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Environmental Targets 
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Introduction 
 
1. The Country Land and Business Association (CLA) is the membership organisation for 

owners of land, property and businesses in rural England and Wales. As well as agriculture 
and forestry, the CLA’s 27,000 members operate 250 different types of business located in 
the rural area, covering over 10 million acres across England and Wales. They have a 
long-term interest in the rural communities and environment in which they live. Their 
businesses are often at the foundation of the local economy by providing homes, jobs, 
employment space and services to local communities.   

 
2. The CLA welcomes this opportunity to respond to the Consultation published on 16 March 

2022.    
 
 

General comments 
 
3. The CLA welcomes long-term targets to the extent that they provide a clear direction for 

Government policy and a shared goal that business can work towards. Targets also allow 
for greater transparency and accountability for Government as the success or failure of 
relevant polices can be judged according to whether they are contributing to progress in 
meeting these targets.  
 

4. However, we have some concerns that the full implications of meeting these targets have 
not been considered. Meeting these ambitious targets will require sustained investment 
and effort from Government. A general assumption throughout much of the supporting 
evidence is that with the right policies, significant environmental improvements can be 
made. This ignores the fact that there are already policies in place aiming to deliver many 
of these outcomes and they have not been successful.  

 
5. The timescale for developing these targets is tight, as they are required to be in legislation 

by October 2022. It appears unlikely that the level of detail required can be fully worked out 
before that time. There is a need for much more sustained engagement and working with 
business to model and evaluate the pathways to delivering these targets. Given the limited 
engagement with industry thus far on the technical detail of how targets will be met, Defra 
is asking for a leap of faith from businesses to accept a target and rely on Government to 
provide what is needed to meet those targets. It is vital that the Government redoubles its 
efforts to engage with business in the remaining time available to ensure the targets are 
achievable and that the path to meeting them is clear. 

 

Interim targets and monitoring delivery 
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Key point: We need evidence-based interim targets developed with business sectors with robust 
monitoring and reporting to ensure realistic roadmaps, policies and cost-effective delivery. 

 
6. In the past, Government targets have been set and missed. To take just one example, 

targets were set at the beginning of this century to reverse farmland bird decline by 2020; 
for 95% of SSSIs to be in favourable or recovering condition by 2010; and to halt the loss 
of biodiversity by 2010. None of these targets has been met but others have been set in 
the intervening years.  

 
7. The fact that these new proposed targets are legally-binding on Government is meant to 

add an extra level of urgency and focus. There is a risk, however, that as with previous 
targets, plans to meet them are produced and yet, for whatever reason, the target is in 
danger of being missed. In this case, there would be a motivation for Government, legally 
bound to meet the target, to engage in ad hoc or rushed activity in an attempt to meet the 
targets by the deadline. This could lead to poor policy development or a tendency to focus 
on the quickest and easiest way to meet targets, rather than delivering genuine 
sustainability, which entails social, economic and environmental elements. From a 
business perspective, the risk is that businesses continue to undertake good practices and 
environmental improvements and to deliver what government policy encourages, but that 
targets are still not met. This could lead to a rapid change in policy from Government with 
little time for businesses to prepare. 

 
8. Also, a focus on meeting targets could lead to single issue policy making that does not 

take into account the inter-connectedness of all the environmental targets, particularly 
when it comes to natural ecosystems, and thus miss the potential for multiple wins e.g. 
riparian habitats that reduce water pollution, encourage wildlife and store carbon. 

 
9. To mitigate these risks, monitoring and reporting of progress is vital to achieving the 

targets. This will need to be communicated to different stakeholders so that they are aware 
of where progress is being made and where it is lacking. Interim targets or milestones 
would be helpful for all targets as part of this progress-tracking. Businesses and 
government should work together to set the interim target, to agree policies to support 
meeting them, and to measure progress on them. 

 
10. A duty to report to parliament on progress in meeting targets could help ensure better 

planning and delivery but is no replacement for adequate planning from the outset. As will 
their inclusion in the refreshed 25 Year Environment Plan and future Environmental 
Improvement Plans (EIPs). The role of the Office for Environmental Protection (OEP) will 
also be important in monitoring progress against targets and making recommendations to 
ensure they are met.  

 
11. There are practical, and probably unavoidable, limitations to what interim targets can be 

set now, for example due to data or metric gaps or the status of policy (e.g. potential 
reform to protected sites policy). The EIP, which contain a number of goals which are not 
legally-binding or necessarily SMART, should ensure that a more systematic and holistic 
approach to environmental improvement remains in sight. This should indicate where 
future targets may be needed.  

 

Working with business 
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Key point: The targets must be accompanied by the right government policies and investment. 
There must be close working with all business sectors to set agreed roadmap and expectations 
and identify policy support to make it happen. 

 
12. The evidence published with the consultations shows that even highly ambitious 

environmental targets can be met with sufficient political will and government investment. It 
is therefore important that the level of ambition within any target is matched with adequate 
resources and policies that are well-designed and delivered. 

 
13. The level of Government ambition and enthusiasm, however, is not the only relevant 

factor. Meeting some targets could involve trade-offs and significant social or economic 
impacts, for example land use change, regulation of certain products or activities, or the 
decision (whether implicit or explicit) that certain practices or business activities are 
incompatible with meeting the target. 

 
14. For this reason the CLA believes that business sectors should be closely involved in both 

setting the targets and determining how they will be met. Business engagement and buy-in 
is an essential ingredient of achieving any targets. Working with the Broadway Initiative, 
the CLA has taken part in some work to look at sectoral target development and this 
should continue. It is important to come to an early shared understanding of what the 
achievement of each target (and the suite as a whole, along with net zero) will mean for 
different business sectors and their role in meeting the targets. This will allow time for any 
necessary transitions to be communicated and supporting policy developed to ensure 
these are smooth and just. 

 
15. The process of target development has necessarily relied on expert input and the results of 

this work are reflected in the evidence pack. However, there may be a risk that not 
including more detailed work with stakeholders, especially business groups, leaves the 
targets open to risk of failure. The CLA has tried to help translate the proposed national-
level targets into something that is intelligible and relevant to individual rural businesses, 
through discussions and presentations to members. In the absence of sustained work to 
understand what each sector will need to contribute and what this will mean for that sector, 
it is hard to judge where they fall on the ‘ambitious’ and ‘realistic’ spectrum of SMART-
ness. 

 

The role of farmers and land managers 
 
Key point: Farmers and land managers are key to delivery of multiple targets, through changing 
practice and providing land for nature based solutions. But their status as small businesses 
means additional investment in training and skills will be needed to unleash this potential. 
 
16. There is an important role for land managers in helping delivering many of these targets. In 

some case, such as biodiversity and water quality, farming and land management has a 
direct role to play. But land managers can also provide land for nature based solutions that 
can help meet other, and multiple targets (e.g. to help clean up polluted water resulting 
from abandoned mines or treated wastewater or tree-planting that aims to reduce air 
pollution). The Government must make good on its commitment to support the 
development of private sector environmental markets and should adopt the 
recommendations in the Financing UK Nature Recovery report, to which the CLA 
contributed. 
 

https://www.financingnaturerecovery.uk/recommendations-and-roadmap
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17. The work done by experts to produce the accompanying evidence packs, including the 
scenario analysis, is welcome. However the evidence focuses mainly on scientific 
environmental evidence and suggestions of policy interventions. This needs to be 
complemented with a further evaluation of which policies are most likely to cost-effectively 
deliver the required outcomes.  An in-depth understanding of land manager motivations 
and pressures will help to achieve this and there is much evidence to draw on, whether 
evaluation of past agri-environment schemes or the work of Dame Glenys Stacey in the 
Farm Inspection and Regulation Review. 

 
18. Unlike other business sectors, the farming and land management sector comprises a large 

number of small (or micro) businesses, with limitations on time, expertise and knowledge. 
This, coupled with the non-homogenous nature of land, management and the natural 
environmental, makes it challenging to identify what any one business could or should do 
as a contribution to a sector or national target.  

 
19. Land managers can also help to gather data and monitor progress against some targets. 

As well as a practical benefit, this can also help build understanding and enthusiasm 
among land managers. The CLA supports government investment in baseline 
assessments and training for land managers, which will help them to understand the 
impact their business has on the environment and identify opportunities for improvement. 
Investment in the natural capital and environmental skills of this sector would be helpful in 
achieving many of the targets set out in the consultation. 
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Specific Comments 
 
20. We have the following additional comments in relation to the Consultation and have limited 

our response to those questions which are relevant to the CLA membership.  
 

Introductory questions 
 
Question 1. What is your name 
 
21. Harry Greenfield 

 
Question 2. What is your email address? 
 
22. harry.greenfield@cla.org.uk 
 
Question 3. What is your organisation? 
 
23. Country Land and Business Association (CLA) 

 
Question 4. Would you like your response to be confidential? 
 
24. No 
 
Question 5: If you answered Yes to this question, please give your reason. 
 
25. N/A 
 

Target proposals for biodiversity on land 
 

Suite of biodiversity targets 
 
Question 6. Do you agree or disagree that the proposed combination of biodiversity 
targets will be a good measure of changes in the health of our ‘biodiversity’? 
[Agree/Disagree/Don’t know] 
 
26. Partly agree.  

 
27. The suite of targets does cover all the necessary elements needed to improve biodiversity, 

but there are aspects of each target that could be improved. As expressed in response to 
Question 12, we believe that a greater focus on habitat management and creation is 
needed, with an overall target (or suite of targets) that cover creation of new habitat, 
management of existing habitat and management of habitats in protected sites. 
 

28. It is important to ensure that the underlying data, and especially the baseline from which a 
target is set, are as robust and accurate as possible. CLA members have expressed 
concern that biodiversity data is often patchy, uneven, out of date or incomplete. It often 
reflects where resources are focused, for example where NGOs choose to focus resources 
in surveying and data gathering, which may have geographical or taxonomic biases. 
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29. Supporting land managers to contribute to data, for example through reporting on habitat 
creation and management; recording species data from their land; and monitoring changes 
in biodiversity would all be useful in delivering the target and would have co-benefits in 
terms of helping land managers to ensure that environmental considerations are well-
understood and embedded in their business strategy. This could be provided as part of the 
Environmental Land Management (ELM) scheme. 

 
Question 7. [If disagree] What additional indicators do you think may be 
necessary? 
 
30. Indicators for habitat management and creation, both inside and outside of protected areas 

would be helpful in giving an overview of wildlife habitat extent and condition. 
  

2030 and long-term species abundance targets 
 
Question 8. Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition of a 10% increase 
proposed for the long-term species abundance target? [Agree/Disagree/Don’t 
know] 
 
31. Don’t know. 

 
32. As with the other targets, the measures suggested in the evidence pack are ones the CLA 

supports: “Increased habitat creation and restoration, improved water quality, alongside 
improved agri-environment schemes with significantly increased spatial coverage”. 
Delivery of these measures will require resources and sustained effort from Government. 

 
33. The evidence pack also suggests that meeting the existing legal target (in the Environment 

Act) to halt the decline of species abundance by 2030 will require significant investment 
and effort in the next 8 years, which could continue to deliver positive results beyond 2030. 
While we recognise the ecological emergency and the need for action now, the policy 
context between now and 2030, with various delivery mechanisms such as ELM, 
biodiversity net gain, Local Nature Recovery Strategies and private environmental markets 
all in early stages of development, make this an even harder task to achieve.  

 
Question 9. [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government 
should consider a different level of ambition? 
 
 
34. N/A 

 

Long-term species extinction risk target 
 
Question 10. Do you agree or disagree with the ambition proposed for the long-term 
species extinction risk target to improve the England-level GB Red List Index? 

 
 
35. Don’t know. 

 
36. This target is not quantifiable and states only that there should be an improvement, which 

is not defined. This is likely to make it difficult to produce interim targets or track progress. 
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It will be important to provide more information about where effort should be focused to 
meet this target and monitoring and reporting to communicate progress. 
 

Question 11. [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should 
consider a different level of ambition? 
 
37. N/A 

 
Long-term wider habitats target 

 
Question 12. Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition of ‘in excess of 500,000 
hectares’ proposed for the long-term wider habitats target? 
 
38. Partly agree.  

 
The CLA agrees with the proposal to create 500,000 hectares of wider habitat. Biodiversity 
depends on good quality and well-connected habitats for wildlife. Habitat therefore 
underpins the other biodiversity targets. However, we do not believe that the wider habitats 
target alone is sufficient to deliver what is needed as it focuses only on a limited sub-set of 
habitat, excluding protected sites and other existing habitats. Considering all wildlife 
habitats (new and existing; designated and un-designated) will help to give an overall 
picture of what contribution each makes and how much is needed.  
 

39. The assumptions in the evidence pack about the feasibility of achieving the target 
represent a significant change from business as usual. These assumptions include: 
sufficient political will and funding; that delivery mechanisms (e.g. ELM) are properly 
resourced and run; and that there is sufficient support and advice for land owners and 
managers to deliver habitats. These elements are absolutely essential given the 
Government’s environmental ambitions. So too is a dramatic increase in private sector 
investment in nature, with a role for Government in supporting and regulating the 
development of privately-funded environmental markets. The presence of a legally-binding 
target should help ensure these assumptions are borne out in reality. If not, the ability to 
achieve this (and other) targets will be limited. 

 
40. We are wary of several policies discussed in the evidence pack, including the suggestion 

(biodiversity evidence pack p.22) that higher habitat targets could necessitate state-led 
land acquisition. The CLA believes that landowners would be willing to put land forward for 
habitat creation with the right agreements, advice and incentives. This is preferable, and 
arguably offers more certainty than the shifting priorities of national Governments who 
might decide to divest from land in the future. Another suggestion (p.30) is that protected 
site designation could be used to secure habitats created under the wider habitat target. 
This risks negating the benefits of more flexible, voluntary agreements with land managers 
and could dissuade them from entering such agreements if designation is seen as the end 
result. 

 
41. There are a number of problems with the target that need resolving: 

 The target focuses on creation of new habitat rather than the net extent of wildlife 
rich habitat. This risks a lack of policy focus on the importance of maintaining 
exiting habitat, which is as important for achieving nature recovery as creating 
new habitats.  
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 The absence of a target for protected sites is disappointing. This means that sites 
which already have been recognised as important for nature (and statutorily 
protected) are not the focus of the targets. As expressed in the CLA response to 
the Nature Recovery Green Paper, protected sites are suffering from an absence 
of management, which in turn is due to a lack of funding and advice. A statutory 
target for protected sites could help focus minds, drive investment and ensure 
delivery.  

 The use of an action-based target (area of habitat reported as created or 
restored) rather than an outcome-based one (extent and ecological condition of 
habitat) is a further limitation. This would disadvantage land managers that deliver 
better quality habitat which is more likely to deliver desired outcomes (e.g. 
ecosystem function and species abundance).  
 

42. These issues should be addressed as soon as possible to develop a suite of targets for 
wildlife habitat, covering protected sites, existing (but unprotected) habitat, and new habitat 
creation. This would drive improvement within environmental land management, favouring 
flexibility of delivery and ensure a focus on advice, after-care and habitat maintenance, not 
just its creation. This is also likely to ensure that funding and effort are spread across a 
wider range of land management activities. 
 

43. The Government should give further consideration to which types of wildlife-rich habitat are 
most important and how this is determined. Different habitats vary in the cost of creating 
and maintaining them; the range of ecosystem services they deliver; and the ability to 
combine habitat management with other commercial activities. Taking a natural capital 
approach, which looks at the ecosystem services and benefits to society of creating and 
maintaining habitats would help determine priorities. Without an acknowledgement of these 
complexities, there is a risk that the habitat target will be met through a focus on those 
habitats easiest to create or driven by political trends or special interest groups, such as 
the drive for tree-planting. Land managers and local stakeholders should be given the 
power to decide which habitats are most important. 

 
44. There are solutions. The development of Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS) is an 

opportunity to gather and standardise data about habitat extent and condition. The process 
of LNRS development can also initiate conversations about what type of wildlife rich 
habitats are preferable in different parts of the country. The CLA advocates the creation of 
Land Management Advisory Boards to aid the development of each LNRS, which would 
support this process.  

 
45. A Natural Capital Baseline and Training Programme for land managers, delivered as part 

of the Agricultural Transition Plan, could lay the foundations for further data gathering 
around habitat extent and condition. Putting land managers in the driving seat would 
ensure that ecosystem services are considered, as well as pure biodiversity value.  

 
46. Investment in baseline assessments, land manager training and engagement with land 

managers locally via LNRS development would provide a number of practical advantages. 
It would help to identify (a) important habitats that are currently managed to a high 
standard, (b) ‘easy wins’ where habitat can be improved in condition and (c) an overview, 
at national, local and field level, of the interplay between habitat extent and condition and 
the ability to meet other biodiversity targets. Land managers would also be able to 
contribute to on-going assessment and reporting about their own land, which is likely to 
increase the buy in and sense of ownership among them for their contribution to the target. 
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Question 13. [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should 
consider a different level of ambition? 
 
47. As set out in the preceding paragraphs, there should be a clear trajectory towards a more 

holistic and robust target for habitat maintenance and creation, covering protected sites 
and wider habitat, and existing as well as newly created habitat. 
 

Question 14. Do you agree or disagree that all wildlife-rich habitat types should count 
towards the target? 
 
48. Agree 

 
49. More clarity is needed in communicating the definition of wildlife-rich. This includes 

distinguishing between habitats that are important because they are rare (and may be 
important for a small number of specialist species) and those that are important because 
they are rich in wildlife. It is also important for the Government to clarify whether there will 
be prioritisation between different habitat types or any prescriptions accompanying the 
target as to how much of each habitat type is desirable to contribute towards the target. 

 
Question 15. [If disagree/Don’t know] Are there any habitat types that you think should 
not count towards the target? 
 
50. N/A 
 
Question 16. What reasons can you provide for why these habitats should not count 
towards the target? 
 
51. N/A 

 

Target proposals for biodiversity in the sea 
 
Question 17. Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for the Marine 
Protected Area target? 
 
52. Don’t know 
 
Question 18. [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should 
consider a different level of ambition? 
 
53. N/A 
 
 

Target proposals to improve water quality and availability 
 
Abandoned Metal Mines 
 
Question 19. Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for an 
abandoned metal mines target? 
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54. Don’t know. 

 
55. The CLA agrees with the principle that every sector or source of pollution needs to play a 

part in improving water quality, including abandoned metal mines. We believe that nature 
based solutions could play an important role in dealing with some of the pollution 
associated with these mines, and that farmer and land managers in affected areas could 
help to deliver these. We do not have the expertise to evaluate the target itself. 

 
Question 20. [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should 
consider a different level of ambition? 
 
56. N/A 
 

Nutrient Pollution 
 
Question 21. In addition to the proposed national target, we would like to set out 
ambitions for reducing nutrient pollution from agriculture in individual catchments. Do 
you agree or disagree that this approach would strengthen the national target? 
 
57. Agree, but with a caveat. 

 
58. The nutrient pollution target covers three aspects of pollution – nitrogen, phosphorus and 

sediment – each of which has a distinct set of causes and solutions. Some pollution issues 
within agriculture are more relevant to specific geographic areas or farming practices, and 
a catchment-based target and supporting mechanisms would help allow for this.  

 
59. In order to ensure buy-in from the agriculture sector, there needs to be robust evidence to 

relate the pollution to agriculture (or to other sources). It is accepted that agriculture has its 
part to play in reducing pollutants in water – the CLA Water Strategy states that clean 
water should be non-negotiable – but there are other sources of pollutants including 
industry and the water sector. The key is to ensure that there is good data, clear impacts, 
and mechanisms to support changes in farming practices or land use change to deliver 
clear water.  

 
 
Question 22. [If disagree] Why don’t you think ambitions for reducing nutrient pollution 
from agriculture in individual catchments will strengthen the national target? 
 
60. N/A 
 
Question 23. [If agree] Why do you think ambitions for reducing nutrient pollution from 
agriculture in individual catchments will strengthen the national target? What factors 
should the government consider when setting these ambitions? 
 
61. The consultation makes clear that Defra do not consider that current policy mechanisms 

are adequate to deliver on this target. Looking at what is required at a more local level is 
likely to help produce tailored solutions. It will also help with the necessary work of working 
with land managers to co-develop solutions to agricultural pollution. A national target alone 
is hard to conceptualise and translate into required action on the ground. A catchment-
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based analysis and target, as well as being more relevant, is an essential foundation for 
partnership working to deliver the target. 
 

62. A catchment approach will also make it easier to think systemically across different 
environmental outcomes, identifying actions that will deliver clean water as well as other 
outcomes such as climate change mitigation and adaptation or improved biodiversity. At 
the national level it is hard to move beyond the assertion that some actions will deliver 
multiple environmental benefits. Analysis and land management planning at the local level 
will allow this theory to become reality.  

 
63. The catchment approach for water makes sense for water quality targets, however 

mechanisms need to be found to ensure they map onto Local Nature Recovery Strategies 
that are more likely to be at local authority level. This will allow recognition of multiple 
benefits of many of the actions to enhance wildlife and climate action alongside water 
quality.  

 

Nutrient pollution from wastewater 
 
Question 24. The target needs to allow flexibility for water companies to use best 
available strategies to reduce phosphorus pollution, including the use of nature-based 
and catchment-based solutions. Do you agree or disagree that the proposed target 
provides this flexibility? 
 
64. N/A 
 
Question 25. [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the target doesn’t give 
this flexibility? 
 
65. N/A 
 
Question 26. Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for the nutrient 
targets? 
 
66. Don’t know. 

 
67. It is important that all contributors to water pollution are required to play their part in 

delivering cleaner water and this includes agriculture. A survey of CLA members in 2021 
showed that over half of the respondents had undertaken specific action to reduce soil 
erosion and the risks of pesticides, fertilisers and slurry pollution, but it is essential that 
every business takes action to prevent further diffuse water pollution from agriculture. 

 
68. Meeting these ambitious targets will require sustained investment and effort from 

Government. Given the limited engagement with industry thus far on the technical detail of 
how targets will be met, Defra is asking for a leap of faith from businesses to accept a 
target and rely on Government to provide what is needed to meet those targets. For this 
reason it is hard to say whether the ambition level is too high or not. 

 
69. The Agricultural Transition provides an opportunity to start this process, which may require 

some change from the agricultural and land management sector. Prioritising a slurry 
infrastructure scheme, the expansion of Catchment Sensitive Farming, and the provision of 
incentives in the Environmental Land Management scheme will all be needed. There is 
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also scope for support from private sector funding routes, such as payments for ecosystem 
services, environmental markets or water company initiatives. 

 
Question 27. [If disagree] What reason can you provide for why government should 
consider a different level of ambition? 
 
70. N/A 
 

Water Demand 
 

Question 28. Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for a water 
demand target? 
 
71. N/A 
 
Question 29. [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should 
consider a different level of ambition? 
 
72. N/A 
 

Target proposals for woodland cover 
 

Question 30. Do you agree or disagree with the proposed metric for a tree and woodland 
cover target? 
 
73. Disagree 

 
74. Target setting plays an important role in incentivising Government to put in place workable 

policies to achieve the target. Trees - whether they are within woodlands, in open 
countryside or in urban areas - provide society with many benefits. It is important therefore 
that target setting includes both tree cover outside woodlands and woodland cover. This 
will incentivise individual tree planting, planting in hedgerows, in urban areas as well as 
woodlands. 
 

75. However, benefits arising will differ between the two broad categories of ‘woodlands’ and 
‘trees outside woodlands’. For example, delivery of biodiversity benefits or carbon 
sequestration per hectare in each category will be different – mainly due to the differing 
number of trees per unit area. There will generally be far fewer trees in a hectare of ‘tree 
canopy cover outside woodland’ compared to a hectare of ‘woodland’ due to differing 
planting density and the tendency of trees growing outside woodland to have larger 
crowns.  

 
76. The CLA therefore advocates having two separate targets for ‘woodland creation’ and for 

‘tree canopy cover outside woodland’ (which do not meet the definition of woodland).   
 

Question 31. Do you agree or disagree that short rotation coppice and short rotation 
forestry plantations should be initially excluded from a woodland cover target? 
 
77. Agree  
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78. Some of the benefits associated with woodlands which are harvested over traditional 
forestry timescales of several decades – or left in perpetuity – will not be apparent with 
short rotation coppice and short rotation forestry due to their short rotation cycles. We 
therefore agree it is appropriate to exclude land devoted to short rotation coppice and short 
rotation forestry from counting towards the tree and woodland cover target. 
 

Question 32. Do you agree or disagree with the proposed inclusion of trees in woodlands, 
as well as trees in hedgerows, orchards, in fields, and in towns and cities? 
 
79. Disagree 

 
80. Trees in all of these situations have value, deliver many benefits and should count towards 

tree targets – but the quantum of benefits delivered by each situation will differ. As outlined 
above, we think it confusing to simply lump them all together.  

 
81. We propose that a two-fold target - comprising one for ‘woodland creation area’ and one 

for ‘tree canopy cover (outside woodland)’ - would be clearer, less misleading, more 
informative and enable more accurate estimation of benefits delivered, particularly carbon 
sequestration (data for which are predominantly based on a limited number of species in 
woodland situations). 

 
Question 33. Do you agree or disagree with our proposed level of ambition for a tree and 
woodland cover target? 
 
82. Partially agree 

 
83. Achievement of this target will be challenging - but we agree Government should set 

stretching targets because they will incentivise actions and policies to achieve them and 
much needs to be done to address the nature and climate crises.  

 
84. The level of ambition is laudable – but it requires incentives and a regulatory regime that 

are fit for purpose. Although the EWCO incentives since 2021 are significantly more 
attractive than previous grant schemes, the regulatory regime through which tree planting 
proposals must get approval is largely that put in place when government ambitions for 
trees was far lower. That regime, the Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) process for 
woodland creation, is overly protracted, complex and off putting for the applicant and 
implemented in a way which loads all risk on to the applicant. This must change if targets, 
however set, are to be met. Government must simplify the process in consultation with the 
forestry sector and ensure Government shares more of this risk. We have provided more 
detailed recommendations on this in our response to the Nature Recovery Green Paper.  
 

85. Although it is still rather early to tell, the payment for public goods EWCO model appears a 
very good start. However, ambitious long term Government tree planting targets must be 
matched with commensurately ambitious levels of funding. The EWCO and future ELM 
schemes must also be demonstrably efficiently administered and properly resourced - and 
this must be sustained over the long term to attract a pipeline of applicants and projects.  

 
86. Alongside publicly funded grant schemes, more clarity should be brought to the rules of 

existing and emerging mechanisms for attracting private finance into woodland creation 
such as the Woodland Carbon Code, Biodiversity Net Gain and nutrient credits. Clear rules 
are needed on whether and how funds from multiple sources - public and private - can be 
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used on the same project. Whilst additionality of action is a fundamental principle of such 
schemes which CLA supports, we feel that attaching further requirements at project level 
like having to demonstrate dependence on funding from a particular scheme in order to 
generate credits under it (as happens under the Woodland Carbon Code) unnecessarily 
complicates the process. This deters participation by smaller private land owners and 
makes achievement of tree planting targets less likely.  

 
87. Finally, without far more effective policies and incentives to manage deer and grey squirrel 

populations, and reduce the damage they do to young broadleaved trees in particular, the 
trees planted over the coming years will simply not deliver on the expected levels of carbon 
sequestration, biodiversity and other public benefits. Failure to effectively manage these 
populations where they are out of balance with their surrounding land use will mean poor 
value for public money spent on woodland creation. 

 
Question 34. [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should 
consider a different level of ambition? 
 
88. Many of the benefits provided by trees and woodlands depend on their being actively 

managed to an appropriate management plan with clear objectives. With 40% of our 
woodlands being undermanaged or not managed at all, and climate change and pests and 
disease posing a continuing threat to their resilience, it is a missed opportunity not to set 
some form of target for the levels of tree and woodland management – eg X% of 
woodlands under active management by 20XX; or Xha under UK Forestry Standard 
approved management plans by 20XX; or Xha under woodland improvement climate 
resilient management by 20XX.  Limiting the ambition of woodland targets to quantity 
(growing the area of tree and woodland canopy), means that important issues of quality 
(woodland management and resilience) miss out on receiving the impetus for action that a 
Government target would bring. 

 
 

Target proposals for resource efficiency and waste reduction 
 
Question 35. Do you agree or disagree with the proposed scope of the residual waste 
target being ‘all residual waste excluding major mineral wastes’? 
 
89. N/A 

 
Question 36. [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should 
consider a different target scope? 
 
90. N/A 

 

Proposed metric for reducing residual waste 
 
Question 37. Do you agree or disagree that our proposed method of measuring the target 
metric is appropriate? 
 
91. N/A 
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Question 38. [If disagree] What reasons or potential unintended consequences can you 
provide or forsee for why the government should consider a different method? 
 
92. N/A 
 
Question 39. Do you agree or disagree that local authorities should have a legal 
requirement to report this waste data, similar to the previous legal requirement they had 
until 2020? 
 
93. N/A 
 
Question 40. Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for a waste 
reduction target? 
 
 
94. N/A 
 
Question 41. [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should 
consider a different level of ambition? 
 
95. N/A 
 

Resource productivity 
 
Question 42. Do you agree or disagree with our proposed metric for considering resource 
productivity? 
 
96. N/A 
 
Question 43. [If disagree] What reasons, or potential unintended consequences can you 
provide for why the government should consider a different metric and what data exists 
to enable reporting for this alternate metric? 
 
97. N/A 
 
Question 44. Of the possible policy interventions described, which do you think will be 
most effective to meet a resource productivity target? Please specify whether these 
policies would be most effective if implemented nationally or regionally, and whether 
measures should be product or sector-specific. 
 

Target proposals for air quality 
 
Question 45. Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for a PM2.5 
concentration target? 
 
98. Whilst we do not disagree with ambitious targets for air quality and PM2.5 concentrations, 

Government have to remember that in the absence of coal and oil heating, biomass will 
become the only viable heat source for many rural homes and workspaces in off gas grid 
locations, where heat pumps are unsuitable (ie. in hard to treat buildings). Modern biomass 
heating systems emit much lower levels of PM2.5 than older less efficient models and 
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recent legislation on biomass fuel quality will reduce this air quality risk further. Restrictions 
on deployment of biomass heat is justified to tackle air quality in densely populated areas. 
But biomass will continue to play a niche role in heating hard to treat buildings in off gas 
grid rural areas where heat pumps are not suitable – and where population density and 
PM2.5 contribution from vehicles are far lower than in urban areas in any case. Moves to 
restrict biomass heating in order to hit air quality targets must be properly ‘rural proofed’ 
along these lines.    

 
 
Question 46. [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should 
consider a different level of ambition? 
 
99. N/A 
 
Question 47. Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for a 
population exposure reduction target? 
 
100. N/A 
 
Question 48. [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should 
consider a different level of ambition? 
 
101. N/A 
 
Question 49. Overall, how satisfied are you with our online consultation tool? Please give 
us any comments you have on the tool, including suggestions on how we could improve 
it.  
 
 
_________________________________________________________________________ 
 
For further information, please contact:  
 

Harry Greenfield 
Senior Land Use Policy Adviser 
CLA, 16 Belgrave Square, London SW1X 8PQ  
 
Tel: 07792 095844 
Email: harry.greenfield@cla.org.uk  
www.cla.org.uk 
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