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Section one: Policy Principles

Q1. Do you agree with the 4 intended objectives for policy to increase investment in nature
set out above?

e Do you agree with each of the 4 objectives?

e Any further comments including other factors the Government should consider?

Environmental improvement should clearly and explicitly be the first and overriding objective
of increased investment in nature markets. This should include nature recovery (biodiversity,
water, air), climate change mitigation and adaptation, and equitable access to a healthy
natural environment.

We partially agree with the other objectives but there must be alterations to make them
feasible. Under objective 1, economic growth must not be measured by GDP alone. GDP only
captures the market value of goods and services while overlooking the degradation of natural
systems and the benefits they provide. As highlighted by UNEP, this can lead to policy
decisions that undermine long-term wellbeing and sustainability.!

The Government should fully adopt the recommendations of the Dasgupta Review and utilise
economic frameworks to integrate the value of nature.? This includes changing the main
measure of economic success to one that includes natural capital. This will ensure the UK
captures the benefits of investing in natural assets and help avoid the damage that is done to
the economy when nature is damaged. In doing so, the UK would recognise ecosystems as
foundational to human health, security and economic stability.

The Global Biodiversity Framework and the Environment Act now create a legally binding
targets framework which will require businesses to avoid and reduce their environmental
impacts. From a business perspective, this is not just a compliance issue, it requires a sector-
wide response to reduce environmental risk and build long-term resilience.

1 UNEP. (2022). Beyond GPD: making nature count in the shift to sustainability.
2 HM Treasury. (2021). Final Report - The Economics of Biodiversity: The Dasgupta Review.
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Long term, stable regulation is important both for business and to allow nature to thrive in
the presence of long-term protections. However, under objective 2, business certainty must
not be achieved at the expense of the ability to react to emerging environmental threats. The
precautionary principle requires regulation to adapt to new data on risks to the environment
and put in place protections. This must take precedence over certainty for businesses.

Frequent changes and consultations on nature market regulations and policies, particularly
proposals to exempt small sites from Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG), are eroding the policy
stability needed to support long-term private investment in nature. The recent BNG
consultation and Part 3 of the Planning and Infrastructure Bill haves caused significant
uncertainty, which is preventing investment in restoration projects. More certainty around
policies such as these is essential for investor confidence.

Government regulators should play a facilitative role in encouraging greater private sector
involvement, rather than impeding it. Ofgem’s draft response to company proposals for the
RIIO-3 price review has, for example, hindered efforts by National Grid to increase investment
in nature-related initiatives.3 For example by applying BNG to grid developments that do not
require planning permission. Government should give explicit guidance to regulators to seek
maximum value options (including nature benefits), rather than the lowest-cost option.

Q2. Is there evidence from existing domestic or international policies which the
Government can learn from regarding:
e the benefits of policy action to increase private sector investment in nature?
e the policy actions that are most effective and efficient at increasing private sector
investment in nature?
e the risks of policy action to increase private sector investment in nature?

It is clear that to drive private sector environmental investment at scale and in a robust way
cannot be achieved by voluntary approaches. Compliance markets, backed by strong
regulation, impact disclosure and investment standards, would be required if the Government
wishes to fill the significant investment gap in nature. Voluntary approaches (such as early
BNG or carbon markets) have been small-scale and unreliable. Nascent nature markets (BNG
and nutrient neutrality) are promising. Much more could be achieved by expanding existing
compliance requirements and applying similar approaches to other sectors.

We recommend the Government introduces a Nature Recovery Obligation on major polluting
sectors. This should comprise a duty to (1) disclose impacts on nature; (2) produce nature-
positive plans (alongside net zero plans); and (3) invest in nature recovery.

Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) systems in the UK and abroad provide clear examples
of how the polluter pays principle can be well or poorly applied. The proposed UK packaging
EPR system, while much needed to transfer waste disposal costs from local authorities to

3 Ofgem. (2025). RII0O-3 Draft Determinations — Gas Distribution.
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waste producers, is not expected to greatly increase recycling rates or greatly reduce
production of packaging. This means that the impacts of resource extraction on nature
resulting from the production of packaging from virgin raw material will not be greatly
reduced. EPR systems in other countries reward businesses with lower fees for a range of
sustainability actions, resulting in lower environmental impacts.* This demonstrates how the
polluter pays principle must be used to guide behaviour away from destructive practices as
well as to fund investment in nature.

Similarly, Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG) in England provides an important domestic case study
in how policy action can successfully stimulate private investment in nature, if it is
implemented with certainty and integrity. In its first year, BNG created significant demand for
biodiversity units (BUs), with much off-site BU demand coming from small sites under 1
hectare. The introduction of BNG has led to a growing market in biodiversity enhancement,
creating new jobs, markets and businesses that benefit nature. It is estimated that, if correctly
implemented, the Biodiversity Net gain market could be worth £200m annually and create a
potential £1 billion pot for nature restoration by 2030.> This is a significant step forward in
closing the biodiversity funding gap, creating new employment and growth opportunities in
the process. Initial estimates suggested that the broader benefits of Biodiversity Net Gain,
including enhanced pollination, flood control, and carbon sequestration, could be worth
around £9.6 billion.® Ambition and additionality are key to delivering well-designed
developments with onsite green infrastructure, and the comprehensive application of BNG to
NSIPs is essential to secure greater investment in offsite habitats.

Scenario modelling by Eftec shows that with proper enforcement and tighter exemptions,
annual BU demand could rise by 82% and the area of land subject to BNG increase by 79%
compared to the current baseline.” However, these benefits are contingent on policy stability.
Proposals to exempt minor developments from BNG risk reducing market demand by up to
50%, compared to its full potential, threatening to collapse habitat banks, market demand,
the business case for investment - undermining the ecological and economic integrity of the
scheme. The key lesson is that well-designed regulation, if consistent and enforced, can
unlock substantial private investment. Conversely, abrupt policy changes, particularly those
that undercut demand, pose a major risk to nature market and investor confidence, and
therefore undermine their potential contribution to long-term nature recovery goals.

4 European Union. (2021). Incentives to boost the circular economy. A guide for public authorities.

5 Eftec (2021) Biodiversity Net Gain: Market Analysis Study, NR0171 www.randd.defra.gov.uk

6 National Audit Office. (2024). Implementing Statutory Biodiversity Net Gain.

7 The Lifescape Project. (2025). BNG de minimis exemption being misused to avoid compensation obligations worth

£106m/year
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Section 2: Outcome- and sector-specific examples and
questions

Outcome 1: Clean and plentiful water — cleaning up rivers, lakes and seas

Q3. Which sectors could and should contribute as part of a catchment-based approach to
water management for nature recovery?

A holistic, comprehensive approach to water management is required to drive nature’s
recovery, restore the health of the water environment, and secure a clean, resilient water
supply. All sectors impacting the water environment must have responsibility not only to
mitigate their impact, for example as a result of pollution or abstraction and water
consumption, but must also work in collaboration across the catchment to restore and
enhance the water environment. Models such as rod licences® that generate revenue should
be explored to ensure all sectors contribute to their use of water and the benefits they receive
from ecosystem services provided by aquatic animals and plants.

Given that all sectors are reliant on water in some form, arguably all sectors should be
contributing to its protection and recovery. An ambitious version of the Regional Water
Authorities proposed by the Independent Water Commission could attribute responsibility to
water polluters across different sectors, with short-term delivery targets in each region to
drive action and investment.

Sectors impacting (and benefitting from) the water environment include, but are not limited
to, the water industry, the farming and food sector, highways and transport, construction and
development, mining and quarrying, energy, and other industries such as chemicals
production and manufacturing. The relevance and relative importance of these different
sectors will differ depending on the context of the catchment; for example, whether the
catchment is urban or rural, how land is used and managed, and the presence of assets and
infrastructure such as treatment works or data centres. A comprehensive monitoring regime,
covering the full range of pollutants and pressures impacting the water environment, is
therefore essential to guide effective water management; identifying what the (key)
pressures are in the catchment, who is responsible, and where intervention will be most
impactful.

Where impacts and pressures are not attributed to any one individual sector or actor, these
must be managed as a collective responsibility, to ensure that they do not fall between the
gaps. For example, the impacts of invasive non-native species, or of greenhouse gas emissions
on changing climate and increasingly frequent extreme weather events, and therefore the
impacts of flooding and drought.

8 Environment Agency. (2024). Fisheries Annual Report 2023-24. How we spend fishing licence income.
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The role of the public and how different sectors engage with them should be considered.
However, it is not sufficient or practical to place the onus solely on consumers to understand
and manage the environmental consequences of the products they use. While promoting
individual awareness and responsible behaviour is valuable, greater responsibility must lie
with manufacturers. Companies should be required to design products, such as wet wipes,
with their end-of-life disposal in mind, especially when marketed for bathroom use and
therefore highly likely to be flushed. The environmental harm caused by sewage blockages
and system discharges often stems from product formulations that are not suitable for such
disposal pathways. Unlike fats and oils, which are commonplace in cooking and harder to
substitute, non-biodegradable wet wipes are not essential and should be reformulated to be
safe for wastewater systems, regardless of how they are disposed of.

Every year around 4,500 tonnes of fishing gear becomes waste in the UK, along with 7,000
tonnes of gear from aquaculture (seafood farming).® Although this is relatively low in terms
of overall tonnage, the effects fishing and aquaculture gear waste have on people and nature
are disproportionately harmful. Abandoned, lost, or otherwise discarded fishing gear (ALDFG)
is mostly made of plastic and so persists in the marine environment and continues to catch
and kill marine life (“ghost fishing”). In European seas, ALDFG accounts for roughly a third of
marine litter, estimated to be over 11,000 tonnes per year.'° This contributes to plastic
pollution in the oceans, which kills marine life through ingestion and build-up of toxic
chemicals in their bodies.'! The fishing gear and aquaculture gear industry should contribute
to the funding of management of this waste through a comprehensive system of Extended
Producer Responsibility (EPR) that funds the collection and management of fishing gear,
including its collection from known hotspots for loss and disposal of fishing gear at sea.

Q4. What are the barriers to incentivising sectors that depend on the water system to invest
in water outcomes? What actions are needed by Government to address these barriers?

Lack of programmes and structures to drive investment

The provision of programmes, structures and incentives to drive water management and to
identify what action is needed by whom and by when, varies significantly across sectors.
However, common features include (1) backloading of effort (with delivery of long-term
Water Framework Directives consistently neglected in favour of short-term cost-saving), (2)
the lack of an integrated cross-sector approach to design effective policy options, and (3) poor
monitoring and enforcement allowing under-investment and free-riding.

For example, in the water sector, the Water Industry National Environment Programme
(WINEP) functions to drive water industry investment for environmentally beneficial
outcomes and means that water company actions to improve waterbody health in line with
WEFD targets are clearly outlined, planned and costed. However, there is not an equivalent

9 Defra. (2021). End-of-life fishing and aquaculture gear policy options - ME5240.
10 European Commission. (2018). Reducing Marine Litter: action on single use plastics and fishing gear.
1T WWEF. (2022). Impacts of plastic pollution in the oceans on marine species, biodiversity and ecosystems.
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programme or process of this kind for other sectors, such as agriculture, or pharmaceuticals
and manufacturing industries. This means that levers for driving action and investment —and
accountability — from these sectors are lacking.

Furthermore, the efficacy of processes such as River Basin Management Plans (RBMPs), which
are intended to identify and drive specific measures for different actors and sectors to protect
and restore the water environment — have been undermined due to implementation and
governance challenges.'?13

To address these barriers, the Government must ensure that milestones and measures for
different sectors included within RBMPs are specific, time-bound and appropriately funded.
The Catchment Based Approach (CaBA) and catchment partnerships must also be adequately
funded to deliver integrated catchment governance, and therefore to support strategic
delivery and holistic management across sectors. In 2023/24 alone, CaBA engaged over
21,000 stakeholders, across 96 partnerships, raising £3 from non-Government funders for
every £1 of Government investment.'4

The Government must also urgently implement the recommendations of the Independent
Water Commission for new long-term national water strategies, and ‘better and stronger
regional water system planning arrangements’ involving all sectors impacting the quality and
guantity of water.

Lack of environmental ambition in legislative and regulatory framework

Further barriers to incentivising sectors to invest in water outcomes can be found in
legislation, when this does not facilitate or sufficiently require sectors to be environmentally
conscious. For example, that Schedule 3 of the Water and Flood Act 2010 has not been
commenced, despite a Government review in 2023 recommending that it should, means that
developers have an automatic right to connect to sewerage infrastructure, and are not
required to first make use of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS). The existence and use of
Large User Tariffs, or ‘bulk tariffs’, in the water industry - whereby non-household water users
such as large businesses can be charged less for water the more that they use it, arguably
actively disincentivises the sector from investing in beneficial water outcomes.

Policy solutions are required from the Government in order to address these barriers. For
example, implementing Schedule 3 and mandatory use of SuDS in developments, and the
removal of bulk tariffs. More fundamentally, the Government must establish a clearer long-
term vision for regulated sectors regarding the water environment, and how they will be
expected to work collectively to achieve national environmental targets and outcomes. This
should be driven by national water strategies, as discussed, and built around a legally-binding

12 OEP. (2024). A review of implementation of the Water Framework Directive Regulations and River Basin Management
Planning in England.

13 wildlife and Countryside Link. (2024). WCL Blueprint WFD_Position Paper

14 CaBA. (2025). ‘CaBA Monitoring & Evaluation — CaBA Benefits Assessment Working Group’. CaBA
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apex target for water, with a strong nature and climate duty for regulators to support
implementation.

Q5. What activities by water companies that support nature recovery have potential to
attract additional private-sector investment?

Nature-based solutions implemented by the water industry have potential to attract
additional private-sector investment. Working with nature in this way creates opportunities
for blended finance by drawing in private investors or gaining income from buyers of
ecosystem services.

For example, The Rivers Trust ‘Water Stewardship Service’ which functions to connect
businesses with catchment partnerships in order to implement environmentally beneficial
measures on-the ground, or the Wyre Catchment NFM project, which utilises a commercial
business model to attract private funding, with the cost savings from implementing natural
flood management (NFM) generating a long-term revenue stream for repayment of upfront
investment in reduced flood risk and further ecosystem services including carbon
sequestration and biodiversity gain.'®

As discussed in response to Q5, in 2023/24 CaBA partnerships succeeded in attracting £3 of
investment from non-Governmental funders for every £1 of Government investment.
Investors included water companies and other businesses, in addition to lottery and grant
funders.

Q6. What should our priorities be when assessing the benefits of environmental
enhancement measures proposed by the water sector?

As a minimum, environmental measures proposed by the water sector must be sufficient to
ensure that companies are compliant with legal requirements, and are contributing to the
delivery of national environmental targets — for example, under the Environment Act, the
Environmental Improvement Plan, and the Water Framework Directive regulations.

Further to these basic requirements, the Government’s priority must be multi-benefit
measures that offer effective and efficient solutions to not only deliver the best
environmental outcomes for water, but also boost environmental resilience generally, and
contribute towards Government’s wider aspirations for nature and society.

To achieve this, benefit assessments of measures must not be based on purely financial value
alone; natural capital must be fully incorporated into and captured by these assessments.
Cost-benefit assessments of plans and proposed investments have thus-far struggled to go
beyond financial value within the water sector; for example, within Ofwat’s assessment of
water company business plans in the Price Review.

15 Further information can be found here: https://wyreriverstrust.org/wyre-nfm & here: The Wyre Catchment Natural
Flood Management Project
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In terms of assessing benefits, this should also consider what proposed environmental
enhancement measures mean in terms of outcomes. For example, what the measures will
mean in terms of improvements for environmental health, such as species recovered,
waterbodies improved to good status and so on, as opposed to solely the water industry
process, such as the number of storm overflows upgraded.

Q7. How can the water sector ensure that opportunities to deliver multiple benefits are
considered from the start of investment planning and decision-making?

As discussed in response to Q6, better integration of natural capital into water sector decision
making and cost-benefit assessments will be essential to ensure that multiple benefits can be
considered early, and accurately, in investment planning and decision making.

Outcome 2: Nature-based carbon reductions and removals

Q8. What are the reasons why businesses fund or buy nature-based carbon through
insetting agreements or markets such as the Woodland Carbon Code and Peatland Code?

The attractive qualities of schemes like the Woodland Carbon Code and the Peatland Code
are that they are regulated, endorsed across all the UK Nations and set the standards that
carbon offset projects used for tree planting or peatland restoration must meet. Registering
and independently validating the projects against these standards provides certainty in the
scheme and builds public trust as the list of registered projects is visible online.

Q9. What are the barriers for businesses in buying nature-based carbon through markets
such as the Woodland Carbon Code and Peatland Code?

Businesses face challenges navigating a crowded and inconsistent marketplace. Multiple
standards and codes, such as the Woodland Carbon Code, Peatland Code and others for
biodiversity or nutrient neutrality, each have different rules, methodologies and verification
processes. The absence of a unified platform or registry further complicates engagement for
potential buyers.

There is often a lack of confidence among businesses about whether projects meet high-
integrity standards. Concerns around additionality, permanence and the risk of carbon
reversal (e.g. from wildfire, disease, or flooding) can deter investment.

Nature-based carbon credits, particularly from woodland creation or peatland restoration,
typically take years to generate verified units. This time lag between investment and credit
issuance does not align well with business needs for near-term offsetting or reporting.

There is growing concern over the blurring of lines between native woodland creation, which
delivers genuine benefits for nature’s recovery, and commercial afforestation using non-



native conifers, which often lacks biodiversity value and can even harm existing ecosystems.
Clearer distinction and stronger policy safeguards are needed to ensure that climate and
nature goals are not undermined by planting unsuitable tree species in the wrong places.

Q10. How can the Government ensure policies to support tree planting are also effective in
unlocking private finance for woodland carbon?

It is crucial that incentives for tree planting are targeted and ringfenced for native broadleaf
tree species. Large-scale planting of non-native conifer trees will largely only bring benefits
for commercial afforestation, while native broadleaf species provide richer benefits for
biodiversity in addition to storing carbon.

There is a gap for private finance to support tree planting and carbon storage in urban
settings, in conjunction with the local authority.

Q11. Which sectors could be further incentivised to use, reuse and recycle timber as a low-
carbon material?

The construction sector presents the greatest untapped potential for increasing the use,
reuse and recycling of timber as a low-carbon building material. This could be significantly
accelerated through regulatory action to measure and reduce embodied carbon, particularly
at the upfront stages of a building’s life cycle. Currently, UK building regulations focus heavily
on operational emissions, leaving embodied carbon, associated with the production and
construction phase, largely unregulated. Introducing clear embodied carbon limits in planning
and building regulations, as proposed by the Part Z campaign and outlined in the UK Green
Building Council’s Whole Life Carbon Roadmap, would create a powerful incentive for
architects, developers, and contractors to specify timber and other low-carbon materials
more consistently.

Importantly, the tools and data to support this already exist. Embodied carbon benchmarking
databases, such as the Built Environment Carbon Database (BECD), ICE (Inventory of Carbon
and Energy) database, EC3 (Embodied Carbon in Construction Calculator) and various
Environmental Product Declarations (EPDs) can allow for robust material comparisons and
life cycle analysis. These resources give industry the ability to assess and select timber
products based on verified carbon performance, making it easier to meet low-carbon targets.
A regulatory framework mandating whole-life carbon assessments and setting embodied
carbon limits would provide the certainty and direction needed to scale up timber use across
the built environment, while leveraging this existing data infrastructure.



Q12. How could businesses which emit greenhouse gases or have negative impacts on
biodiversity be further incentivised to fund or buy nature-based carbon reductions and
removals, in line with the polluter pays principle?

Businesses with significant greenhouse gas emissions or negative biodiversity impacts could
be further incentivised through a mix of regulatory, fiscal and market-based mechanisms.
Clearer integration of these investments into mandatory disclosure and offsetting
requirements, such as biodiversity net gain policies, would create direct financial drivers.
Enhanced transparency and credibility through robust standards, monitoring and assurance
frameworks can improve business confidence in the environmental and reputational returns
of such investments.

While incentives have a role to play, there is also a strong case for complementing them with
more prescriptive regulatory measures. This could include tighter environmental impact
obligations, enforceable limits on residual emissions, and clearer legal requirements for
businesses to fund or deliver compensatory nature-based outcomes where unavoidable
environmental harm occurs. For example, Wildlife and Countryside Link has called for the
introduction of a legally binding Nature Recovery Obligation to ensure that both public bodies
and businesses take responsibility for their environmental impacts and actively contribute to
nature’s recovery, whilst also accelerating investment in nature-based carbon reductions and
removals.’® Such regulation would ensure minimum standards of environmental
responsibility and drive demand for high-integrity nature-based solutions that go beyond
voluntary action. Aligning these measures with national Nature Recovery and Net Zero
pathways ensures that private finance is strategically targeted and contributes meaningfully
to long-term ecological resilience.

Relying too heavily on market-based mechanisms such as carbon offsetting can lead to
perverse outcomes, for instance companies opting to purchase low-cost offsets rather than
undertaking the more challenging but necessary task of reducing emissions at source.
Offsetting should be treated as a last resort within a clear mitigation hierarchy that prioritises
avoidance and reduction, drawing parallels with established pollution control regimes where
operators are required to apply the Best Available Technology at a cost that is not excessive.
Furthermore, the integrity of carbon markets must be safeguarded by ensuring that only
businesses that have already achieved carbon neutrality are permitted to sell carbon credits,
such as those derived from peatland or woodland restoration. This would not only prevent
the paradox of high-emitting businesses profiting from environmental assets but also create
a genuine incentive for land managers to neutralise their own footprint before generating
revenue from sequestration. Regulatory frameworks must therefore evolve to close these
gaps, uphold environmental integrity and ensure that emissions reductions are real, verifiable
and equitable.

16 wildlife and Countryside Link. (2023). Nature 2030. Five urgent reforms to meet natural environment targets
in the next Parliament
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Outcome 3: Access to nature — supporting tourism, recreation and
wellbeing

Q13. What measures could be used to increase and diversify funding to ensure our
Protected Landscapes are sustainably resourced?

We support expanding the ability of Protected Landscapes to attract and deploy private
finance for nature restoration and climate mitigation, particularly in the form of high-integrity
environmental markets (e.g. carbon credits, biodiversity units, water quality improvements).
These landscapes are well placed to host nature-based solutions, such as peatland
restoration, woodland creation or floodplain reconnection, which can deliver outcomes for
businesses seeking to offset or compensate for environmental impacts. In fact, investment in
Protected Landscapes will help deliver all other outcomes.*’

However, we stress that strong safeguards are essential: private investment must align with
the priorities and objectives in the Management Plan for the Protected Landscape, be locally
accountable and deliver tangible nature and community benefits. Protected Landscape
bodies should be supported to build capacity in project development, aggregation and
assurance and to coordinate finance through local nature market partnerships or investment
readiness funding. Some have already been very successful at securing project funding from
private finance and other sources, but this in itself requires additional resources, and project
funding is often short-term, making it hard to retain skilled and knowledgeable project staff
or make sustained progress.

Q14. Would you support greater application of the beneficiary pays principle in Protected
Landscapes?

Great care should be taken to ensure that the application of the beneficiary pays principles in
Protected Landscapes does not undermine public access, equity or the foundational role of
public investment in delivering public goods. The core responsibility for funding Protected
Landscapes should remain with Government, polluters and market actors whose activities
cause environmental harm.

Charging for access to nature could undermine the legal right to access and the principle that
Protected Landscapes are for everyone. Introducing entry fees or excessive user charges risks
excluding lower-income visitors and reducing public support for nature protection.

Moreover, the beneficiary pays principle unfairly shifts the funding burden onto communities
or voluntary contributions, despite environmental pressures often being driven by wider
systemic issues (e.g. agricultural pollution, upstream water abstraction) that are not the fault
of local users or visitors.

17 Defra. (2024). Protected Landscapes Targets and Outcomes Framework. Policy paper.
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Substituting public funding with revenue from “beneficiaries”, such as tourists or charitable
donors, will not drive nature recovery. We stress that core public investment remains
essential as it underpins the delivery of public goods that markets often fail to value such as
biodiversity, climate resilience and cultural heritage.

That said, there is measured support for applying elements of the beneficiary pays principle
where they are fair, locally supported and transparently reinvested such as modest service
charges for specific high-impact activities or the introduction of road user charges for visitors
to support improved public transport in areas where high numbers of vehicles are damaging
the environment. These approaches must be supplementary to, not a replacement for,
strategic public funding.

Q15. Would you support greater application of the polluter pays principle in Protected
Landscapes?

We support a stronger application of the polluter pays principle in Protected Landscapes due
to its value in securing long-term environmental recovery and resilience in these nationally
important areas. Invoking this principle would help to rebalance responsibility for nature
recovery and ensure that the costs of environmental damage are not externalised onto
communities, landscapes or future generations.

Protected Landscapes remain vulnerable to a range of ongoing pressures such as intensive
land use and water pollution that are often not adequately addressed or compensated for.
Applying the polluter pays principle more rigorously would ensure that those responsible for
environmental degradation, whether through direct pollution, harmful land management
practices, or overuse of natural resources, are held financially accountable for restoration and
mitigation.

Specifically, we call for the stronger regulation and enforcement of existing environmental
laws to reduce the burden of restoration costs falling on the public sector or conservation
charities. Mandatory levies on activities causing environmental harm within or in the setting
or upstream of Protected Landscapes such as agricultural run-off or infrastructure
developments would also help to fund targeted restoration and nature recovery. Lastly,
greater corporate responsibility for businesses operating in or impacting these landscapes,
including supply chain transparency and investment in local environmental improvements,
would be a necessary complement to public and philanthropic funding. Those parts of the
private sector which are also statutory undertakers such as the water and electricity industry
must also ensure that they are fully complying with the strengthened Protected Landscapes
duty introduced through the Levelling Up and Regeneration Act 2023.
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Q16. What are the benefits, and barriers, to businesses investing in actions which help to
contribute to 30by30?

Requirements for businesses to monitor and disclose impacts on nature and invest in its
recovery are currently extremely limited, confined only to small BNG and nutrient compliance
requirements. To achieve 30x30, significant additional private investment will be needed in
the core protected site network in addition to on-going public funding. There is a real risk that
important plans to contribute to delivery (such as Local Nature Recovery Strategy priorities)
will remain unfunded and undelivered because of the lack of regulatory requirements for
businesses to invest.

Protected areas must form the core of the 30by30 network as they are our flagship areas for
nature and have the legal protections and objectives in place necessary for ecosystems to
recover. Private funding must not be relied upon to replace necessary public funding to
monitor and manage protected areas. It is a legal requirement to ensure their features are
protected, meaning a public funding approach is necessary. On land, the Environment Act
aims to restore 75% of protected sites to a favourable condition by 2042. At sea, the
Environment Act requires the Government to restore 70% of designated features in our
Marine Protected Areas to a favourable condition by 2042, with the rest in a recovering
condition. This must primarily be achieved using public funding.

However, Other Effective Conservation Measures (OECMs)*® have the potential to contribute
to achieving 30by30 and could benefit from private funding to restore and protect them. This
would help expand the 30by30 network, which is especially important on land as SSSls cover
less than 10% of English land. OECMs must have proper protections in place to ensure that
nature is allowed to recover over the long-term to count towards 30by30. This means having
a robust approach and criteria for assessing, recognising and reporting OECMs, aligned with
existing IUCN guidance and criteria. A pipeline approach should be adopted so that candidate
OECM areas that do not yet fully meet all the criteria can receive support and advice to enable
them to address insufficiencies and work towards OECM status.

At sea, while protection, management and monitoring of MPAs is a legal requirement needing
public funding, there are opportunities for active restoration projects going beyond minimum
legal requirements. Private funding could be used here to help MPAs recover faster and
provide increased ecosystem services. For example, private funding could be used to help
restore seagrass and other severely depleted habitats where active restoration is possible.
This could be funded by ensuring those who benefit from the sea’s natural capital, such as
offshore wind and oil and gas developers, contribute to nature beyond providing
compensation for damage done. To increase private funding for nature at sea,
implementation of marine net gain should be the priority.

Constant changes and ongoing consultations to nature market regulation and policies,
notably BNG proposals to exempt small sites, are undermining the policy certainty required

18 JUCN. (n.d.). OECMs.
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to sustain long-term private investment in nature. The fledgling biodiversity enhancement
market depends on reliable, stable regulation to support demand and to justify upfront
investment in habitat banks and landowners. Yet, as highlighted in the 2025 BNG in Small
Developments report, lenient policy exemptions, as well as sudden proposals to exempt
significant areas of demand, risk undermining business investment in nature.®

Between March 2024 and February 2025, 87% of all planning applications claimed exemptions
from BNG, with 56% claiming the de minimis exemption.?° Out of early BNG transactions, the
average purchase was 0.2 hectares of habitat, 1.2 units and 70% of the transactions were less
than 1 hectare.?! Critically, 38% of all offsite biodiversity unit transactions came from
developments under 1 hectare, indicating that smaller sites are a vital component of the
market. Scenario modelling shows that proposals to exempt all sites under 1 hectare would
slash market demand and eliminate tens of millions of pounds in biodiversity compensation
and management. Such instability deters investment, undermines demand and market
confidence, and risks dismantling early progress toward building a robust, scalable private
nature finance sector. To meet ambitions such as the 30x30 target, regulatory consistency
and clear long-term policy signals are essential to support the scale of private capital and
demand needed to drive nature recovery at pace.

Q17. In order to support access to green spaces in more urban settings, what measures
could be used to increase and diversify funding for local parks and natural spaces?

We strongly support increasing and diversifying funding for local parks and natural spaces.
There is clear evidence that quality green space contributes to public health, climate
resilience, biodiversity and community wellbeing. In particular, funding should prioritise areas
identified as nature-deprived in Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRSs). Measures to
increase and diversify funding include:

1. Long-term central Government investment: a dedicated, ring-fenced funding stream
for local nature access should be established. This could sit within Defra’s remit but
be delivered in partnership with local authorities and community groups. This funding
must be secure and multi-year to support maintenance, upgrades and community
engagement over time.

2. Reform of local authority funding mechanisms: Current council budgets are stretched
and parks are often deprioritised. Reforms could include allowing councils to retain
more of the revenue from council tax or business rates for green space investment, as
well as introducing a statutory duty for councils to provide access to green and natural
spaces, similar to the statutory duty to provide libraries. The use of parks for

19 The Lifescape Project. (2025). BNG de minimis exemption being misused to avoid compensation obligations worth

£106m/year

20 The Lifescape Project. (2025). BNG de minimis exemption being misused to avoid compensation obligations worth

£106m/year
21Duffus, N. E., zu Ermgassen, S. O., Grenyer, R., & Lewis, O. T. (2025). Early outcomes of England’ s new biodiversity offset
market. bioRxiv.
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appropriate commercial events must reinvest some income in the maintenance of the
park.

3. Green Social Prescribing and health funding alignment: Support cross-departmental
collaboration so that public health budgets (e.g. via Integrated Care Systems)
contribute to nature investment as part of preventative health strategies. Parks and
green spaces should be formally recognised as health-promoting assets.

4. Green finance innovation: Pilot nature-based finance tools that focus on access
outcomes as well as biodiversity or carbon, such as blended finance for urban nature
recovery or outcomes-based payments tied to community wellbeing indicators.

The Government should be creative in its approach to funding key actions such as LNRS
delivery. For example, HMT should consider a locally-based levy system for raising money
from relevant businesses to pay for a pipeline of LNRS priority projects.

Outcome 4: Flood management

Q18. Which of the beneficiary sectors of natural flood management are best placed to
contribute to funding it?

Wildlife and Countryside Link has responded to the Government’s consultation ‘Reforming
our approach to floods funding’. Please refer to this response for further detail and
recommendations regarding contributions towards and investment in natural flood
management.??

In summary, we support Defra’s proposals to explore how beneficiary sectors of natural flood
management (NFM) such as the insurance sector could contribute to funding via partnership
funding models. In our response, we suggest that further sectors who should be considered
for contributing funding to flood alleviation and NFM schemes include developers,
particularly given the association between flood risk and building on floodplains.
Furthermore, we suggest that Defra should explore how businesses with a high carbon-
footprint can and should contribute to flood alleviation, given the impact of greenhouse gas
emissions on climate change and therefore increasingly frequent extreme weather events,
including floods.

22 Wildlife and Countryside Link. (2025). Blueprint for Water response: Reforming our approach to floods funding.
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Q19. What mechanisms could best enable this?

The Wyre Natural Flood Management Project demonstrates the potential for delivering
natural flood management measures via a commercial business model, utilising both public
and private funding.?

However, we note Defra’s acknowledgement in the floods funding consultation that despite
proposed changes to the partnership funding model for NFM schemes, other sustainable and
reliable funding sources will still be required in order to allow investments to keep pace with
pressures such as climate change and urban growth. Indeed, securing partnership funding can
be challenging and unreliable, with requirements to do so therefore bringing significant
administrative and financial burden which can prove prohibitive for small NFM projects.

Relying solely on contributions from beneficiary sectors therefore risks creating further
barriers to the implementation of NFM. Wildlife and Countryside Link strongly supports
proposals in the flood funding consultation that will make small NFM schemes that might not
otherwise proceed eligible for full Government funding, without the need for partnership
funds.

Outcome 5: Sustainable land use and food production

Q21. What policies or financial models have been most successful in improving
environmental performance and sustainability within the food and drink sector? Please
provide evidence.

There are various policies and financial models which have served to improve environmental
performance and sustainability in the food and drink sector. These represent a mix of
voluntary and mandatory measures which each offer certain advantages. Voluntary
approaches are most useful for early adoption, proof of concept, innovation and public-
private collaboration. They are often precursors to wider regulation which ensures sector-
wide change, prevents free-riding and delivers measurable, enforceable outcomes, especially
when linked to financial penalties or incentives.

Key Examples include:

1. Sector-wide policies: The UK Food and Drink Federation (FDF) Ambition 2030 sets out
a strategic framework with five pillars: Net Zero, Nature Restoration, Sustainable
Commodities, Food Waste and Packaging. It encourages companies to measure, target
and implement sustainability actions.

23 Further information can be found here: https://wyreriverstrust.org/wyre-nfm & here: The Wyre Catchment Natural
Flood Management Project
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2. Voluntary measures and certification schemes: Third-party certifications and joint
initiatives such as those promoted by WRAP’s Courtauld Commitment (UK), the
Roundtable on Sustainable Palm Qil (RSPO), Rainforest Alliance, Fairtrade and Organic
certification schemes can promote sustainable sourcing and waste reduction, as long
as the standards are constantly reviewed, upgraded, and responsive to where issues
are raised.

3. Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR): Producers are made responsible for the
environmental costs of their products across the lifecycle, especially waste. For
example, the UK’s Plastic Packaging Tax introduced in 2022 has pushed major food
and drink manufacturers (like Coca-Cola and Nestlé) to increase the use of recycled
content. The proposed UK packaging EPR system, while much needed to transfer
waste disposal costs from local authorities to waste producers, is not expected to
greatly increase recycling rates or greatly reduce production of packaging. In the EU,
such EPR schemes have significantly increased plastic packaging recycling rates.

4. Corporate carbon pricing: The Carbon Disclosure Project (2022) reports that over
1,500 companies globally use internal carbon pricing, leading to more than $250
billion in low-carbon investments.

Q22. What further measures would be most effective in incentivising the food and drink
sector to reduce its impact on nature and increase its investment in nature recovery?

The shift to wildlife-friendly farming is a major economic transition that will require generous
investment to support the farms that go furthest and fastest in supporting nature recovery.
At the moment, the funds available are not enough to support an effective and fair transition
and more rules should be put in place to add private funds to public money to support the
farming transition.

At the moment, supply chain pressure points toward reducing costs and, often, to lower
environmental standards. Clearer obligations should be placed higher in the supply chain for
sourcing food from the most nature-positive producers, helping create an incentive and
funding for nature-friendly farming business models. This should include responsibilities in
the food wholesale/retail sectors to account for their farming footprint, with responsibilities
to disclose nature impacts and invest in nature-friendly farming models.

Packaging Extended Producer Responsibility
Consideration should be given to the introduction of Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR)

schemes, based on the “polluter pays” environmental legal principle,?* under which the full
costs of managing pollution are borne by those who cause it.

24 Defra. (2023). Environmental principles policy statement.
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In the case of packaging EPR (pEPR) it would mean producers who place packaging on the
market are responsible for paying for the total cost of managing household packaging waste.
Such a scheme will transfer the costs of collecting, sorting, recycling and disposing of
household packaging waste from local authorities to producers of packaging. This makes
those who benefit from putting packaging onto the market responsible for the costs to society
and the environment when it becomes waste in line with the polluter pays principle.

Placing this cost on producers also creates an incentive to reduce the amount of packaging
producers use, in order to minimise fees they have to pay. For example, in Germany, EPR
helped reduce the amount of packaging produced by 13%.! Fees on packaging will also be
varied based on recyclability. This can drive up recycling rates. In Spain, the EPR system has
steadily increased the recycling rate to 80% in 2019,2 compared to only 65% in the UK.3

PEPR is critical to increasing the environmental sustainability of UK packaging production. By
reducing use of virgin raw materials, it can help reduce greenhouse gas emissions and the
destruction of nature.* It should be implemented in full and on existing timelines, with fees
beginning to be paid in October 2025 and lower fees on recyclable packaging starting in 2026.

Addressing Supply Chain Inequities

Farmers are currently at the mercy of supermarkets which, because of their dominance, are
able to negotiate extremely tough supply contracts. Farmers currently receive less than 1% of
the total profits for the food they produce. The financial, physical, and mental toll of farming
is driving people out of the profession and discouraging new entrants from taking it up.

The Government should clearly signal that healthy, sustainable food needs to be better valued
throughout the supply chain, supporting farmers' adoption of new and more sustainable
business practices. Many farmers cannot afford to transition to nature-friendly farming in a
system typified by unfair practices and low returns.

Ensuring the financial and operational burdens of transitioning to sustainable practices in all
farm sectors are shared fairly across the supply chain in line with recommendations from the
EFRA Committee?® and the Groceries Code Action Network?® would provide the basis for more
economic growth and increased investment in nature friendly farming across the sector.

The Government has reiterated its commitment to strengthening supply chain fairness as a
means of improving farm profitability and has confirmed that sector-specific codes will be
overseen by the Agricultural Supply Chain Adjudicator. However, existing protections for
farmers are fragmented, creating loopholes that larger supply chain actors can exploit. A fair
supply chain starts with a stronger, expanded Groceries Code Adjudicator, one with real

25 Efra Committee. (2025). Letter to Daniel Zeichner MP. Subject: Fairness in the food supply chain.
26 Sustain and Groceries Code Action Network. (2024). Joint Briefing on supply chain fairness.
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power to deter unfair supermarket practices, which remain a major source of pressure on
farmers.

Regulators such as the GCA and ASCA will need to work together closely and efficiently to
stop supply chain abuse. A better-regulated supply chain is needed to help increase
transparency and fair play, ensuring that farmers are fairly rewarded and maintain
competitiveness in a global market.

Mandatory Nature Risk Reporting and Due Diligence in Supply Chains

Current sustainability disclosure rules should be extended to nature impacts and UK food
companies could be required to report on deforestation, soil degradation and water risk in
supply chains. However, current corporate reporting obligations require primarily a
retrospective review of a company’s operations and do not require a forward-looking
consideration of the risks a company’s operations may pose.

To help reduce the environmental harms caused by business activity and to encourage a
positive contribution to nature, the Government should consider a forward-looking due
diligence obligation. This should require food and drink company Boards and senior
management to integrate management of environmental risk and harm more
comprehensively and transparently into business planning and operations, increasing the
public’s confidence in their operations, investments, and the products they sell.

Due diligence requirements should be tailored to the size and nature of the operations of the
business concerned and should encompass: the identification of potential risks and actual
harm; assessment of the likelihood and impact of those risks; and steps for their avoidance
(wherever possible) or mitigation. The company should publish a due diligence plan and
report on the effectiveness of progress made under it. This process should cover adverse
impacts that the business may cause or contribute to through its own activities or
investments, or through the activities of its subsidiaries, contractors, suppliers or other
businesses in the supply chain.

Lastly, due diligence obligations should be extended beyond illegal deforestation to require
companies to eliminate legal and illegal deforestation. Similarly, companies should align
with the EU to provide regulatory certainty to UK and EU businesses trading across the
continent.

Q23. How can measures best be designed to ensure fair distribution of costs and
accountability across the food and drink supply chain, and to avoid putting domestic

farmers at a disadvantage?

To ensure fair distribution of costs and accountability across the UK food and drink supply
chain, while avoiding unfair pressure on domestic farmers, policy measures must combine
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supply chain accountability, fair trade protections, and direct farmer support. Only then can
nature-positive food policy be both environmentally effective and economically just.

Supply Chain Parity: In addition to the supply chain equity principles referred to above
- needed to rebalance bargaining power, and expand and deepen existing codes of
practice - the “Polluter pays” principle must also apply across the value chain, not just
at the farm gate. Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) principles should apply
equally to processors, retailers, and brands, who typically capture the most value. For
example, France’s EPR on packaging makes retailers co-responsible, raising over
€1.2bn/year for waste management.

Trade Agreements: UK farmers should not be undercut by imported goods produced
to lower environmental and animal welfare standards. The UK’s future trade
agreements should minimise these risks and adopt positions that offset potential
vulnerabilities. This means that environmental and animal welfare standards must be
embedded in trade agreements and properly enforced.

Labelling: Consideration should be given to bringing forward legislation on mandatory
labelling of Method of Production for animal products.

Mandatory Due Diligence on Imports: In 2021, the Government introduced new
legislation in the Environment Act to tackle illegal deforestation in UK supply chains,
but this is yet to be ratified. Schedule 17 of the Environment Act introduced three core
requirements on regulated businesses:
e |t prohibits them from using illegally produced forest risk commodities,
including both raw and derived products.
e |t requires that they establish a due diligence system for each regulated
commodity.
e And it requires that they report annually on their due diligence exercise. To
ensure transparency, parts of their reports will be published.

Secondary legislation is necessary to operationalise the requirements of Schedule 17
but has not as yet been introduced. Initial secondary legislation was intended to focus
on four commodities identified as key drivers of deforestation: cattle products
(excluding dairy), cocoa, palm oil and soy. Until Schedule 17 has been operationalised
some English farmers will be at a competitive disadvantage against importers who
have not had to account for the source of their products.

Q24. How can measures recognise and mitigate the impacts of the wider bioeconomy on
land (for example, the use of natural fibres, timber, paper and pulp)? Which sectors are
most important?

Itis crucial to ensure that the growing bioeconomy supports, rather than undermines, nature
recovery and sustainable land use. While these sectors have potential to reduce reliance on
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fossil-based materials, they also bring significant risks to land use, biodiversity and carbon
stores if not managed carefully. For example, commercial conifer plantations must not
replace native woodland expansion or restoration, especially ancient woodlands.

The UK has a significant role in contributing to global deforestation for commodities. Forest
risk commodities are a global issue and just four commodities imported regularly to the UK
(cattle products - excluding dairy, cocoa, palm oil and soy) are estimated to account for 64%
of the UK’s tropical deforestation footprint, with as much as 93% of this deforestation likely
to be in violation of local laws.?” There has been a significant delay in introducing the
secondary legislation to bring schedule 17 of the Environment Act forward, and regular
commodities in the UK supply chain derived from agricultural land converted from forests.
Delays in the secondary legislation are a real danger to the Glasgow Leaders’ Declaration on
Forests and Land Use target to ‘halt and reverse forest loss and land degradation by 2030
while delivering sustainable development and promoting inclusive rural transformation’,
particularly as there will be a substantial grace period before business compliance with
Schedule 17 is expected.

In line with the recommendations from the Environmental Audit Committee, the legislation
should from the outset include all forest risk commodities associated with a material UK
deforestation footprint such as maize, rubber and coffee.

Q25. What measures could be used to increase investment in sustainable timber production
and processing, and timber reuse and recycling?

To increase investment in sustainable timber production, processing and recycling, the
Government should introduce robust embodied carbon regulations as part of national
planning policy and building regulations. Embodied carbon currently accounts for a significant
and rising proportion of built environment emissions. Regulating these emissions, as
recommended in the UKGBC’'s Whole Life Carbon Roadmap, would create long-term demand
for sustainably sourced, low-carbon materials like timber and unlock private sector
investment in domestic timber production and reuse infrastructure.

Local authorities should also be empowered to embed embodied carbon policies into their
planning frameworks. For example, the UKGBC’s New Homes Policy Playbook outlines how
local planning policy can require whole-life carbon assessments and prioritise materials that
reduce both upfront and lifecycle emissions, and initiatives such as LETI suggest associated
targets that could be used in planning policy. Measures like these would drive market signals
across the timber value chain, from forest management to offsite construction and material
reuse, while aligning with broader decarbonisation goals. Public procurement standards,
innovation funding and support for circular economy timber businesses should complement
these regulatory levers.

27 UK Parliament. (2024). The UK’s contribution to tackling global deforestation. Fourth report of session 2023-24.
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One of the key challenges in decarbonising housing is the continued reliance by mainstream
housebuilders on traditional construction methods, such as brick and block walls. These could
be replaced with more sustainable alternatives, such as timber-based structural systems.
Redesigning homes around a ‘fabric first’ approach, such as the Passive House standard,
would significantly reduce energy demand and open the door to greater use of modular
construction techniques. This involves prefabricating sections of homes, including timber
frames, in factory settings and assembling them on-site. Such approaches enable the use of
oriented strand board (OSB) panels, comprising OSB sheets and insulation, as structural wall
components. These panels can incorporate lower-grade or recycled timber, provided this is
factored into the design from the outset. Factory-based construction also offers advantages
in material efficiency, as waste can be better managed, contained, and reused in a controlled
environment, in contrast to the high levels of waste and contamination typically found on
traditional building sites.

Wildlife and Countryside Link (Link) is the largest nature coalition in England, bringing
together 90 organisations to use their joint voice for the protection of the natural world and
animals.

For questions or further information please contact:

Lauren Moore, Policy Officer, Wildlife and Countryside Link, E: lauren@wcl.org.uk

Wildlife & Countryside Link, Vox Studios, 1 — 45 Durham Street, Vauxhall, London, SE11 5JH
www.wcl.org.uk

The following member and partner organisations support this response:

Amphibian and Reptile Conservation
Angling Trust

Bat Conservation Trust

British Ecological Society
British Mountaineering Council
Campaign for National Parks
Compassion in World Farming
CPRE

Earthwatch Europe

Open Spaces Society

ORCA

Plantlife

Seal Research Trust

Soil Association Charity

The John Muir Trust

Wildlife Gardening Forum
Zoological Society of London
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