaig almost from
scratch, except for the retention of some bramble and sctuis also an approach
commonly used in Leipzig to vegetate wasteland sites where bg#dhave been
demolished and surface sealing removed, and the resulting bare gneedd to be
vegetated in order to prevent a new state of dereliaimrurring.

The cost of these approaches obviously increases from thetéethet most intervention. It is
difficult to give comparative costs of different approaclaes to the different sizes of sites,
different countries and time periods in which the work was carried dable 31 below
provides some examples of the costs of different approaches asdtfaugh indication of
the range of costs.
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Table 31 Cost of various projects to create urban w ildlife areas on wasteland sites®

Project Date of | Size of | Cost (Euro) Work carried out
project site

Site improvement

Essen - natural 1990s varied 11,160/site Some planting
playgrounds benches, swings
Informal 2001 0.5ha 1,278 Planting by
greenspace- schoolchildren,
Leipzig clearance by city (ABM)
Acocks Green- 1999 2.3ha 177,778 Clearing, stream
Birmingham improvement, benches,
pathways

Major landscaping works
Sheepwash 1980s 37ha 1,594,370 Treatment of
urban park contaminated land, flood
(Sandwell) protection, landscaping
Camley Street 1983- 0.9ha Total = 494,254 Clean up of site,
natural park - 1985 127,549 - fly tipping landscaping, nature
London 271,043 - centre

landscaping

95,662 - nature

centre
Gillespie Park, 1981/82| 1.6ha 569,190 Landscaping, nature
London centre, clean up of site

Management of sites

By definition urban wildlife areas are not intensively mamhget some form of management
is necessary in almost all cases to prevent the site becoooimgletely overgrown by trees
and to retain pockets of particular stages of successiomiOmal sites such as pocket parks
or sites belonging to or managed by urban wildlife groups, manageisessentially carried
out on a voluntary basis by the group looking after the site. Partrersdrie also common
with statutory organisations working together with local groupsnemage sites. This is the
strategy used on the Zeche Alma in the Ruhr area of Germangevthe Forestry Department
works together with the local nature conservation group to managesitbe(IBA 1998,
SCHWARZENBERG & SINNING 2000). On other sites, which are owned or managed by local
councils, management may be carried out by contractors \tith fiublic input.

Public participation in planning and management of sites

The degree of public participation in the whole process from plantongndscaping and
management of the site varies considerably.

* Projects with a high degree of public involvement: In some cdbkespublic is
involved from the beginning of the project, particularly in casdgere the public has
played an integral part in securing the site as greenspactdlunich local residents
formed a project group, “Grine Schule und Spielhdfe”, to convertelasd sites to
natural playgrounds and public participation was integral to thenmphg and
management of the sitesSeMEL & STRASDAS 1998). Similarly, in Leipzig the local

! Sources: JOHNSTON 1990, AuGusTIN 2001, TEST 1995, WEBs 2001
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environmental organisation “Okoléwe”, involved a local school in ptenning and
planting of a wasteland site. Another example of sites thaptmened and managed
entirely by local people are “pocket parks”. These are smaliyral green spaces that
are protected and managed by local people for nature conservatiomfamchal
recreation (Rse1990). They are found on a number of different sites, including old
railway lines, quarries, old landfill sites etc. ane drecoming an accepted category of
urban greenspace in England.

» Top down approach: In other cases a completely top-down approach is tatketievi
public having almost no involvement in the work or management ofitee This is
more commonly the case with larger sites where contaminatiatangers on the site
limit the amount of public participation that is possible. Thigs the case with
Sheepwash Urban Park due to the degree of contamination and predemiee-
shafts and other dangers on the site, however local organisatenesinvolved in the
planning of this site (DE 1996). Another reason for the exclusion of people from the
initial stages of projects is that such novel ideas as an urliidiife area on an area of
former wasteland might not be popular with local residentsriraeea of industrial
decline (DoE 1996).

There are, however, examples of projects on large sitesemmgblic participation has been
carried out successfully throughout the project. An example isLtheer Swansea Valley
project, an ambitious regeneration project in Wales involviniarge area of derelict and
contaminated industrial land. In this project local people werelired in the planning of the
project through the creation of planning panels as well as in actiocis as tree planting on
the site (TEST 1995).

Use of wasteland sites as urban wildlife areas

The use of most urban wildlife sites created on wastelandisitesinly of an informal nature
although many are used for educational purposes, sometimes p&itiaBy developed
educational facilities such as classrooms or interpretatiotreg For example Stave Hill (in
the Docklands of London) is used by schools to carry out ecological psogect the children
are involved in research and monitoring on the site (TRUE 1998). Mimgr urban wildlife
areas also provide opportunities for local schools to use thes $dr environmental or
biological studies, e.g. Gillespie Park, Sheepwash Urban PagheZ Alma. Other uses of
urban wildlife areas include teaching courses, schools, youth groupgsphemes, clubs,
barbeques and fun activities as well as quiet recreationNSTON1990).

Wardens are often key people in the success of projectseegscan provide an impetus to the
project and form a key link between the management and planniting giroject and the users
(local population) (see GE 1996). The presence of wardens and the involvement of the local
community in the planning and management of sites are also faumelp reduce incidents of
vandalism on urban wildlife sites@#iNSTON1990). This is even true of community gardens
created on wasteland sites in some of the roughest and poaastafrNew York, which had
previously been frequented by drug-pushers and used for anti-sociatiestand fly-tipping.
Local people act as watchdogs and prevent vandalism, which isxofigeprevalent on urban
greenspaces, from occurring to these sites((&GTEIDEL1999).

Organisations involved

The different organisations involved in the use of wasteland siseurban wildlife areas can
be divided into three main groups:
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* Voluntary groups - In a large number of cases voluntary groups apomsible for
either one or more tasks of planning, creation and managementaf wildlife areas.
These groups range from local initiatives (such as theaine to protect Gillespie
Park from development), to “friends groups” (often formed to mamagpartake in
the management of sites), to more official groups such baruwildlife trusts. They
may work alone or together with local councils or other orgarosatiin the
management and planning of urban wildlife areas.

» Local authorities - Local authorities are frequently respondittehose sites in their
ownership (unless a lease is given for the site to another orgemsarhey may work
together with local people or local organisations in the planning anteimes also in
the management of urban wildlife areas. However, there@reemes problems with
the involvement of local people for tasks which are the respditgibf council staff
as this may contradict the rules of the workers’ uniorgi(l5TON1990).

* Regeneration agencies or organisations - Regeneration aganeiefien involved in
the case of large regeneration projects or regions havingalowdth a large amount of
dereliction. Examples of such organisations are Groundwork, Kommenend
Ruhrgebiet (KVR) and the IBA- Emscher Park. Usually these miggdions will work
together with local councils to ensure that the most apprapaaproach is taken to
regeneration. This is not always the case, for exampledameageneration of the Lower
Swansea Valley the City and County Councils remained in chargthefproject
(TEST 1995).

Instruments used to implement projects

Various different types of instruments are used to secureuhdirig and use of wasteland
sites as urban wildlife areas. A detailed description ofedé#nt instruments relevant to the
creation of urban wildlife areas in Leipzig and Birminghamasirid in section 4.2, but some
examples of some of the instruments used in other areatkeawgibed below:

« “Ausgleichsmalinahmen” or compensation measures paid by developbere are
several examples of the use of this instrument in the Ruhr, @ of which is the
Zollverein in Essen where landscaping measures including theiameaita wetland
area were financed using this planning instrument. The managerhtd site is paid
for by the investor, but the problem is that this only covergdain length of time and
after this management reverts to the local authority@BsTIN 2001).

* Grundsticksfonds Ruhr (GSFR) and Griundstiicksfonds Nord-Rhein Westfalen (NRW)
- These agencies purchase land for local authorities and holdriash until the local
authority wishes the site to be used or developed in some Wéyere is no investor
interested in the site, the local authority is able to purchhbsesite at the green land
value (TEST 1995). This instrument was used in the project “wild itrdalsareas” in
the Ruhr area where the GSF-NRW purchased most of the land o§@& iladustrial
wastelands for the creation of extensively managed greeaesgdA 1997).

» OPEL (Ecology Programme Emscher Lippe) — This grant prograrftom NRW was
used to finance 90% of the projects in the Emscher Landscage (Bae of the
projects of the IBA- Emscher Park). For instance the landsgapke Duisberg Nord
was created using funding from NRW’s grant programme as aslEU social funds
for ABM (employment creation) projects ¢8EMEL & STRASDAS1998, KVR 1999)

* Local authorities often provide some sort of funding for urban widkireas, either
through their own involvement in the management of the site, outjir the provision
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of grants. For instance local education authorities in London conéritauthe costs of
the site and teaching materials for Camley Street Nearlk and Gillespie Park.

» Pocket parks - In the county of Northamptonshire 75% of the initisetigoment costs
of pocket parks are funded by the County Council’s “pocket park gran&reaeh(FoSE
1990).

» Contracts or agreements- Leasing agreements, contracts argbsgfop agreements
are all instruments that can be used to organise and reghlaitgse of wasteland sites
as urban wildlife areas. For instance, on Zeche Alma in Bwér area several
instruments were used:

A “Pachtvertrag” (leasing agreement) was drawn up betweemwner (Thyssen)
and the forestry department.

A formal contract was made between the forestry departmeard the
Griundsticksfonds (KVR) to regulate the management of the d88 (1998,
SCHWARZENBERG& SINNING 2000).

Often one of the prerequisites for obtaining grants is the long-teecurity of the site. In
many cases sites are owned by the local council, and may bedea local groups or wildlife
trusts for a minimal sum. This works well when dealing with palsodies, but is much more
difficult to arrange with private landowners, although it haeib managed in some cases, for
instance by the “Kids Company” in Vienna and for the interim wfea wasteland site in
Leipzig (SCHEMEL & STRASDAS 1998). It is rare that small organisations can afford to
purchase sites themselves, thus the future of many urbanfeiédeas remains uncertain (see
GRUNSTEIDEL1999).

4.2.7 Case study sites - wastelands to urban wildli ~ fe areas

Burbury Brickworks

Background information

Burbury Brickworks is situated in the district of Sparkhill to teeuth east of Birmingham
city centre. It was originally a brickworks which was latesed as a tip for both domestic and
industrial waste and has now been converted to an urban wildlife dtea.site covers
approximately 4.5ha alongside the river Cole and is located inraa af predominantly
industrial and residential use with high unemployment (22.9%) and poortyualusing
(BCC 1993). There is a need to improve the environmental qualitheftea, including the
sub-standard provision of open space, since the current amountosppee is 0.99ha/1000
population, well below the 2ha minimum standard in Birmingham (B®G3).

Conversion of the site

The site was purchased by Birmingham City Council in the 1880s and part of the original
site was later used for commercial developments. The rentath5ha was considered to be
too highly contaminated for development so was set aside as opea Jjpee original plan for

this area was to completely clear and landscape the sitelbetio the high ecological value
of the site the plan was amended and hot-spots of contaminagos tneated and part of the
site was capped with a layer of clay to prevent leaching. Siteestill suffers from gassing and
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outlet vents allow methane to escape. A derelict land grastwged to carry out the necessary
work on the site (V&RD 2001).

Current management of the site

The site is currently managed by the Parks and Recreation Degrarof Birmingham City
Council, but little management is required except for birch elree and occasional mowing.
Wardens from the city’s Parks and Recreation Department undestake activities on the
site to involve the local population - such as vegetation manageareinterpretive walks.
The site suffers from a lack of investment as some bagiairevork is needed to deal with the
problem of flooding on the site (partly due to the capped surfagerJaThere is, however,
little vandalism on the site, possibly due to its poor signing aauk lof direct access from
residential areas with roads and the river acting as advdo access.

Relationship to current policies and planning instruments

As noted above, the site forms part of the greenspace netwdHedfity and the River Cole
Walkway runs through the site (see Figure 10 in “results atlgt on accompanying CD-
ROM). It is designated as a Site of Importance for Lodature Conservation (SLINC), and
forms an important link on one of the city’s key wildlife corridorlt is also part of the
Millstream project, the purpose of which is to set out a com@nsive and practical scheme
for the management and development of the river Cole corritofuding protection and
enhancement of the open space and nature conservation a@a2(®1).

There is a current proposal for improvement of the locabarevolving re-design of the
neighbouring business park, which would involve improvement of the walkmaning
through the site, and thus improve the access to the site. EHrebether site improvement
works could be funded through Section 106 agreements which can be sgeiifithe
planning proposal (BCC 2001). These changes are in accordance evinaith alterations of
the Unitary Development Plan for Birmingham, which also enwsagn improvement of the
open space and protection of nature conservation in this are@ geg0a).
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Figure 13 View of Percy Road site from Burbury Bric kworks (photo: H.Herbst)

Percy Road site

This site is included in the Burbury Brickworks case study as redly affects the
development and future use of the Brickworks site. This 0.8ha wasltsige in Percy Road is
situated across the river from Burbury Brickworks (see Figl@ein “results of study” on
accompanying CD-ROM). It is currently owned by the Economic Depant of the city of
Birmingham but has been offered to the Parks and Recreationribega for a period of 5
years for provisional use as a greenspace. If made aceaessA greenspace the site could
provide access to Burbury Brickworks from the other side ofriher Cole and thus open up
the Brickworks to a large population who are currently lackingess to public greenspaces.

There are various options available for conversion of the sitelets of local enthusiasm for
the project. Two schools lie within 500m of the site and could @gyart in the project or a
local community group could be involved in the planning and could also dpplnding for
the project. The improvement of the site could be incorporated inbai@twork’s Site Savers
Scheme (see section 4.2.4) but since the site is alreatthg i@ouncil’s hands, it is most likely
that the Council will be the main actor in the project. ®i also lies within the Sparkbrook,
Sparkhill and Tyseley Area Regeneration Initiative, which bisefrom government
regeneration funding (SRB) for regeneration initiatives andadd provide some funding for
the project (BCC 2001). A further possible source of funding mightieeHealth Department
since the site is situated directly next to a health centie thus could form part of heart
patients’ fitness programmes ( a new health initiative imwg the prescription of daily walks
for heart patients) (&YsonN 2001).

If the site is made into a public greenspace it will play important role in widening the
existing green network and improving access to Burbury Brickworkssited on the other
side of the river. Restructuring of rangers’ posts will maaat the stretch of river will
become more important, both in the eyes of the Parks and Remrdaapartment and the
local population.
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Selly Oak - Birmingham Batteries

Figure 14 Photo of Selly Oak site (photo: H.Herbst)

Background information

Birmingham Batteries extends over 20ha and is situated in thactlisfr Selly Oak to the

south west of Birmingham city centre, close to the Universitomingham. It is bordered
to the east by the railway and the Birmingham and WorcestealCtmthe north by Queen
Elizabeth Hospital and to the south by the Battery Retail Park [Sgure 11 in “results of
study” on accompanying CD-ROM). The surrounding area has a lowan faverage
unemployment rate (10%) and a relatively high quality environmenh ®itl5ha of open
space per 1000 people (compared to the 2ha minimum standard). Teestdlaome pockets
of deprivation and a shortage of open space in some areas, sircteahthe open space is
privately owned.

The site was formerly used by a battery factory (which clogetid61), builders yard and for
tipping of waste, as well as for allotment gardens (BCC 200Qhynership of the site is
mixed, some being privately owned and some leased to the H@aithority with the
allotment gardens falling under city council ownership (BCC 1995). &Softhe allotments
are still in use, but others are vacant, partly due to probleht®ntamination from the waste
tipping sites (RAYSON 2001). Part of the area is dominated by steep hillsides and valleys
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probably resulting from the tipping of waste in the past. In the nontlpgart of the site the
Bourne Brook runs through the site from west to east.

Ecological information

The site is designated as a Site of Local Importance fauMe Conservation (SLINC) by the
City Council and several tree planning orders exist on the sit€(QB& LAND CARE
ASSOCIATES1997, BCC 1997). The site is of particular ecological interesttdube wetland
area of the Bourne Brook and the area of ancient woodland (designated Site of
Importance for Nature Conservation) to the north of the site fSgare 11 in “results of
study” on CD-ROM). Other parts of the site include areaamifnproved grassland which are
being invaded by scrub, with stands of lupin and golden rod, which ariegarly impressive
in early summer.

Conversion of the site

Currently a development proposal has been submitted to the Countiiebfood retailers
Sainsburys for development on the southern end of the site and public ediosuhas been
undertaken. A new road is also proposed in the vicinity of the BoBmoek. A review of the
development proposal is necessary to take into account the woriesiews of both the
Council and local population, since there was vociferous and feetided opposition to the
proposal. Public consultation and involvement will continue throughout thenjrlg process
to ensure that the most appropriate decisions are taken and theaidbddocal people are
taken into account. Some of the area will be retained as gpate and clean up of
contaminated areas will be carried out by the developer andeilegulated by a Section 106
agreement (8AYSON 2001).

Current management of the site

There is no current management of the site as it is notrdegaas an official public
greenspace, although it has nature conservation status. Ther®&éen problems with motor-
cross racing on the site, which is regarded as anti-social iIghbeuring residents, as well as
fly-tipping on the site. Due to its location next to residentiadas the site is currently used for
informal recreation purposes by local residents.

Relationship to current policies and planning instr uments

The site is located at a key crossroads of the city's linear open spateark, where the
Worcester and Birmingham Canal meets the Bourne brook and the Castlevaya (the
filled-in former Dudley No.2 canal). It is one of only five nodedwmtthe city where several
linear open spaces convergBCC 2000b:18). However the site is designated as industrial
land in the Unitary Development Plan (BCC 1993), although part okiteeshould remain as
open space (BCC 1993, BCC 1995). The development plan for the areadscthd
stipulation that the section 106 agreement is to includmnipensation for any loss of
allotments or open space, laying out and maintenance of walkways throughitéie s
reinstatement of the former Dudley no.2 canal where it crossessite, (and) measures to
mitigate against impact on the nature conservation value of thé $BEC 2000b:42).

The site and its future development are of great interestimpadrtance with respect to the
implementation of nature conservation policies in Birminghamihé proposal goes as
planned, it will show how ecology, nature conservation and developmenivogk together
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and show how the proposals of the City’s nature conservation straseggnd should be put
into practice (RAYSON 2001). In the future an attempt will be made to obtain the status of
Local Nature Reserve (LNR) for the site, which will giitea higher nature conservation status
and a higher degree of protection than is currently the case.

Brandts Aue

Background information

This 4.4ha site was formerly a military training site amder part of the site was used as a
dogs’ sports ground. It incorporates four different land parcels, 2 hahi¢h are in city
ownership. The site is located in the heavily built up districf Mockern and Gohlis in the
north west of Leipzig and is bordered on one side by a railvm@g &nd on the other side by
allotment gardens (see Figure 12 in “results of study” on accompgrD-ROM). Despite
the close vicinity of the Leipziger Auewald (an ecologicahyportant flood plain forest) the
surrounding residential areas are deficient in local greensp&oeT{ARDT & SPEIKERMANN
1994).

Figure 15 Aerial photograph of Brandt's Aue (photo: Umweltamt, Leipzig)

Before conversion the site consisted of a large area dédeand compacted ground surface
including the ruins of buildings and a large amount of fly tipping.

Ecological information

Before work was carried out the site contained a mixtureadfitats including ruderal flora,
meadow, wooded areas, bushes and hedges. These habitats weréoadagéte planting of
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an orchard, seeding of a meadow and planting of single scatteeed as part of the
improvement works carried out on the site. The increase in landsedipe was assessed to be
66% in a study of the state of the site before and after the pthnmeasures had been carried
out (ADRIAN LANDSCHAFTSPLANUNG2001).

Conversion of the site

The site was selected by the City Council for improvement dueamplaints by residents
about the state of the site, continued fly-tipping and also the stiggeby the owner that
something should be done with the site. Part of the privately ownedihas been sold to the
city council but the rest is in the hands of a middle man and theeovis undecided about
whether to sell the remaining land or not. The work that has beemedaout up to now
includes demolition of buildings present on the site, removal diasersealing, clearance of
rubbish, and landscaping measures as described above. An asphdiapdieen laid along
the course of an old “trampelpfad” (informal path) through site.

The conversion work was funded through a mixture of grants (a sodcdtidermittlemix”):

a grant for the land privately owned was obtained from the Stiftumg\Natur und Umwelt
(LANU) (foundation for nature and the environment) and a second grant the FR-Regio
(derelict land grant) from the land of Saxony, the latter conge60% of costs, the other 40%
being provided by the city of Leipzig. The acceptance of the @& a potential compensation
measure means that the 40%, currently paid for by the city, cbaldefunded through
payment as a compensation measure. Unfortunately the LANU geghto be returned as it
was not possible to purchase the land from the landowner.

Current management of the site

The site will be managed by the City Council, there are no p&get to involve the local
community.

Relationship to current policies and planning instruments

The site is situated in a designated landscape protection 58€z) @nd has been identified as
an area suitable for nature conservation in the city’s land use(pldP). It is also considered
to be of regional importance by the Green Ring (an organisation workingprove the
landscape in and around Leipzig).

Alte Kaserne- Heiterblick

Background information

The 32.1ha site is situated in the district of Heiterblickhie horth-east of Leipzig (see Figure
13 in “results of study” on accompanying CD-ROM). The wastelartd sias formerly a
military training area but has lain derelict since 1990 rafiee Russian army left East
Germany. The site is bordered by wasteland sites to the south @stdam industrial estate to
the north and residential areas to the east. The residengialta the east is a high density,
high rise development from the 1980s (in Paunsdorf). A new residedégelopment
(Kiebitzmark) is being constructed to the north-east of the witd approximately 3000
inhabitants in mainly detached housesR(lPOSER WETT & PARTNER 1996). The local
population suffers from a lack of public greenspaces, the onlgiaffones being Paunsdorfer
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Waldchen (a small woodland) and a new park next to the motor&yebitzmark. There are
however, a high number of wasteland sites in the area that @@ as urban commons,
especially by local children.

Figure 16 Heiterblick Kaserne (photo: H. Herbst)

Ecological information

The site is of particular importance for nature conservatioornperating habitats, which are
protected by nature conservation law (826 BNatSchG 1998). Thesedendemi-natural
standing water features and wet grasslands. Several dragoflgmphibian species found on
the site are classified as red data book species and a bunker sitegh@ovides a roosting
place for bats. The changes in relief on the site areydrié to the former use of tanks, which
made the deep holes in which ponds have now formed HDSER WETT & PARTNER 1996).

Conversion of the site

The Kaserne forms part of a planned crescent of greenspates inorth east of Leipzig (the
“Griuine Bogen”). A competition was held for landscape planners t@deke future use and
development of the Kaserne based on the principles of naturaéssion, integration of the
existing vegetation and makinglie Natur erlebbat (allowing people to experience nature)
(StAaDT LEIPZIG 2001b). The winning design uses raised paths to provide access t@ttes w
parts of the site and a system of footpaths crossing the sikeN@R & JIMENEZ N.D.). The
buildings still existing on the site will be demolished, excépt the bunker, due to its
importance for bats. There is also need for rubbish clearancepassible treatment of
contaminated areas of the siteRCDPOSER& WETTE & PARTNER 1996). Since the project is
still in the planning stage there is no precise information om planned measures since
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funding must first be secured. The total cost is estimatdukt®64,227 Euro for management
and development of the site and 245,420Euro for making the paths (Q0Q&).

There have been meetings between the City Council antbta citizens’ group to discuss
strategies for the site. No direct involvement of thedbpopulation has resulted from this, but
the local residents have signalled their interest insites (QUINGER 2001).

Current management of the site

Since 1990 the site has been managed by a nature conservation orgartsétonce the
project is underway, management will revert to the si®iser (i.e. the city). Sheep grazing
has been used to keep succession at bay and retain the open landstiapsitef. However
succession is still a problem and work needs to be done to retaiectiiegically important
grasslands. Management is also required to maintain the compleatlainds so that a stable
population of animals can exist DPOSER& WETTE & PARTNER 1996). This was previously
carried out unknowingly by the military driving tanks over the $ité this is unlikely to be an
acceptable solution either to nature conservationists amcal residents!

Relationship to current policies and planning instr uments

The site is identified by a white space in the land use pfdrezig since at the time the land
use plan was drawn up, the future use of the site was uncertaan(S.EIPzIG 1994). The
landscape plan identifies the ecological importance of tleeasid recommends the retention
and development of existing habitatstfBT LEIPzIG 1999a). The inclusion of the site in the
“Gruner Bogen” secures its future as a greenspace but the moposiding of a road through
the north of the site is likely to have a negative effecttib@ use and ecological value of the
site. There is some discussion on the possible implementatian lefst part of the project
through compensation measures (Ausgleichsmafl3nahmen), but the probdeisithat the site
is already of high ecological value and such measures can onalveed out where the
ecological value of the site can be improvedJ(GER 2001).
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5 Discussion

The discussion is divided into three sections relating to thpotheses defined in section 1.2.

5.1 Importance of wastelands as urban wildlife area s

5.1.1 Overview

The value of wastelands as urban wildlife areas depends veryh nwic the site’s

characteristics. Some sites are of great value as urhiaififevareas — the so-called “urban
commons” - whereas others may develop into urban wildife aredstwie, or may require

some changes before they may be considered to be suitableaaswitdlife areas.

The importance of wasteland sites for flora, fauna and peoplééas discussed in detail in
chapter 2. Many of the characteristics described are thagenthke many wasteland sites
valuable as urban wildife areas: for instance the diversitgpEcies and habitats found on
many wasteland sites, the suitability of the vegetationtite local environment or the
provision of habitats for many animal species all year rounds Ithese characteristics of
wildlife areas that in turn provide people with the opportunity experience nature and
wildlife on a daily basis, i.e. close to where they livework.

5.1.2 The importance of urban wildlife areas

Before discussing the importance of wastelands as urban wildétesahere are several issues
to discuss regarding the importance of urban wildlife areas:

Urban wildlife areas provide the sort of nature or greenspace that pewaplet and need -
Since urban wildlife areas provide people with the opportunity to egpeda and be near
nature it is important to determine whether or not people actuatint this type of
greenspace. Although there are several studies investigatingp&ople use wasteland sites or
greenspaces (see for instanceLNA 1990a, KEIL 1998), there are very few which look at
what people think or feel about greenspaces. There is somderee that people appreciate
wildlife, and that it is not the rare species that exdite everyday person, but rather
encounters with the common-place wildlife, such as butterfligls or more rarely seen
creatures such as hedgehogs or foxes (se&risoNet al.1987, MLLWARD & M OSTYN 1988,
CoOLES& BUsseY2000).

Peoples’ opinions on the management and type of habitats found in urbas tend to be
mixed with some people appreciating the more wild habitats of urbkaltife areas and others
finding such unkempt vegetation to be an eyesore (see alsaiboNet al. 1987, EC 1990).
This is reflected in the following statemerit: would like all the debris cleared away, the
wood tidied up and the fallen branches removed, with due respect, kikep my garden and
we could all have a nice environment to live in once aga{BUSSEY 1996:248).

Part of the problem here lies in a lack of understanding of moi&l“vaabitats as well as the
differences in personal opinions. Johnston recognises this needferarplanation of urban
wildlife, alongside the need for people to have contact with natara daily basis (HNSTON
1990).
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Despite the fact that there is both social and ecological eveémcthe importance of urban
wildlife areas in towns and cities, there is also a needaforixture of greenspaces to fulfil all
the requirements and wishes of the diverse range of agesshgroups and social groups in
urban areas. If one uses the classification of nature proposedarik, urban wastelands
can be seen to represent the fourth type of nature — the urbartfiatiusture - with the
original landscape (woods, wetlands etc.), agriculturally infb@ehcultural landscape (fields,
meadows etc.) and landscaped nature (parks, street treesosp)ising the other three types
of nature. All of these have their place in the urban landscapslamad be valued as types of
nature in their own right (KWARIK 1993).

The need for urban wildlife areas Urban wildlife areas form an important resource for
people living in urban areas. Since in most European countries o%érdd@he population
lives in towns or cities there is a call for sites wher@ple can experience wildlife in their
daily lives. Urban wildlife areas often provide children witte only possibility to explore
and play on their own in an urbanised and regulated landscape. Theofalgstelands in
providing such opportunities has been demonstrated in studies on the wsstefands (see
WOODWARD 1988, NDLDA 1990a,KLEINHANS 1995, KEIL 1998). As stated in chapter 2, this
has important repurcussions on the development of children, both physicehtally and
socially (see section 2.2.3).

Urban wildlife areas and the current approach to urban nature conservati®he current

approach to urban nature conservation in England and Germany isskstin section 2.3.
The change of emphasis from the formal nature conservation appobapiecies and habitat
protection to the importance of nature for people in towns and dgieggreat relevance with
respect to the creation or management of sites as urbanifevilileas. Such sites provide
people with the opportunity to experience nature near to their homleigh ties in with

English Nature’s efforts to improve access to, and provisidoadl greenspaces (EN 2001c).

The experience of nature is important, not only for the psycholbgicd physical benefit to
people, but also for the re-building of their relationship to natlires may in turn lead to an
increase in respect and understanding of nature and help to sergedtseof urban nature
conservation (@HNSTON 1990). More evidence is required to support the link between an
understanding of nature and support for its protection but experienceriousaprojects
dealing with the creation of urban wildlife areas reveatgrang feeling of bonding between
people and the sites and a notable lack of vandalism on the StesigTON 1990). The
attitude people take may extend beyond the site itself, to theeceaison of nature in a wider
sense and thus help the nature conservation movement in the lomg-teough the urban
conservationist’s primary concern is on his own doorstep, he is algmwerful voice in
arguing the nature conservation case beyond the city wal{¥.6le magazine quoted in
SMYTH 1987:66).

5.1.3 The value of wastelands as urban wildlife are  as in the study area in Leipzig

The investigation into which wasteland sites were most vatiabthe study area in Leipzig
revealed that out of 105 sites surveyed, only three were ithtas being very suitable as
urban wildlife areas and fourteen identified as being relativalitable. The results must,
however, be interpreted with caution, as alterations to thkimg of the main criteria would

produce different results, even though the sensitivity analysiser! out identified those sites
that were found to be most suitable regardless of the ranking segumsed. For instance if
the evaluation method is carried out ranking the criterion “podénisers” as the most
important criterion, the most valuable sites tend to be comatadt in inner city areas with
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high population density. Another aspect to be considered is that takiaon method
assesses the current situation and not the sites’ potentiakhbresmay be other sites, which -
with minor alterations such as the removal of a fence andiolgaip of rubbish - have the
potential to become valuable urban wildlife areas.

A large proportion of the suitable sites were located on the at$séd the city. Such sites can
be considered to be border-line between urban and rural wastelanthamésults of the
evaluation thus reflect the relatively high value that suahis®iral sites can have as urban
wildlife areas. The problem is of course, that these gié@sl not to be in the areas of high
population density where people are in need of wildlife areas, bithemrban fringe where
there is more likely to be access to greenspaces (althougts thig necessarily the case in all
suburban areas).

Many of the sites regarded as being suitable as urban wildiéasawere classified as
agricultural plots. These tend to be large sites with a disersf vegetation and also,
importantly, free access and lack of dangers. In some czsesal features were found on
these sites (such as streams), which increased theie ¢@mpared with inner-city sites where
natural features are usually absent in the man-made urbanckpelsAlthough no formal
survey was carried out to investigate the use of those gitasified as being valuable as
urban wildlife areas, the general information collected fibsiges included indications of the
current use of the sites. An interesting fact emerged;hheetsites which had been assessed to
be most valuable showed evidence of use for walking, biking or gtdiyities and have been
observed to be frequently used by local people for recreation.prbigdes some support for
their importance as urban wildlife areas but a more detailgdstigation would be necessary
to confirm this supposition.

5.2  Evaluation of the importance of wastelands as u rban wildlife areas

5.2.1 Overview

The evaluation method developed and described in chapter 3 demonatvedgsn which the
importance of wastelands as urban wildlife areas can berrdeted. There are always
problems with the use of evaluation methods (as noted in chaptmsl 3) and the reliability
of the method depends on various factors such as the quality of thewdd careful use of the
method (MKLCHENMANN & SCHWARZ VON RAUMER 1999). Another difficulty is discussed by
Jarvis concerning ecologists’ acceptance of evaluation methotlageaimplified ecological
characteristics (such as habitats or land use typev{d 1996). However the method
developed here is not supposed to replace ecological surveys dodteramethods and does
not aim to identify the pure ecological value of sites. lasté should provide an additional
evaluation method through which the importance of the sites for paopéxperience nature
on a daily basis can be evaluated.

5.2.2 Requirements of the evaluation method

The method was developed in such as way so as to try to fulfihasy of the requirements
for an evaluation method as possible (segeCHER 1983, KLCHENMANN & SCHWARZ VON
RAUMER 1999). These are explained briefly below:
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The evaluation process was made as simple and transparpassible so that it can
easily be followed and understood.

Commonly used scientific methods were applied in the evaluation gsoard all
steps were founded with well-researched scientific evdden

Appropriate aggregation methods were used to aggregate the seracior each of
the main criteria. This was necessary since the presefhcomplementary or non-
complementary criteria and the variations in scoring systemeant that it was not
possible to use the same aggregation method throughout.

The results for the four main criteria were kept separateréwent information being
lost. Although they can be aggregated in the final stage of ¥aduation process, the
separate scores are still clearly identified in timaftable.

The method was made as flexible as possible to enable the us@latly different
data, particularly in the evaluation of the locational euderistics of the site - for
instance different types of greenspace data. It was not pessihinake the method
flexible regarding the allocation of scores to the various ddter alterations to the
aggregation methods, although in some cases this might be necéssangtance if
the sizes of sites being dealt with were significantlyfeliént). In theory it is possible
to alter these sections of the evaluation process, but a defjpgegramming expertise
would be needed to understand and alter the programming scripts.gieatest
flexibility occurs in the last stage of the evaluation methvaoere the user is free to
rank the different criteria in the order he/she regards apprepaiad thus influence the
final outcome of the evaluation.

The division of the evaluation criteria into site and locationaamcteristics meant
that, as far as possible, all the important aspects ofelasd sites with respect to their
importance as urban wildlife areas were considered. It isoofse possible that if the
evaluation method were developed by a different person that otherianmay have
been used, but those used were based on a thorough investigatiorcbatheteristics
of such sites as well as research into the literature onehlsgis and urban wildlife
areas. One aspect not considered in the evaluation process wasf thnning.
Further criteria could be added to determine the value of sitdsrespect to aspects
such as planning permission, land ownership etc.; this is regaolée & possible
further step in the development of the method.

5.2.3 Problems regarding the evaluation method.

One of the problems regarding this (and other) evaluation methodstiot errors. This is
especially problematic in geographic information systems whaexs may be carried over to
different processes and result in large cumulative errortkeNimphasises the importance of
the quality of data used in GIS, not only in the geometric and sieprecision, but also
with respect to the completeness and usability of dataK¥v1995). Quality not only refers
to the data used but also to the methods used to analyse and modatdh@\ilke 1995).
There are several different stages at which errors caaraturing the evaluation process (see
WILKE 1995, MARTIN 1996):

Data collection — Possibly the most significant and most probabiece of error is
likely to occur at this stage. Errors may occur during dataectibn in the field due to
mis-interpretation, mis-classification etc. If existing dasabeing used, either in
analogue or digital form, the data may be incomplete, outadé dor only available at
an inappropriate scale.
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» Digitising data - Both the raw data and the digitisation psxmay be prone to errors
either through incorrect delineation, identification or ciisation of features.

e Manipulation of data - The transformation of data through spati@lysis or
aggregation of data in the evaluation process may magnify eifrtihey are carried
through from the original data. For instance if the population dataafpolygon is
incorrect, the resulting calculation of population density for wasig sites situated
near to that polygon will also be wrong, as will the finabuét for the related main
criterion. Errors may also occur through mistakes in the spaiialysis methods but in
this case the results of the evaluation method were chexkedully to ensure that the
spatial analysis had been programmed correctly.

The main source of data error likely to occur in the evaluatiorhaeis in the quality of the
data available. Population data is perhaps the most probleasatids difficult to obtain data
precise enough to give an accurate assessment of the populatioty détisn 300m of each
wasteland site (see section 5.2.5). It is also diffic¢alensure that population data is up to
date, particularly on the urban fringe where development may pékee relatively quickly
(particularly in Leipzig) for which no population data is availabkhe other type of data
whose quality may vary is that on greenspace (either withe@sip networks or deficiency
areas) since this depends very much on the amount and type of \dstabke in digital
format.

Other problems:

* The evaluation method concentrates on the current situation and doéskaadnto
account temporal changes, which are especially relevant stelead sites. The
difficulty here is that it is almost impossible to model thevelopment of wasteland
sites as there are so many factors which would have to be takeraccount. For
example, with respect to the development of vegetation atyasfdactors would have
to be considered such as substrate, seed source, disturbancesitetbg activites
such as car parking, storage of materials etc.

» The suitability of a site might change (for better or for wQrdgough relatively minor
alterations, such as removal or dumping of rubbish, removal of aefe&tc. The
possibility of change and its likelihood must be taken into acceurgn interpreting
the results of the evaluation. For instance a site with ausability score may in fact
require only minor changes to make it suitable as an urban wildtéa so should not
be dismissed but instead should be looked at in more detail to lseeewthe problems
lie and how much input would be required to overcome them.

» Afurther problem has been identified in the aggregation of thue imain criteria in the
final stage of the evaluation process. The sensitivity afgalysed to identify the most
suitable sites identified sites which actually obtained a $oare for some criteria and
thus should not really be considered suitable as urban wildlifesgse=s section 3.2.8).
This is a problem with the use of the hierarchical optim@matjranking) method as it
does not necessarily use all values so sites with low sdarthe lower ranked criteria
may obtain a relatively high score overall. Possibly a mappropriate way to use the
ranking method is to make an informed decision about the importance difteeent
criteria and rank them accordingly and then judge the suitallitthe sites on the
basis of this decision.

Errors can be (and were) avoided as far as possible but if earersnown to have occurred at
some stage of the evaluation process, due to poor data qualiéxample, this must be taken
into consideration when interpreting the results.
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5.2.4 Automisation of the evaluation process - wast eland evaluation tools

The automisation of the evaluation process as an extension inidc{GIS) has various
benefits, which are listed below:

* The evaluation process can be carried out quickly and can copewatige amount of
data.

* The programming of the evaluation method (in particular theisgand aggregation
methods) means that its application does not depend on the accuraey@ertise of
the user in allocating/aggregating scores and thus diminishespgtssibility of
subjectivity and/or error in the execution of the method.

« Computer programming provides a means of testing the rationalevafuation
methods, programming language being very precise and logical. Waats pn the
evaluation method were identified through the programming process grdved to
ensure that the entire process was carried out in adbashion.

* The use of GIS in the evaluation process meant that calculatmuid be carried out,
which would have been almost impossible (or very time-consuminghdnd - for
instance the calculations for population density.

* The automisation of the evaluation process means that the ¢&walumethod can be
carried out many times using different data and the regalh then be compared.

* The flexibility of the wasteland tools with regard to the stien of appropriate data
feature themes means that they can be applied in diffeegidns with different input
data, as was demonstrated by the use of the evaluation method irdipttig and
Birmingham.

» The combination of GIS and the evaluation method (i.e. a typ8ES) provides a
more rational, objective and non-biased approach to decision makamgwould be
possible through manual execution of the evaluation method (seeIC91).

* The great advantage of the wasteland tools is that they caisdzas an extension in
ArcView and thus provide a practical application of the evabratmethod. The
division of the tools into three separate stages: evaluatiositef characteristics,
locational characteristics and compilation of results meanstitieatools can be used
either as a complete set to produce a final result, or to eheterinterim results for the
different stages to provide the information required by the.user

However despite the benefits that the wasteland tools provielegral difficulties were
highlighted in the course of their development:

* The expertise and time required to programme the steps involveldeinwasteland
tools was under-estimated. Although the programming was carriethdependently
of the research project, it entailed enough work to be counted asjecpin its own
right!

* It is difficult to develop a set of tools which allow theser complete flexibility with
respect to the choice and weighting of criteria. Web-basedibecimethods (such as
that developed by ARVER et al. (1996)) offer the user the opportunity to select
constraints and to weight criteria according to their opinionsh@udgh this provides
the user with flexibility, the results then depend very much asih@r expertise. In
order to develop such a flexible evaluation method it must be deweliopsonjunction
with the GIS. In this research project the evaluation methods wiaveloped
independantly and then programmed into the GIS, which meant theeelwets as to
how flexibly it could be applied.
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5.2.5 A comparison of the use of the evaluation met hod in Leipzig and Birmingham

A very interesting observation resulting from the implementatibthe wasteland tools both
in Leipzig and Birmingham was the difference in the avaiiapibf digital data in the city
councils of the two cities. This may be due to various factush as the amount of time and
money invested in GIS by the authorities, external data alkl(such as Ordnance Survey
data in the UK), compatibility of data between differentpdements and different
organisations and the organisation of GIS facilities in the atitsr- to name but a few. The
problems regarding data availability and accuracy are outlinesction 3.5 and will not be
discussed in further detail here. However the application of trstelend tools depends on the
availability of digital data (e.g. for greenspaces, wikllareas, etc.). Some data can be
digitised in a short space of time (for instance foot or kpleths) but other data is more time-
consuming to obtain and digitise and the lack of such data in digitat ill make the use of
the wasteland tools non-viable.

An example of one type of data whose availability varied consiolg was population data. In
Birmingham this is available in the form of census data intdidgiorm, whereas in Leipzig
data is only available for districts (rather larger units).both cases more precise data is
required for the evaluation, which in Birmingham is also fordilable for enumeration
districts (smaller units than wards) and in Leipzig can be oktifor residential blocks but
the latter is complex and expensive to obtain. An optimal tewhuin Leipzig would be the
availability of population data for the different residentstuctural types ( as used in the
evaluation process in Leipzig) but unfortunately this data ca¢®xist.

Another major difference between the two cities was theawailability of digital data on
wastelands. In Birmingham several different categories asteland sites are identified and
are available in digital form. One reason for the comprehenang up to date coverage of
wasteland data is the requirement to produce data for thergment’s statistics on land use
and land use change, and now for the National Landuse Databaskaf@ee?9). In Germany
there is no national coverage of wasteland (or Brachflachen}targlless incentive to keep
up-to-date information on such sites. The development of a veasteladastre in Leipzig is a
positive step, but due to the large number of sites and the conptEidihe cadastre it will be
difficult to attain and maintain an accurate record of tgénd sites throughout the city.

5.2.6 Potential for the application of the wastelan d tools

The tools can certainly provide an aid to decision making processésaical authorities,
but a prerequisite for their use is the availability of the reedidigital data. If this is
available, the only time consuming part of the process is toyaaut the field survey of the
wasteland sites. However this could be carried out eithexctyr by the local authorities or in
collaboration with a local university or institute of higher edtion, if the resources are not
available within the authority. Naturally if the digital datis not available, and if the
wasteland sites themselves have not been digitised, it becamee problematic and time
consuming to implement the evaluation method.

Without the use of decision-making aids the future use of wasteda@sl often depends solely
on chance. Development of many sites is inevitable (and in ncasgs appropriate) but the
identification of sites that are currently or potentially wable as urban wildlife areas means
that projects can be implemented and resources put to use Wissrare likely to have the
most effect.
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5.3 Discussion of strategies used to convert or use wastelands as urban
wildlife areas

5.3.1 Comparison of strategies in England and Germa  ny (Leipzig and Birmingham)

General policies on the regeneration of wastelands

The general policies on the regeneration of wastelands arg &mlilar in both Leipzig and
Birmingham. National policies emphasise the importance gemerating wastelands to a
positive use and making the best use of the finite supply of laraE(D991a, BMTSCHG
1998). In both Leipzig and Birmingham policies support the development of
wastelands/brownfields over greenfields in order to prevent an urmdlectr spread of
development and to bring investment back into the inner citig€8GR.993, SADT LEIPZIG
1999a). In England this is particularly relevant with respedht construction of houses on
brownfield land (see DETR 2000b). In contrast in Leipzig the higlmber of empty
apartments in the city means that there is little pres$oir yet more housing development and
current policies support an improvement of the urban environment througllwtion in
housing density and the greening of inner-city wastelands (espeempty housing plots)
(StaDT LEIPZIG20004a).

Policies on the creation or protection of open spac e

Both Birmingham and Leipzig recognise the importance of openespacurban areas
although the emphasis on the type of open space is somewhatedtff&vhereas in Leipzig
policies refer to greenspace, those in Birmingham are morefgpm stating the importance
of urban wildlife areas or “natural greenspace”. This is echbgdthe national nature
conservation policy in England which also recognises the importahaeban wildlife areas
(EN 2000).

Another interesting comparison is the attitude of the city couroilhie use of wastelands as
urban greenspaces or urban wildlife areas. It is interestingndte that whilst Leipzig
recognises the ecological and social importance of such sitese are no instruments for
their protection whereas in Birmingham urban commons are protestquart of the natural
assets of the city (BCC & AND CARE ASSOCIATES1997). On the whole Birmingham seems
more willing to protect wastelands for their existing socialdaecological value, whilst
Leipzig leans more in the direction of protecting those that eelogically valuable and
‘improving’ others through landscaping measuresaA(® LEIPzIG 1999a). The attitude to
wastelands varies throughout Germany with regions such as the &efrecognising and
supporting the importance and use of wastelands as urban waaéses.

Strategies for regenerating wastelands to greenspace

The main difference in the strategies dealing with the reggima of wastelands in Leipzig
and Birmingham to greenspace is the level at which thesedaweloped. The different
political structure in England and Germany means that in Englawdt megeneration
strategies are developed at the national level, where&ermany the individual Lander are
responsible for the development of regeneration strategig®(gh this is guided by federal
laws). Another major difference is that strategies have oelgently been developed in
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Leipzig to deal with the problem of the regeneration of wasig$a(at the most since 1991),
whereas in Birmingham strategies have been developed thiadeginning of the 1980s.

The longer history of regeneration in England, and for instance mdé&such as NRW,
means that a variety of institutions and organisations have dgedlto cope with the issues
of regeneration. The Groundwork Trust is an example of such aan@ation in England and
(as discussed in section 4.2.4) is active in the regeneratimastelands to urban greenspaces.
In Saxony there are no major non-governmental organisations dealitly wvban
regeneration, the only non-statutory organisation contributing tdelasl regeneration in
Leipzig being the Green Ring.

The organisation of wasteland regeneration within the city cosiadsio differs in Leipzig and
Birmingham. In Leipzig a working group was set up to deal with dif&cult and complex
issue of wasteland regeneration as this required inter-depaghaation. In Birmingham the
issue of wastelands is no longer so problematic and on the wholdeih@tments tend to
work on their own issues, working groups being set up between diffeiegpartments as and
when necessary. It is possible that with time a similar apph will be taken in Leipzig as it
is unlikely that all departments will need to be involved ihthe issues regarding wasteland
regeneration once the number of wasteland sites decreases.

Both cities have recognised the importance of compiling recafdsvasteland sites. In
Birmingham this forms part of the land use information, whishréquired not only by the
city, but also by central government for the National Land Usatabase. The data is
integrated into a well-developed GIS and most planning informatioalds available in
digital form, which makes updating and accessing informatiortively simple. In Leipzig
the data on wasteland sites is still being compiled and theceriently very little planning
data available in digital form, that which is available beisgattered amongst different
departments. This makes any form of evaluation or investiggirocess time-consuming and
complex to undertake. It is hoped that the situation will improvéhia near future but there
first needs to be development in terms of the availabilitysdé$ and sharing of data between
departments.

Instruments used in Leipzig and Birmingham for use of wasteland sites as urban
greenspaces (in particular urban wildlife areas)

The wide range of grants available in Birmingham from a raoiggifferent sources contrasts
with the provision of grants in Leipzig, the latter being almestirely in the form of urban
development grants from the Land of Saxony (see Table 29 and Tabse&®mn 4.2.5). The
availability of grants for the creation of natural greenspdces the National Lottery and
other funding sources in England demonstrates the national interestei provision of
wildlife areas for people and the importance of involving peopleboth the creation and
management of these sites (see for instance EN 2001c).

One source of funding which is of particular importance both in Ligignd Birmingham is
European funding via the ERDF (European Regional Development Fund)isTprevided
indirectly through urban regeneration grants, such as the “Stadtdhing” (urban
development) grant in Saxony.

Interestingly the planning instruments used to convert or secastalands as greenspaces are
similar in Leipzig and Birmingham. In both cities some sorcoimpulsory purchase order is
available (although this is rarely implemented) as well asnpensation measures for

134



Discussion of strategies used to convert or use wastelands as urban wildlife areas Discussion

development. However the compensation measures are undertakedifjerently in the two
cities, with them being a legal requirement in Germany, waerthe use of Section 106
agreements in England is left very much up to the local plan@inthpority. The current
development of a cadastre of compensation measures in Leipzidhambssibility to carry
out such measures away from the place of intervention (or developmprovides a perfect
opportunity for using this instrument to implement compensation messare urban
wastelands. Although in theory this results in an increase iretdwdogical value of the site,
there is a danger that the widespread use of this instrumentasteland sites will eliminate
these wild playgrounds from the urban landscape.

5.3.2 Practical implementation- wasteland sites as urban wildlife areas

As stated in chapter 2, wastelands have a high economic inmgertaot only from the point
of view of planners, but also landowners (see section 2.2.4is thus often difficult to
convince both these parties that the optimal use of the site ia geeenspace or more
specifically an urban wildlife area. There are, howewgportunities for using wastelands as
urban wildlife areas, either in an informal manner, or througtmal planning measures. This
is often easier when the site is in local authority ownership,the provision of sufficient
greenspaces and an attractive urban environment are some taSkseof local government,
whereas private owners are interested mainly in the econoatput from their land holding.

Organisations involved in the creation of urban wil dlife areas

A wide variety of organisations are involved in the use of whstds as urban wildlife areas.
In many cases more than one organisation is involved in a projecth$tarice regeneration
agencies tend to work together with local councils, who in tuerkamogether with local
groups. Although local groups play an important role in urban wildlifeaacreation and
management, they often require the help of a larger orgaoisdtr instance Groundwork in
the UK, to provide them with access to financial or practasgistance. On the other hand, in
some cases it is the local groups who have access to fundsh ahecunavailable to larger
agencies. When it comes to purchasing sites it is larggarosations that either own sites
themselves or have the funds and capability to arrange for pwecffas instance the
Grundstuicksfonds in the Ruhr area of Germany); this is importamiainy cases as funding is
often only available for sites owned by the local authority or iy drganisation applying for
funding.

Instruments used to create urban wildlife areas

There are a wide variety of instruments that can be useddorsevasteland sites as urban
wildlife areas (as demonstrated in section 4.2.5). The cigdy of Brandts Aue shows an
interesting mix of instruments, with three different instrumeogsng used on the one site.
This is termed a “Fordermittelmix” and is permissible asd as there is no double funding of
activities.

An interesting point is that compensation measures (or section 10&eragnts) were
identified as a potential instrument for undertaking landscaping®improvement measures
on all of the four case study sites. This indicates the importaricguch instruments with
respect to securing wasteland sites as greenspaces, gy df the site is developed (as is
the case on the Selly Oak site in Birmingham).
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A type of instrument whose use has possibly not been exploited fulheisise of agreements
or contracts. In many cases owners are willing to give up sigrfor an interim or long-term
use, as long as they are absolved of any responsibility for tae®ie use of such agreements
provides an alternative to purchasing the site to secure itsassan urban wildlife area.
Experience with such agreements in Leipzig has not yet bedicydarly positive but the
successful use of such instruments in the Ruhr area and in oties demonstrates their
potential value. Nevertheless, in reality they are only {jkel be applicable in cases where the
development of the site is unlikely for economic or environmergasons.

Different approaches used to create urban wildlife_areas

The three main approaches used to convert or use wasteland sitdmasvildlife areas have
been discussed in section 4.2.6. There are advantages and disgéganf all of these
approaches and the approach used will depend on the planned use of te wi# as the
funding available. The relaxed, low cost approach of using natucglgsises (as supported by
BRADSHAW 2000) is possible in urban areas where the vegetation has aldeadjoped, but
is difficult to countenance on sites which are completely devoidegfetation. A common
phenomenon in Leipzig is the landscaping of wasteland sites thatmeveusly sealed with
concrete or tarmac. In most cases topsoil is brought onto tharsitehe site landscaped with
trees and a grass mixture, thus creating a “typical” urbaargeace and losing the individual
character of wasteland vegetation. Perhaps a more interegtprgach would be to undertake
minimal landscaping and allow, at least on part of the giural succession to take its
course.

In some cases wasteland vegetation is not suitable for an uritdiiferarea, as was found on
a former agricultural site in Leipzig that had become ovengrdoy an impenetrable stand of
thistles and stinging nettles. In such cases some form of gesment of the existing

vegetation and low-key landscaping measures are more appropriate.

On formal urban wildlife areas, such as Camley Street in Lonttwajnitial landscaping of
the site has in time developed into an attractive and valuabigeraf wildlife habitats. The
intense use and high regard for the site have demonstrated thedtkiee expensive initial
measures have paid off (seeHNSTON1990).

The examples in chapter 4 have shown that there is a place fibreatlifferent approaches to
the creation of urban wildlife areas but the options should befally considered before the
approach is decided upon. In many cases expensive landscaping measune$ necessary
and simple measures (as recommended by Baines and Smasffide. These may include
labelling the site, to show that it is a managed and valued r@ggricting vehicular access to
prevent disturbance and fly-tipping, and keeping the edges of théidytéo demonstrate a
level of care and management of the site (seelBs & SMART 1991). With careful thinking
and planning tragedies such as the uprooting of an old orchard to weakdor a school’s
garden (which occurred in Leipzig) can be avoided in the &itur

Management of urban wildlife areas

On almost all urban wildlife areas some sort of managementdgired to prevent the
eventual development of the vegetation into woodland. Although mesoases woodland
may be a welcome end stage, in most cases it will reaudtlposs of habitats that are valuable
both for recreation and ecology. Reidl recommends the retwndif areas of particular
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successional stages (such as pioneer vegetation) in seleetsl @fr wasteland sites whilst
leaving other areas of the site to develop according to theralavegetation dynamics oL
1998). A degree of management is seen to be essential on rasttland sites to prevent the
situation which has developed in Essen where the natural playgroundsccarawasteland
sites are almost all overgrown by trees; this is perhaps ndygeof greenspace favoured by
the local residents, especially with regard to the poteribalchildren’s play (AJGUSTIN
2001).

In most cases management will depend on the resources avaitablell as the use and users
of the site. Often urban wildlife areas are managed bycalloconservation group (as is the
case with pocket parks) or their management is influencedhéwactivities and use of the site
(particularly with more intensively used sites such as CanS3&get or Gillespie Park in
London). The involvement of local people in the management of uvialtife areas is not
possible in all cases but can lead to a reduction in costs anebdeg feeling of belonging and
a sense of responsibility for the siteod@NSTON1990).

Other issues related to the use of wastelands as ur ban wildlife areas

Liability - This is an issue which often arises with respect to elasd sites. Owners are often
unwilling to allow access to sites on which accidents could odaurwhich they would be
liable. This seems to be an attitude of mind as much asldega issue, as the overwhelming
consensus in Birmingham was that this was not a particular probldrareas in Leipzig it
was an issue that was taken very seriously by the City GbuMith respect to the Trust for
Derelict Land (see section 4.2.4), liability was not thought to dre issue with large
landowners or companies that would donate land to the Trust sincethiy afford to risk
the unlikely occurrence of a liability problem. For sites ownedpbiate persons or by the
local council the liability issue could be overcome by including tite within the city’s own
liability contract (which is valid for all greenspaces deaied to the public).

Long-term security of sitesThe issue of long-term security is especially importantamts

of obtaining funding for measures carried out on wasteland sitesoBt oases the site must
belong to the local authority but there are other possibilittessécuring the long-term use of

a site. One of these possibilities is currently being developethe form of the Trust for
Derelict Land (see section 4.2.4) where sites are donatétetdrust for a period of ninety-
nine years (see ROUNDWORK 2001). The Grundstucksfond in the Ruhr area is another
mechanism through which the ownership of the site is secured aridddélecouncils are able

to stipulate the future use of the site.

The problem of long-term security is not only that of ownership, &iso of the future
management of sites. This is a particular problem with respetihe use of compensation
measures in Germany where there is frequently no money forutineef management of the
site once it comes under the responsibility of the local counciteHesimilar mechanism as
that used by the Trust for Derelict Land could be implementedrevt@ndowners (or for
instance those paying for the compensation measure) would paydawment for the site,
the interest from which could provide for the management of itee Bublic participation is
also a way of ensuring the long-term management of the siteguajh this depends on the on-
going enthusiasm of the local group, something that cannot be ehduean, however, be
supported by continued input from the local council or an organisation sucthes
Groundwork Trust or Green Ring.
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Public participation- The participation of the public in both the creation and nggmaent of
urban wildlife areas is of great importance with respedh®acceptance of the sites and their
long-term security, as has been shown by the vociferous oppositighetdoss of such
greenspaces (for instance in the case of Selly Oak in iBgham or Gillespie Park in
London) (see section 4.2.6). Research at the University of Matethkas revealed that a
community-led, ecologically informed approach to wasteland rediamas beneficial for
three main reasons:

» itis more cost effective and cheaper than traditional apgines;

* long-term perspective is taken, which reduces the likelihoodhef dite becoming
derelict again;

* a holistic approach is inevitable since local people arelved in the project (see
LING & GRIFFITHS 2001).

A practical example of community involvement in wasteland regaien has been
successfully implemented in Leipzig where local schoolchildrerevirevolved in the planting
and management of a site. They have since formed a working gvihim the school to care
for the site in the future (Keim 2001).

Acceptance of wastelands as urban wildlife ared$ie acceptance of wastelands as a type of
greenspace in their own right is something that will not come aboeitroght. In many cities
such “wild” nature is considered valuable, but there will aj@ be people who regard such
sites as being unkempt or untidy. The designation of some of thieseas sites of importance
for nature conservation (as is the case of the Selly Oakasid Burbury Brickworks — see
section 4.2.7) demonstrates that the ecological value stthites is also seen to be important.
The inclusion of urban commons in nature conservation strategges)(Birmingham) or an
acceptance of urban commons or wasteland as a valuable haliitainstance industrial
nature in the Ruhr area, or wasteland in London (see GLC N.BrridAr 1997) - makes a
positive step in the acknowledgement of their value.

In addition to official recognition of the importance of wastelasiigs, there also needs to be
accompanying interpretation of the value of these sitemdoease people’s awareness and
acceptance of their importance in the urban landscape.

The relationship between policies and practice

The final point in the discussion is whether the policies ldoidvn by different countries and
cities are actually put into practice.

In both Leipzig and Birmingham the use of wastelands as urban véldhiéas complies with
both the open space and regeneration policies, although in both castetands are also seen
to be valuable sites for development in preference to greenfisitts. The
brownfield/greenfield debate is difficult to solve, sincehalugh it is sensible to prevent
continuing growth, there is also an argument for improving the enviesiinn the inner
cities, which in turn would help to prevent outward growth by atiracpeople back into the
cities. A degree of growth is inevitable and also necessaoyder to keep the town or city on
a positive economic footing, since if no suitable sites are labks, investors will go
elsewhere; thus a compromise has to be found between thedes of wasteland sites.

The use of wasteland sites as urban wildlife areas (or greeespean also be a real test of a
local authority’s planning policies. Local authorities frequently religrd the amenity
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potential of wasteland sites as they consider them more bigdar the siting of new houses
or other developments, ecology and amenity being secondary to fingaama(SvyTH 1987,
ELKIN & M CLAREN 1991). However, if a site is of great importance with retge nature
conservation, and this is emphasised in local planning policieslétxelopment of such a site
would show that economic interests even come before the wellgtitoaut, long-term
planning of the area. In this respect it will be interestiogee whether the Selly Oak site (see
section 4.2.7) will be secured as a greenspace as plannedhether the development
proposals will go against the policies laid down in both the developmé&n and nature
conservation strategy of Birmingham.
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5.4  Conclusions and recommendations for further wor k

5.4.1 Conclusions

Urban wastelands can provide valuable wildlife areas on whiciplpeare able to experience
and enjoy nature. Sometimes the wastelands can be enjoykeyaare — the so-called “urban
commons” — whereas in other cases some sort of managemaenteoreintion is required to
convert wastelands into wildlife areas that can be used by pedjlere is a need for
increased interpretation and education about the value that wastetaydsave for wildlife,
both to secure wastelands in the urban landscape and to increase’ pappireciation of the
wild nature that exists on their doorsteps.

Through the use of the evaluation method the importance of wastelesds urban wildlife
areas can be determined. Although this tool must be used withocauéking into account
possible data errors as well as the individual charactesisti the sites, it nevertheless
provides a useful aid to decision making, especially if used in @oation with planning or
land use data in a GIS.

There are many different strategies in use or availableotovert or use wasteland sites as
urban wildlife areas. Care must be taken to ensure thawthiecharacter of these sites and
their typical ecology is not lost during landscaping or managememksy The inclusion of
local people in projects to create urban wildlife areas on wastesites is important to ensure
acceptance of these sites by the local population and theimeomgj success. Although there
are cases where people have been involved in projects, tieis dépends on the policies and
ideals of the organisations involved. Alterations to grant gpetions could help to ensure
that local people are involved in the creation and manageniemban wildlife areas.

5.4.2 Recommendations for further work

A problem which has been brought to light several times during theseoof this research

project is the lack of information available on people’s vieamsl wishes with respect to urban
greenspaces and the use of urban wastelands as urban wildafe #res generally accepted
that urban wildlife areas are required in towns and cities abprople can have contact with
nature in their daily lives. There is a definite need fosaarch in this field to determine if
people really want such urban wildlife areas, in particular kived that develop or are

developed on urban wastelands. There is also a need for research aimdsavshould be

managed and landscaped so that people obtain maximum use and enjopmethiese sites.

Of particular relevance are the opinions of children, who tend tthbemain users of urban
wildlife areas but are rarely included in user surveys oeaesh projects. It would also be
interesting to carry out such research in different countries dereéint regions to determine
whether cultural or regional influences have an effect arpfeEs opinions.

Another topic for future research, carrying on from the invesiogabf people’s views of
urban wildlife areas, would be the study of people’s views of ac&n of wasteland sites in
the study area in Leipzig. Information could be collected on whetherobpeople used the
sites, and if so why, as well as people’s opinions on the currepbtantial value of the sites
as urban wildlife areas. In some cases people may use sitpyybecause there is nothing
else available but in other cases they may value the Veldif these wasteland sites. Such
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information would provide a valuable insight into how wasteland sitesilsl be managed and
whether or not they are valued by the local population as paheo@irban landscape.

The third topic for long-term study would be to follow the course ofelepment of several
wasteland sites into urban wildlife areas. This has been dae#yhihrough the investigation
of the case study sites in this research project (se@oset.2.7) but it would be interesting to
study in more detail the development and use of sites that haae Umed as or created into
urban wildlife areas. Aspects such as acceptance and uséesf Isng-term management,
ownership and liability issues and funding should be included in the staslyliScussed in
section 5.3.2). Public participation is another very importapieat in the creation and success
of urban wildlife areas (as demonstrated bhyd andGRrIFFITHS 2001) and is something that
should also be researched more thoroughly with respect to thetéomystudy of urban
wildlife areas. A study of this sort would provide interestiagd valuable information about
the practical creation or use of wasteland sites as urbatiif@ibreas.

A fourth area of interest for further work is the developmentre# evaluation method. The
method developed in this research project concentrated on thdigates of the suitability
of wasteland sites as urban wildlife areas but it would be istarg to take this a step further
and investigate the value of sites from other points ofwi€or instance criteria could be
developed to investigate the value of sites for development andahis then be compared
with their value as an urban wildlife area. This could make ust@fapproach developed by
Freeman, which aimed to determine the ecological, ameasmity development value of
naturally regenerating sites (SeREEMAN 1997).

The GIS could also be developed further with respect to the ifeevaluation method and
the decision making process. Valuable information such as sitehip, proposed land use,
and other planning information could be made available in the Gi&gir linking the data to
existing databases. This will, or course, depend on the avatijabilthe data in digital form
and the ability to access such data but such a system woubfl \edue for decision making
both in research and in practice.

Figure 17 Acocks Green Millennium Green, Birmingham (photo H.Herbst)
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