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Consultation on draft Environmental Delivery Plan 
Nutrient Pollution   
Norfolk: Broads Special Area of Conservation (SAC) (Yare and Bure), Broadland Ramsar and River Wensum SAC 
October 2026

Norfolk Wildlife Trust
1. Established in 1926, Norfolk Wildlife Trust (NWT) is the county’s leading conservation charity, proud to have been protecting and restoring Norfolk’s nature for over a century. The Trust is responsible for more than 60 nature reserves rich in reedbeds, wetlands and woodland that nurture Norfolk’s rarest species. We work with partners and stakeholders across Norfolk to create a landscape that is teeming with life and cultivate a county that is home to healthy communities who have access to nature and are inspired and enabled to help wildlife thrive. 

2. NWT is part of the national movement of Wildlife Trusts. We are supported by over 41,000 members and work alongside a wide variety of partners, funders, local governments and communities who all share our ambitions to create a wilder Norfolk for all.

3. In 2025, NWT along with Wildlife Trusts across the country and our federation body the Royal Society of Wildlife Trusts became increasingly concerned about the risks to wildlife posed by the Planning and Infrastructure Bill. 

4. We campaigned for changes to the Bill as it progressed through parliament and won some important concessions. However further changes that would have benefited nature were rejected by the government, such as Amendment 148 calling for the mitigation hierarchy to be embedded in the Bill, and the Bill is now law.

5. The Planning and Infrastructure Act weakens existing protections for nature and threatens Norfolk’s nationally and globally important wildlife sites such as chalk streams, wildflower meadows, and ancient woodlands. The Trust acknowledges Norfolk needs homes for people, but destroying wildlife for homes isn’t the way to do it. 

Environmental Delivery Plan: NWT concerns

An already polluted system
The EDP assesses the current state of the protected sites of the Norfolk Broads and River Wensum. They score red on every conservation status, which means they are deteriorating and severely degraded and require “significant intervention over a long timescale”.  

6. The scale of the pollution problem in these catchments is vast and the EDP is only designed to deal with future pollution caused by new residential development. The vast bulk of the problem and all the existing pollution is ignored. So even if it does succeed NWT cannot see how it will make a material difference to the state of the Norfolk Broads and River Wensum.  Our rivers are complex natural systems and a much more holistic view is required.

7. Recommendation: The EDP must form part of a coherent funded plan to improve the whole system as its success will be wholly reliant on being part of a wider plan for the catchments. The EDP in isolation won’t make the impact that is required.

8. Norfolk’s chalk rivers are internationally important, 85% of these rare habitats are found in England, approximately 10% of these are found in Norfolk, which makes the county globally important for this rare habitat.

9. NWT campaigned for chalk stream protections to be included in the Planning and Infrastructure Act (PIA) and the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and was disappointed when neither included protections for irreplaceable habitats, showing a lack of consideration for Norfolk’s nature. This goes against previous assurances from the despatch box that effective chalk stream measures would be included in upcoming policies, and that the government would recognise chalk streams in new national policies that would ensure they were explicitly recognised as features of high environmental value in national planning policy; and that clear expectations are set for plan-makers and decision-makers in respect of managing the impacts of development on these sensitive water bodies (Chalk streams assurances from Minister 25.11.25).

10. NWT supports the Chalk Streams All-Party Parliamentary Group’s correspondence to Rt Hon Matthew Pennycook MP and Rt Hon Dame Angela Eagle DBE MP, who have expressed serious concerns about the EDP, its ramifications particularly in relation to the River Wensum, one of the world’s rare chalk streams and a designated Special Area of Conservation.

11. Recommendation: Increased nutrient load from development into Norfolk’s rare and sensitive chalk streams should be avoided and mitigated. Where that isn't possible, conservation measures must be selected that reduce future nutrient inputs, leaving the nutrient situation improved as a result of the EDP. This should form part of a wider, holistic and funded plan to reduce nutrient inputs. 

A lack of avoidance is concerning
12. Lawton’s report Making Space for Nature: A Review of England's Wildlife Sites and Ecological Network concluded that making what we have better was critical. Avoiding further harm should be a pre-requisite. The EDP, as written, will leave the Norfolk Broads and River Wensum with more nutrient pollution than before. 

13. Whilst NWT accepts housing is required, the EDP states that nutrient pollution is an inherent consequence of development – we disagree and believe that all available avoidance and mitigation measures have not been adequately considered. 

14. The EDP fails to consider or prioritise measures which avoid nutrients entering the system in the first place, which goes against:
a.  the Environment Act 2021’s Environmental Principles, prevention principle and rectification at source principle, and
b. the Environmental Delivery Plans (Appropriate Prioritisation) Regulations 2026 stipulation that avoidance measures must be prioritised over mitigation measures and compensation measures where appropriate. The EDP fails to adequately consider all available avoidance and mitigation measures.

15. Recommendation: The EDP must address the lack of avoidance and minimal mitigation measures considered as per Table 8: The list of conservation measures, a description of each conservation measure, categorisation as mitigation or compensation and subsequent value for money assessment. NWT recommends directing EDP funds towards measures that will meaningfully reduce nutrient pollution reaching waterways, such as:
a. interceptor wetlands below sewage treatment works, 
b. greater use of Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS)
c. retrospective upgrades and improvements for existing septic tanks particularly in the Bure catchment.
Where avoidance or mitigation is not possible, we recommend placing greater priority on land-use change that can deliver nutrient reduction and conservation benefits together.

16. Recommendation: The EDP must address why enforceable planning conditions have been discounted as per Table 29: Assessment of potential planning conditions as conservation measures to ensure this does not set a precedent for future EDPs. NWT recommends implementing the following 
a. planning condition measure for delayed occupation as it’s unclear why this couldn’t be implemented; 
b. planning condition measure for Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) as this should be included as a condition of payment of the levy for all feasible sites.  

Recommendation: Currently, the consultation evidence available, shows the measures in the EDP will only address/offset approximately 50% of the increased nutrients that are expected from the proposed new development. NWT understands this figure may have increased to 75% but have not seen further details. We want the figure to be higher and would like to see a rebalancing between avoidance, mitigation and compensation measures in the EDP. NWT recommends 80% of nutrient inputs are avoided at source or directly mitigated therefore reducing the need for compensatory conservation measures that are of concern due to the factors below. 

Conservation Measures are not robust
17. NWT has significant concerns that the process to determine the EDP’s conservation measures was rushed, restricted and did not engage with a broad-enough spectrum of stakeholders and landowners required to develop a mature portfolio of measures that could be delivered. 

18. Recommendation: Further investment in catchment plans, developing projects, identifying the ecological benefits and confirming costs is required to create a realistic pipeline of landscape-scale projects that are capable of delivering an overall improvement for the features.

19. Evidence is not provided that the conservation measures selected will reduce nutrient load sufficiently to outweigh the additional nutrient load created through development. Additionally, the backup conservation measures are the same as the conservation measures therefore are likely to fail if initial attempts do not result in an overall improvement. 

20. Recommendation: The selection of the conservation measures should prioritise avoidance and mitigation measures and be in effect before development is occupied, as the proposed conservation measures are directed towards managing the consequences of pollution rather than tackling the causes.

21. The conservation measures have been developed in isolation from existing plans and in the case of the sub catchments, the complete absence of catchment plans. NWT would like to see a much clearer link between the EDP and existing plans and in the case of the Wensum with reference to the Wensum Protected Sites Strategy.  

22. Recommendation: There are pre-conditions, such as:
a. Functioning and funded catchment plans are in place prior to developing an EDP.  If not the EDP should fund this and allow at least a year prior to implementation of the EDP.
b. A Protected Sites Strategy (PSS), if relevant, is developed prior to the development of an EDP.  Norfolk is in the situation where an EDP, which has been produced nationally is coming before the PSS which is led locally. These are currently not connected enough.
c. All conservation measures should come from existing plans therefore the conservation measures tender process for this and future EDPs should be radically overhauled.  
d. Conservation measures must be spatially targeted and locally procured. There needs to be significantly more local input into selection, procurement and delivery of conservation measures. 
e. There should be space for innovation and problem solving in the conservation measures.  

23. There is a lack of clarity around the funding for all conservation measures in the pipeline and a financial model needs to be sufficiently robust to support that ambition.

24. Long-term management funding is required to support conservation management needs across the 100 year commitment to ensure initial investment has longevity.

25. Recommendation: A revenue or endowment-style mechanism to support recurring conservation management, such as reedbed management, scrub control and other ongoing habitat interventions is committed to.

A lack of transparency throughout
26. The Overall Improvement Test is highly theoretical and judgemental. This is a design flaw.  It is, at every stage, except at the end, a predictive test of what might happen. In a highly connected and complex system, it will be virtually impossible to determine what has happened and attribute impact to the implemented conservation measures. 

27. Recommendation: The Overall improvement Test needs more transparency for people to understand it and how the benefits outweigh the harm.

28. There is a lack of transparency around the business model calculations. The EDP assumes an 80% uptake at a fixed price. There could be more transparency about the “what-ifs” within the model which would help build confidence in the model.  

29. Recommendation: The EDP requires further clarification around the situation where uptake is much lower and the impact which this has on conservation measure delivery and thus protected site health

30. We have concerns about the estimated cost of conservation measures, and think that a detailed breakdown of costs for each measure is required. For example, we do not believe the land use change measures contain sufficient funding for land acquisition and this raises question marks over deliverability.

31. Before 2030 the EDP process is undermining existing markets and reducing the amount of potential funding available for nature. After 2030 the private market will become substantially cheaper due to planned waste water treatment work upgrades resulting in fewer credits per dwelling.  This could undermine the volume coming into EDPs and reduce the nature investment pot available. Overall, this risks being a lose-lose. 

What NWT wants to see changed
· a much clearer connection between harm and benefit
· a genuine attempt to consider all avoidance and mitigation measures 
· a clearer and more independent attempt to determine improvement
· more of a sense that the EDP is by nature limited in scope and needs to fit within a broader, fully funded plan to restore the environmental features to good ecological health
· A clear link to the regionalisation agenda in our water system with the EDP clearly “plugging into” a holistic regional water plan

The EDP will allow immediate harm to our waterways – even if it claims to do some good elsewhere in the landscape at some future point. It carries too much uncertainty, too little regard for existing wildlife and habitat laws, and too much reliance on future legislation or a credible plan of action that doesn't exist yet. 

There is much more to do to make this Norfolk: Broads Special Area of Conservation (SAC) (Yare and Bure), Broadland Ramsar and River Environmental Delivery Plan anything close to a “win-win” for nature and development.  
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Chief Executive Officer
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Founded in 1926 as The Norfolk Naturalists Trust, the first Wildlife Trust
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