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REA Response to consultation on environmental targets

Consultation and questions can be found here: https://consult.defra.gov.uk/natural-environment-policy/consultation-on-environmental-targets/

Draft REA answers are below in blue.

1. What is your name?
Jenny Grant

2. What is your email address?
Jenny@r-e-a.net

3. What is your organisation?
The Association for Renewable Energy and Clean Technology

4. Would you like your response to be confidential?
No

5. If you answered Yes to this question, please give your reason.
Please explain why you would like your response to be confidential.

Target proposals for biodiversity on land

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 

7. [If disagree] What additional indicators do you think may be necessary?

2030 and long-term species abundance targets 

8 Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition of a 10% increase proposed for the long-term species abundance target? 
Disagree 

9 [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should consider a different level of ambition? 
We think using 2030 as a start point is not ambitious enough and allows species decline prior to this. More urgent action is needed.

Long-term species extinction risk target 

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? 
Don’t know 
 
11 [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should consider a different level of ambition? 

Long-term wider habitats target 

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? 
Agree 

13 [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should consider a different level of ambition? 

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

15 [If disagree/Don’t know] Are there any habitat types that you think should not count towards the target? 

16 What reasons can you provide for why these habitats should not count towards the target? 

Terrestrial Protected Sites Target 
Target proposals for biodiversity in the sea 

17 Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for the Marine Protected Area target? 
Don’t know
 
18 [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should consider a different level of ambition? 

Target proposals to improve water quality and availability 

Abandoned Metal Mines 
19 Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for an abandoned metal mines target? 
Don’t know

20 [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should consider a different level of ambition? 

Nutrient Pollution 

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? 
Agree 

22 [If disagree] Why don’t you think ambitions for reducing nutrient pollution from agriculture in individual catchments will strengthen the national target? 

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? 
**To complete

Nutrient pollution from wastewater 

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? 
Agree 

25 [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the target doesn’t give this flexibility? 

26 Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for the nutrient targets? 
Agree 

27 [If disagree] What reason can you provide for why government should consider a different level of ambition? 

Water Demand 

28 Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for a water demand target? 
Don't know 

29 [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should consider a different level of ambition? 

Target proposals for woodland cover 

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

31 Do you agree or disagree that short rotation coppice and short rotation forestry plantations should be initially excluded from a woodland cover target? 
Disagree

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? 
Agree 

Why we are proposing it at this level 
33 Do you agree or disagree with our proposed level of ambition for a tree and woodland cover target? 
Disagree 

34 [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should consider a different level of ambition? 
We strongly disagree with the Government decision not to include short rotation coppice,  short rotation forestry plantations and forestry grown for biomass from these targets. Government should work to incentivise landowners financially to support forestry, biomass allows a sustainable, profitable and stable method for landowners to maintain forestry. 

Since all other forms of trees are included in the target, some of which may only contribute marginally to the range of woodland benefits set out in the environment plan, it seems illogical to exclude short rotation coppice and short rotation forestry plantations. There is well developed UK scientific evidence that these forms of biomass energy crops provide multiple ecosystems services. Government should be encouraging a robust off-taker market in order to secure a strong forestry industry. Farmers have a growing interest in diversifications into new forms of land use and perennial energy crops contribute to farm incomes while remaining temporary and reversible use of agricultural land, unlike conventional woodland planting. 


Target proposals for resource efficiency and waste reduction 

35 Do you agree or disagree with the proposed scope of the residual waste target being ‘all residual waste excluding major mineral wastes’? 
Agree 

36 [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should consider a different target scope? 

Proposed metric for reducing residual waste 

37 Do you agree or disagree that our proposed method of measuring the target metric is appropriate? 
Disagree

38 [If disagree] What reasons or potential unintended consequences can you provide or forsee for why the government should consider a different method? 
The target must focus on driving waste up the waste hierarchy. It is important that all treatment types for mixed residual waste are included. Further clarity is needed over treatment technologies such as gasification and pyrolysis – these should be included in the target when used for treating residual waste, or waste that could be recycled. 

In order to drive biowaste recycling (i.e. treating food or plant waste through composting and  / or anaerobic digestion) there should be a target for the amount of biowaste / organic waste that can remain in residual waste following the introduction of the Environment Act requirements for separate collections. This should be reported and published on an annual basis. These targets should adopt a phased approach tied to the implementation dates, a suggestion is:
· Less than 50% of food waste in the residual bin 2 years after the implementation of collections
· Less than 30% of food waste in the residual bin 4 years after the implementation of collections
· Less than 20% of food waste in the residual bin 6 years after the implementation of collections

This will drive the waste up the waste hierarchy and ensure we can maximise the production of quality organics for beneficial use in land- and growing-media-based applications. 

It is important that there is robust data for measuring progress towards the target. Due to the nature of the UK and these being targets for England, it is important that only waste arising in England is accounted for in measuring the targets and rules are put in place around how waste arising in other UK countries but transported into England for treatment is accounted for. 

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? 
Agree 

Why we are setting it at this level 
40 Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for a waste reduction target? 
Agree 

41 [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should consider a different level of ambition? 
Whilst the target should drive improvements in recycling, waste prevention will be critical to enable the reduction in residual waste target to be met. Further policy drivers are needed focused on waste prevention, including behaviour change, sharing, re-use and repairing. 

Resource productivity 

42 Do you agree or disagree with our proposed metric for considering resource productivity? 
Disagree 

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? 
The resource productivity target needs to take account of waste minimisation and re-use activities (i.e. those at the top of the waste hierarchy). Focusing on Resource productivity does also not account for reduction of consumption. A target based on consumption would better account for all emissions associated with the production of resources both in the UK and across the world.  Further work will be needed to gather data to measure consumption. 

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. 
Introduction of eco-design measures on non-energy related products should improve the resource productivity. 

We need to normalise circular economy practices for every community. There needs to be more focus on re-use and repair as there are multiple benefits from these practices (social, economic and environmental). Further support is needed to enable small businesses to transition to circular economy practices.

Where the following are made, at least in part, from crop residues, other biodegradable wastes or by-products from processing non-fossilised naturally synthesised materials, there could be evidence manufacturers submit which enables those materials to be excluded from the RM consumption tonnage figures:
 
· bio-based non-biodegradable plastics
· bio-based agricultural mulch films biodegradable in soil (and any other bio-based, non-packaging products certified compliant with a specified standard(s) for products designed for use in the natural environment)
· bio-based compostable packaging and non-packaging products (incl those which are compostable plastics).


Target proposals for air quality 
45 Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for a PM2.5 concentration target? 
Agree

46 [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should consider a different level of ambition? 

47 Do you agree or disagree with the level of ambition proposed for a population exposure reduction target? 
Agree

48 [If disagree] What reasons can you provide for why the government should consider a different level of ambition? 
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