
 

Planning & Infrastructure Bill – Part 3 

ADEPT position statement on proposed Environmental Delivery Plans 
and the Nature Restoration Fund 

 

About ADEPT  

The Association of Directors of Environment, Economy, Planning and Transport (ADEPT) 
represents directors of place who are responsible for providing day-to-day services including 
local highways, recycling, waste and planning and environment as well as the strategic long-
term planning and delivery of sustainable places. ADEPT members are at the very heart of 
delivering clean sustainable growth, tackling climate change at a local level. We manage the 
projects that are fundamental to creating more resilient, inclusive and safe communities, 
economies and infrastructure.  

ADEPT is a membership based professional organisation with 100+ county, unitary and 
combined authority members, 5 sub-national transport bodies and 22 Corporate Partner 
members across England. 

Weaker environmental protections would further damage nature 

While we welcome the government’s commitment in respect of housing targets, and its stated 
ambition to reform the planning system to ensure a ‘win-win’ for housebuilding and nature, the 
Planning & Infrastructure Bill as currently drafted fails to do this. It weakens existing 
environmental protections and threatens further harm to nature. Damaging developments 
would be able to proceed without firm guarantees that effective compensation would be 
delivered in time or in the right place. 

We agree with the broad consensus of concern raised by professional environmental bodies 
(e.g. CIEEM) and wildlife charities (including National Trust, Wildlife & Countryside Link and The 
Wildlife Trusts) that the Bill significantly weakens environmental protections. Crucially, the 
government’s own advisory body, the Office for Environmental Protection, has advised that the 
Bill reduces existing legal protections for nature, especially for those most important wildlife 
habitats and species currently protected under the Habitats Regulations (see OEP advice).  

Lack of meaningful consultation 

Our comments on the initial proposals were set out in our response to the government’s 
development and nature consultation in February 2025. That consultation paper lacked the 
detail needed to make an informed judgement about how Environmental Delivery Plans (EDPs) 
and the Nature Restoration Fund (NRF) would operate in practice and how they would relate to 
Local Nature recovery Strategies. The paper also said very little about the role of local 
authorities in planning and delivering nature protection and recovery interventions. We were 

https://cieem.net/resource/letter-to-defra-secretary-of-state-22-may-2025/
https://www.wcl.org.uk/charities-challenge-ministers-over-planning.asp
https://www.wcl.org.uk/charities-challenge-ministers-over-planning.asp
https://www.theoep.org.uk/report/oep-gives-advice-government-planning-and-infrastructure-bill
https://www.adeptnet.org.uk/documents/planning-reform-consultation-development-nature-recovery-adept-response


disappointed that the Planning & Infrastructure Bill was published so quickly after this 
consultation exercise, and without adequate time for views to be properly considered, resulting 
in a badly drafted Bill. We were further disappointed by the failure to improve the Bill through 
amendments at Committee stage in the House of Commons. 

We recognise that while the planning system alone cannot halt and reverse damage to nature it 
can be improved, and we support efforts to design a more strategic approach to funding and 
delivering nature recovery. However, in its current form, the Planning & Infrastructure Bill is likely 
to cause more harm than good. We urge the government to engage with environmental 
professionals and independent expert advisers to fundamentally amend Part 3 of the Bill and to 
stop portraying nature as a blocker to development 

Proposed amendments 

Part 3 should not be passed in its current form.  

The Bill should be amended to continue to provide a high level of legal certainty for 
environmental outcomes to ensure that there are no adverse impacts on protected sites – the 
current wording is weak and subjective. The Bill should incorporate the mitigation hierarchy so 
that developers first avoid harm, then mitigate unavoidable impacts, and only provide 
compensation as a last resort – as drafted, it would allow developers to ignore the first steps 
and jump straight to paying into a fund for off-site improvements.  

Where compensation/offsetting is the result, the measures should be identified and delivered in 
advance of the harm caused by the development, instead of allowing this to be delayed for a 
number of years. EDPs providing for off-site compensation are not suitable for species 
protection where specific sites must be protected, or for irreplaceable habitats such as ancient 
woodlands and chalk streams which cannot be recreated elsewhere.  

The Bill as drafted would lead to a conflict of roles for Natural England. It is not appropriate for  
single body to be responsible for developing EDPs, delivering them (or commissioning others to 
deliver them), monitoring the effectiveness of their implementation, advising the government, 
and regulating the sector. 

 


