
 

Planning and Infrastructure Bill - Better Planning Coalition briefing on 
remaining clauses in Part 1 and Part 2 for Lords Committee stage 

 
About the Better Planning Coalition 
The Better Planning Coalition (BPC) represents over 40 organisations working across the 
environment, housing, planning, landscape, heritage and transport sectors with one 
common goal: a planning system fit for climate, nature and people.1  
 
Our members have come together because we want the planning system to deliver 
outcomes in the public interest. Our vision for the planning system is one that: 

●​ Supports sustainable development across the country and the infrastructure needed 
to achieve this 

●​ Ensures accelerated action to meet the UK’s carbon budgets with climate friendly 
development which is resilient to the impacts of a changing climate 

●​ Tackles the failures in the housing market, with a new generation of high standard 
social rented homes, reuse of existing buildings and with national and local 
government working together to deliver the homes the country needs 

●​ Supports nature’s recovery through protecting 30% of UK land and sea for nature by 
2030, managing the competing demands on land by guiding development to the 
right locations and with new developments designed and delivered in a way that 
delivers benefits for habitats and species 

●​ Creates places where people want to live shaped around zero carbon active travel 
and with high-quality design standards and community infrastructure with accessible 
local green spaces and heritage 

 
This briefing covers the remaining clauses due for debate in Part 1 of the Bill and Part 2.   
 
Part 1 
 
Clause 26: Financial benefits for homes near electricity transmission projects 
This clause allows for an energy bill discount scheme for those living within a set distance 
from new transmission infrastructure. Using a set distance to determine benefits risks being 
unequitable and causing unintended conflict within communities as well as between 
communities and grid operators, reducing community acceptance of new transmission 
infrastructure. 
 
The use of a rigid fixed distance (set at 500m in the DESNZ consultation on the scheme’s 
design2) as a qualifying criterion does not necessarily equate to those most impacted by new 
transmission lines. For example, a household behind a hill, with no visual exposure to the 

2 Scheme design for bill discounts for new transmission network infrastructure - GOV.UK, DESNZ, August 2025 

1 See https://betterplanningcoalition.com/members/ for list of members  
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new pylons from their home, might still qualify for compensation purely based on proximity, 
whereas a home with high visual impact, a short distance beyond 500m, would not. Owners 
of vacant homes and second homes with a metered electricity connection will receive the 
same benefits as everyone else, despite arguably being less affected by new transmission 
infrastructure. 
 
Community (rather than private) benefit packages for electricity transmission can play a role 
in enhancing the public acceptability of schemes, provided they follow the well-established 
practice for onshore wind farm schemes and National Grid’s Landscape Enhancement 
Initiative. In both cases there is a clear separation from the planning consent process for 
new schemes; and funds are dispersed to reflect genuine needs within the local area as a 
result of engagement with recognised community-based organisations. 
 
Relevant amendments: 

●​ Earl Russell’s amendment 86 after clause 26 offers a better model for a community 
benefit scheme rather than individual benefits3 

 
Clause 28: Use of forestry estate for renewable electricity 
This gives the "appropriate forestry authorities" (the Forestry Commission in England and 
Natural Resources Wales in Wales) new powers to use forestry land for renewable energy 
generation, transmission and storage and to sell the resulting electricity. While there is a 
clearly the need for new energy infrastructure to support the transition to a cleaner and 
more secure energy system, we are concerned that unless changes are made to the Forestry 
Commission’s legal purpose, these new powers could be used to allow new infrastructure 
which could harm habitats of high nature value. 
 
Currently this clause provides no clear legal protection/conditions that would ensure 
protection of existing Government priority habitats, including irreplaceable ancient 
woodland.  Whilst it refers to the existing legal balancing duty (section 1 (3A)) between 
timber production and nature conservation, the “reasonable balance” expected between 
these aims is not defined. In addition, those responsible for judging a “reasonable balance” 
(Forestry Commissioners) only legally have to have expertise on timber, not on nature 
conservation or renewable energy development.    
 
The Government should therefore commit to updating the legal duties of Forestry 
England/Forestry Commission to reflect the range of 21st century objectives which 
government and the public expect the public forest estate to deliver in their Environmental 
Improvement Plan.  
 
This is a particular issue for National Parks where the Public Forest Estate owns 6% of the 
land, including significant land holdings in some of the Parks, such as 47% of the New Forest 
and over 15% of Northumberland. Management of the forestry estate in these areas has at 
times been at odds with the objective of the relevant national park management plans (for 
example planting on deep peat in Northumberland which risks damage to a vulnerable 
habitat and the release of stored carbon). 

3 DESNZ published guidance on community benefit schemes for new transmission infrastructure in April 2025: 
Community funds for transmission infrastructure (accessible webpage) - GOV.UK  
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New energy infrastructure development within or near National Parks must be appropriate 
in scale and design and take account of the additional planning protections which apply in 
these areas. In order to ensure this happens the Forestry Commission must be required to 
seek consent from the relevant National Park Authority for any such development in a 
National Park. This could be achieved by amending ‘may’ to ‘must’ at both points where it 
appears in clause 24(5) and adding an additional sub-clause in 24(6): ‘must require consent 
for development in National Parks.’ 
 
Relevant amendments: 

●​ We support Earl Russell’s amendment 88 to include protections on the use of this 
power 

●​ We support Lord Krebs’ amendment 93 to give the Forestry Commission a new duty 
requiring it to take all reasonable steps to contribute to the achievement of the 
Climate Change Act 2008 and Environment Act 2021 targets in exercising its functions 
related to planning, development and infrastructure 

 
Part 2 

Clause 48: The Better Planning Coalition welcomes the Bill’s move to allow local planning 
authorities to set their own planning fees and to amend the planning fees model to ensure 
that local planning authorities can recover the costs of delivering their relevant planning 
functions through fee revenue.  

This investment should help local authority planning departments to reinvest fee income 
from planning applications directly back into planning services and recover from over a 
decade of significant cuts in resourcing.  

●​ 97% of planning departments report planning skills gaps and even in the last year, 
departments were twice as likely to report that their workforce was decreasing 
rather than increasing4 

●​ The OEP’s 2023 report on environmental assessment highlighted resourcing issues as 
a key reason why the current system is not functioning effectively for the natural 
environment and biodiversity5  

●​ A 2022 ALGE/ADEPT survey commissioned by Defra found that 26% of local planning 
authorities do not have any access to ecological expertise and that only 5% of 
respondents reported that their current ecological resource (including in-house and 
external sources) is adequate to scrutinise all applications that might affect 
biodiversity6  

6 ALGE-ADEPT Report on LPAs and BNG_0.pdf 

5 Environmental assessments are not as effective as they should be due to practical barriers to implementation, 
says OEP | Office for Environmental Protection 

4 Local authority planning capacity and skills survey: 2023 findings​ 
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●​ The number of local planning authority enforcement notices dropped by 30% 
between 2008 and 20187 

Clauses 50 and 51: Greater consistency and improved quality in planning committees is 
needed and we support clause 50 on mandatory training with associated certification, 
including on specific issues such as National Parks, National Landscapes, heritage, inclusion, 
biodiversity and climate change (as called for in amendments and briefings in Commons 
committee stage and now in the Lords).   

However, the legally binding national scheme of delegation (clause 51) risks undermining 
local democratic accountability and public trust in the planning system. Democratic 
accountability is particularly important for the planning system given that the planning 
system limits the rights of individuals to the use of their property, restricting (without 
compensation) what they can do with that property on the basis of the wider public interest. 
Many local planning decisions will be ones involving interpretation of national policy, Local 
Plans and other material considerations. Given the importance of the right to peaceful 
enjoyment of possessions in the ECHR, it is important that sufficient democratic 
accountability is maintained in the local planning system for the most significant and 
complex applications.  

Additionally, delegating decisions just to officers will remove public rights to speak before a 
committee on key planning decisions. This has only been established practice relatively 
recently. In 1990 only about one in seven local authorities allowed the public to speak at 
planning committees. In 1999, it was estimated that half of local authorities did so. Now, in a 
2024 survey all local authorities surveyed allowed speaking rights. The Bill risks removing a 
public right to speak on planning applications, even for those minor applications which 
would still have significant impacts.8 

The new consultation paper on a national scheme of delegation suggests that all minor 
applications must be delegated to officers (as “Tier A”) and would not be able to be referred 
to committees for decision. The Government is also proposing a new intermediary category 
in a separate working paper. The new proposed intermediary category of 10 to 49 homes 
might come under Tier A in some circumstances and would be set by regulations from 
MHCLG (the current consultation suggests this intermediary level would be Tier A in London 
and other big cities). Some local areas could see virtually all developments coming under the 
minor and intermediary categories, with councillors removed from any role in deciding on 
potentially controversial applications if these were allowed to come under Tier A.  

It is also the case that an enormous amount of local plan policy is predicated on the current 
major/minor classification. Introducing a new classification would be hugely disruptive to 
current local plan policy. 

The Planning and Infrastructure Bill impact assessment expects that only 44 major 
applications now would no longer go to appeal and just 36 minor applications. While all 

8 CPRE written evidence to House of Commons Planning and Infrastructure Bill committee, April 2025 

7 ‘Eroded to oblivion’: Natural England insiders warn of crisis as 80% of missed planning deadlines revealed to 
be due to resourcing. Footnotes 7,8 and 9 quoted in Wildlife and Countryside Link submission to the Planning 
and Infrastructure Bill committee  
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appeals take up time (up to six months), MHCLG’s estimate is that only 21 appeals that 
would now no longer take place would have had costs above £25,000. 

This suggests that the significance of the change in reducing local democracy is not 
proportionate to the scale of the problem, and a better approach would be to focus on 
improvements in local schemes of delegation and training of councillors. 

We are calling for more flexibility for authorities to call in smaller applications to committee 
when there are clear issues raised of non-compliance with key policies such as on affordable 
housing. This flexibility should be set out in the Bill and not just in guidance or regulations. 

If the Government does still insist on a national scheme of delegation, then the Bill should 
be amended to introduce provisions for a Statutory Chief Planning Officer role in every LPA 
in England, as recommended by the RTPI (see amendment 162 after clause 52, tabled by 
Lord Lansley. Under the local authority’s Scheme of Delegation, the powers to determine 
applications are delegated to the Chief Planning Officer. However, RTPI research has shown 
that 9% of councils have no clear ‘head of planning service’ and just 23% of LPAs have a head 
of planning service reporting directly into the council’s Chief Executive. 

After clause 51 amendments 

Amendment 119 from Baroness Pinnock would require the Secretary of State to consider 
the content and adequacy of consultation undertaken with affected communities when 
deciding an application for development consent under the Nationally Significant 
Infrastructure Projects regime 

●​ As previously debated, clauses 4, 5 and 6 of this Bill remove statutory consultation 
from the pre-application stage of the NSIP process, replaced with statutory 
guidance from the Secretary of State on what “the Secretary of State considers to 
be best practice” in pre-application processes. Applicants will have to have regard 
to the guidance in relation to their duty to publicise their proposed development 
(but not explicitly to follow best practice in consultation) 

●​ There are valid concerns that the current statutory process can lead to a tick-box 
approach to consultation. This amendment would ensure applicants are 
incentivised to conduct meaningful consultation with those affected but would not 
reintroduce the overly current prescriptive approach 

●​ We therefore support this amendment. See also our detailed briefing on the 
removal of statutory consultation from previous debate on clauses 4, 5 and 6 

Amendment 122: We support Lord Best’s amendment to ensure affordable housing is 
actually delivered where this is the subject of planning consent, and the proportion of 
social rent housing is at least 20 per cent. The recent National Audit Office report on s106 
agreements found that councils "are stretched, both in terms of finances and skills, 
meaning they are often unable to effectively challenge developers."9 While MHCLG has 
updated the NPPF and targets for housebuilding, it has yet to update financial viability 

9 Improving local areas through developer funding - NAO report, National Audit Office, June 2025 
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guidance. This suggests an inherent difficulty to agree policy and guidance through the 
normal policy making process, and that legislative action is therefore needed to address 
this problem. 

Amendment 123 from Lord Crisp would require national or local development plans to be 
designed in a way that aims to improve the physical, mental and social health and 
well-being of residents. We support this clause. The built and natural environments are 
important determinants of health and health inequalities and planning is key to this.10 

Clause 43 of the new English Devolution and Community Empowerment Bill confers a new 
duty on all combined authorities (CAs) and combined county authorities (CCAs) to have 
regard to the need to improve health and reduce health inequalities. Lord Crisp’s 
amendment would ensure national and local plan makers would also be under an 
equivalent duty, ensuring consistency at national, regional and local levels.  

Amendment 124 from Baroness Bennett of Manor Castle amends section 220 of the Town 
and Country Planning Act 1990 to add environmental impact and public health to the 
considerations for which the Secretary of State can restrict or regulate the display of 
advertisements. Local authorities and communities across the UK have raised serious 
concerns about the effects of digital advertising screens - particularly in relation to public 
health, road safety, light pollution, biodiversity, and energy consumption. We support this 
amendment. 

Amendment 127: The Climate Change Committee (CCC) has repeatedly called for reform 
of the planning system to embed consideration of climate change. The 2021 Net Zero 
Review11 included this as a key recommendation. A ‘climate duty’ has existed in relation to 
local plan making since 2008 but research undertaken by the Campaign to Protect Rural 
England found little evidence of meaningful action to tackle climate change in recently 
adopted local plans.12  

We therefore strongly support amendment 127 for a mandatory duty on the Secretary of 
State and planning bodies to have special regard to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, 
climate change in their functions.  

Amendment 132 (tabled by Baroness Bennett of Manor Castle) would introduce a 
purpose of planning and provide that anyone exercising a planning function must do so in 
a manner that is compatible with that purpose. Unlike many other legal frameworks, 
planning has no meaningful legal purpose which applies to the whole system. This lack of 
direction leads to confusion about what the system is meant to deliver, undermining 
public trust and contributing to poor outcomes for communities and the environment. We 
therefore support this amendment. The amendment also complements amendment 160, 
and together they would help provide greater coherence to an increasingly complex set of 

12 Climate emergency: time for planning to get on the case, CPRE, March 2022 

11 Net Zero Review Final Report, for HM Treasury, October 2021 

10 See Planning for healthy places - a guide on embedding health in Local Plans and planning policy in England - 
Town and Country Planning Association, September 2024  

6 

https://bills.parliament.uk/bills/3946/stages/20044/amendments/10025474
https://bills.parliament.uk/bills/3946/stages/20044/amendments/10025469
https://bills.parliament.uk/bills/3946/stages/20044/amendments/10025471
https://bills.parliament.uk/bills/3946/stages/20044/amendments/10025510
https://www.cpre.org.uk/resources/climate-emergency-time-for-planning-to-get-on-the-case/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/net-zero-review-final-report
https://www.tcpa.org.uk/resources/planning-for-healthy-places-a-guide-on-embedding-health-in-local-plans-and-planning-policy-in-england/
https://www.tcpa.org.uk/resources/planning-for-healthy-places-a-guide-on-embedding-health-in-local-plans-and-planning-policy-in-england/


national, sectoral, regional, local and neighbourhood plans and policies (see section on 
spatial development strategies below). 

Clause 52: The move to reintroduce strategic planning (through spatial development 
strategies) is welcome. Land is in short supply and we must plan strategically to manage the 
many competing demands on it. Effective strategic planning will be essential in ensuring new 
developments are located in the right place (including with sufficient grid capacity), 
designed to reduce car dependency and support healthy communities. RTPI commissioned 
research has shown that over 80% of planners in both the public and private sectors are in 
favour of strategic planning being required by the Government. 

Strategic planning is being added to an increasingly complex set of plans and planning 
regimes, influenced by a range of national government policies. This includes: 

●​ At a national level, National Policy Statements for major infrastructure, influenced 
also by the Treasury/National Infrastructure and Service Transformation Authority’s  
new national infrastructure spatial tool which will be a “single digital platform 
bringing together strategies, data and tools, including AI, to identify local 
infrastructure needs and constraints…for housing, industrial growth and land use 
scenarios”13 

●​ Defra’s forthcoming land use framework to better manage competing demands on 
land in England 

●​ Sectoral investment and spatial plans like the Strategic Spatial Energy Plan, Road 
Investment Strategy and Water Resource Management Plans 

●​ The National Planning Policy Framework and NDMPs (the Levelling Up and 
Regeneration Act’s National Development Management Policies, recently referred to 
as National Decision Making Policies by the Minister14) 

●​ Spatial development strategies 
●​ Local Plans (currently being rewritten as a result of higher housing targets and local 

government reorganisation) 
●​ Neighbourhood plans 

There is a risk that there will be bureaucratic competition between departments, 
non-departmental public bodies, regional strategic authorities, local authorities and then 
neighbourhood organisations (including town and parish councils) over their own plans and 
ambitions. 

14 
https://data.parliament.uk/DepositedPapers/Files/DEP2025-0565/Minister_Pennycook_to_Bill_Committee.pdf  

13 UK Infrastructure: A 10 Year Strategy - GOV.UK, HMT, June 2025 
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The Treasury’s 10 year infrastructure strategy seeks to bring some order to this through a 
graph:

 

However, we believe more than a graph is needed to provide coherence to this emerging 
system. The Planning and Infrastructure Bill should be an opportunity to do this and there 
are a number of amendments we support that would do this, namely: 

●​ Amendment 160 (after clause 52) from Lord Shipley to require the Secretary of State 
to prepare and keep under review a National Spatial Framework for England 

●​ Amendment 132 (after clause 51) from Baroness Bennett to introduce a purpose of 
planning and provide that anyone exercising a planning function must do so in a 
manner that is compatible with that purpose 

●​ Amendment 185D (after clause 52) from Baroness Jones to define the purpose of the 
planning system and of planning as promoting the efficient spatial organisation of 
land and resources to achieve the long-term sustainable development of the nation 
and the health and wellbeing of individuals 

Spatial development strategies and climate change 

The Climate Change Committee’s advice on the seventh carbon budget suggested that 
around 1% of UK land will be needed for solar and 2% for onshore wind by 2050, alongside 
an increase in UK woodland cover rising from 13% now to 19% over the same period as well 
as an increase in energy crops to cover 3% of land. 10% of cropland and agricultural 
grassland is under agroforestry practices and there would be widespread peatland 
restoration and better management of broadleaf woodland.   
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Given this, spatial development strategies should be a means to address climate change 
mitigation and adaptation at a strategic level. River basin management and flood risk must 
be seen in their environmental context rather than arbitrary local authority boundaries. In 
addition, transport planning at a regional level is needed to invest at a strategic level in 
public transport and link with spatial planning to reduce dependency on the car as the only 
viable transport choice locking in greenhouse gas emissions from the existing petrol and 
diesel fleet. However, the bill currently does not include a provision to understand carbon 
budgets at a regional level and use these to inform spatial development strategies. 

Spatial development strategies and transport, including active travel 

A place-based approach to planning that integrates active travel infrastructure will support 
both public health and long-term economic resilience. Physical inactivity currently costs the 
UK economy an estimated £7.4 billion per year, including £1 billion in direct NHS costs.15 
Designing communities to encourage walking, cycling, and wheeling can help reduce health 
burdens by promoting everyday physical activity. 

There is strong evidence for the cost-effectiveness of investment in active travel. The 
Department for Transport’s own analysis shows that schemes promoting walking and cycling 
deliver an average return of £5.50 for every £1 spent-substantially higher than many 
conventional transport infrastructure projects.16 

Active travel also supports social inclusion by improving mobility options for people who do 
not have access to a car, including young people, older adults, and those on lower incomes. 
Access to green space fosters peoples’ willingness to use active travel routes as it will be 
more likely people walk if routes are safe and pleasant. According to the Office for National 
Statistics (ONS), one in eight British households does not have a garden making high-quality 
green spaces in walking distance of homes a priority for many. 

Beyond health and economic benefits, expanding active travel options can also help reduce 
road congestion, improve local air quality, and support climate objectives. As vehicle 
emissions are a major source of nitrogen dioxide and particulate matter, improving 
infrastructure for non-motorised transport is a practical and necessary intervention. 

Spatial development strategies can support the good location of development to maximise 
opportunities to travel by public transport, walking and cycling. They can also encourage 
good design of development to make travel by sustainable transport the easy and safe 
choice, for instance building on the principle of the government’s Manual for Streets 
guidance.  

Spatial development strategies and housing 

We welcome that the Bill allows for strategic authorities to specify the amount or 
distribution of affordable housing or any other kind of housing (clause 47(12D)). We hope 
this allows authorities to respond to the range of local needs rather than just rely on housing 
developers’ proposals, which focus on the most profitable housing with councils then 

16 Value for Money Assessment for Cycling Grants, Department for Transport, August 2014 

15 Physical activity: applying All Our Health - GOV.UK (updated March 2022) 
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negotiating for the inclusion of a limited amount of affordable housing within a restrictive 
viability test. We hope Ministers will set out more detail of their approach on viability during 
the Bill’s passage. 

However, planning reform alone is not enough. Councils, housing associations and 
development corporations need the powers and financing to deliver housing themselves, 
rather than relying on the small number of volume housebuilders. Volume housebuilders 
have strong financial reasons to only release a limited pipeline of housing delivery to 
maximise profits through managing costs and avoiding overextending themselves, and to 
avoid undermining local house prices (“Local markets can only absorb a certain number of 
units at a certain price each year”, as the Home Builders Federation said during a previous 
round of planning reform17). 

Unlike with the overall housing target of 1.5 million new homes in England over this 
Parliament, the Government has no explicit targets for social housing. MHCLG have said that 
the affordable homes programme "could deliver" 300,000 homes "with around 180,000 for 
Social Rent" and will set initial targets for Homes England & GLA after receiving bids for 
funding18. The Government’s levers over overall housing delivery are relatively weak 
(particularly given volume housebuilders unwillingness to do anything to undermine local 
house prices and consistent under-performance compared to planning permissions) and the 
national target will therefore be more performative than actually driving delivery. In 
contrast, specific targets for social housing would help drive delivery given the much greater 
direct role of government bodies in funding, direct delivery and agreeing affordable and 
social housing commitments through the planning system.  

We support the following amendments on housing: 

●​ Amendment 137 to clause 52 from Baroness Thornhill to require a spatial 
development strategy to have regard for the need to provide 150,000 social homes a 
year 

●​ Amendment 141 to clause 52 from Lord Best to enable Spatial Development 
Strategies to specify a proportion of social rent housing 

●​ Amendment 151 to clause 52 from Lord Best to define social rent housing as in the 
Regulator of Social Housing’s appropriate Direction 

Spatial development strategies, nature and greenfield sites 

We support a new framework for spatial strategies across wider areas, enabling local 
authorities to collaborate on long-term land use planning. These strategies could usefully 
guide decisions on housing, infrastructure, transport, and the environment, helping deliver 
nature restoration at a larger, strategic scale in line with Lawton principles and the 
Government’s 30-by-30 target and the protection of irreplaceable habitats, including chalk 
streams and species-rich grasslands. 

18 https://www.gov.uk/government/news/hundreds-of-thousands-to-get-secure-roof-over-their-heads , 
MHCLG, July 2025 

17 https://www.ft.com/content/15371606-0ad7-11e6-b0f1-61f222853ff3, Financial Times, 16 May 2016 
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Spatial development strategies should also take account of Local Wildlife Sites. A report 
published in April by The Wildlife Trusts found the network to be under threat from 
development and other pressures.19 Extra protections in the planning system would help to 
preserve these special sites for wildlife, boosting nature recovery. 

We support the following amendments relating to nature and the protection of greenspaces: 

●​ Amendment 143 to clause 52 from Baroness Jones of Moulsecoomb to require 
strategic planning authorities to include a specific housing density in their plans 
which ensures land is used effectively where it is considered strategically important 

●​ Amendment 146 to clause 52 from Lord Roborough to require a special development 
strategy to list any rivers and streams in the strategy area, outline measures to 
protect them from environmental harm, and impose responsibility on strategic 
planning authorities to protect and enhance chalk stream environments 

●​ Amendment 147 to clause 52 from the Lord Bishop of Norwich to require a special 
development strategy to list chalk streams in the strategy area, outline measures to 
protect them from environmental harm, and impose responsibility on strategic 
planning authorities to protect and enhance chalk stream environments 

●​ Amendment 148 to clause 52 from Baroness Grender to ensure spatial development 
strategies include policies to protect chalk streams 

●​ Amendment 150 to clause 52 from Baroness Grender to ensure that spatial 
development strategies take account of Local Wildlife Sites 

●​ Amendment 178 after clause 52 from Lord Teverson to ensure that Local Plans 
comply with the Land Use Framework and local nature recovery strategies 

Resourcing of work on spatial development plans 

RTPI expects a number of secondments from local plan teams. Therefore, there needs to be 
consideration of the resourcing impacts that undertaking this piece of work will have on 
local authority planning capacity, such that Spatial Development Strategies (SDSs) do not 
reduce the coverage of local plans across England. We hope that Ministers say more on this 
in discussion on clause 52. 

Consultation and a right to be heard 

The House of Commons Bill Committee was much exercised by concerns about engagement 
and consultation on new spatial development strategies, and the intentional exclusion of a 
right to be heard in the development of these new strategies. The Minister said that he 
would reflect on the strength of opinion on this but no reassurances were given at Report 
stage.    

The Aarhus Convention, to which the UK is a signatory, states at Article 7 that: "Each Party 
shall make appropriate practical and/or other provisions for the public to participate during 
the preparation of plans and programmes relating to the environment, within a transparent 
and fair framework, having provided the necessary information to the public. Within this 
framework, article 6, paragraphs 3, 4 and 8, shall be applied. The public which may 
participate shall be identified by the relevant public authority, taking into account the 

19 LWS Status Report - website.pdf, The Wildlife Trusts, April 2025 
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objectives of this Convention. To the extent appropriate, each Party shall endeavour to 
provide opportunities for public participation in the preparation of policies relating to the 
environment."  

The Aarhus Convention’s monitoring body, the Aarhus Convention’s Compliance Committee, 
has found the UK to be non-compliant with the Convention and has made several 
recommendations about matters on which the UK must take action to bring its policies into 
compliance with the Convention.20 This, and other measures in the Bill on judicial review, 
could see the UK’s compliance reduced further.  

Democracy is underpinned by public participation in decision making. However, the new 
spatial development strategies explicitly prevent a right to be heard, although in contrast, 
one has existed for local plans for over twenty years. There is little evidence to show that 
public participation in plan-making is a cause of delay – instead overall, the wealth of 
academic research, and the previous Labour government’s own policy, ‘Community 
Involvement in Planning’, acknowledged the importance of involving people in order to 
generate better outcomes and higher social consent. 

We therefore support amendment 153 from Baroness Pinnock to require strategic planning 
authorities to prepare and consult on a statement of community involvement which 
provides for persons affected by the strategy to have a right to be heard at an examination.  

 
Contact details:  
Richard Hebditch 
Better Planning Coalition coordinator  
richard@betterplanningcoalition.com 
 
 

20 The Ministry of Justice ran a call for evidence in autumn 2024 on UK compliance with the Convention but has 
not reported back on its findings. Access to Justice in relation to the Aarhus Convention - GOV.UK, Ministry of 
Justice, September 2024 
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