PARTIAL REVIEW OF REGIONAL
SPATIAL STRATEGY (RSS) –
Consultation on the Draft Options: Renewable
Energy
June – July 2008
(Responses by Organisation)

North West Regional Assembly
PARTIAL REVIEW OF REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY (RSS) –
Consultation on the Draft Options: Renewable Energy

A consultation report from
CAG Consultants
in association with Concept 4 Creative and Community Consultants
April 2008

CAG CONSULTANTS
Gordon House
6 Lissenden Gardens
London NW5 1LX
Tel/fax 020 7482 8882
hq@cagconsult.co.uk
www.cagconsultants.co.uk

for direct enquiries about this report please contact:
Emma Cranidge
Ewood House, Ewood Lane, Todmorden, OL14 7DF
tel 01706 817347 or mob 07879 017617
ec@cagconsult.co.uk

Macclesfield Borough Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Stewart House

Macclesfield Borough
Council

No

Development of an approach that follows the ‘pragmatic’ assessment set out in the
evidence base is more likely to be realistically achievable, although perhaps lacks the
vision needed to drive forward renewable energy provision in the region.
Macclesfield Borough Council considers that an acceptable solution would be to follow
the approach based on pragmatic provision with the stated aim of moving towards the
theoretical maximum over time.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Stewart House

Macclesfield Borough
Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Stewart House

Macclesfield Borough
Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Stewart House

Macclesfield Borough
Council

Yes

Development of an approach that follows the 'pragmatic' assessment set out
in the evidence base is more likely to be realisticly achieveable, although
perhaps lacks the vision needed to drive forward renewable energy provision

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

in the region. Macclesfield BC considers that an acceptable solution would
be to follow the approach based on pragmatic provision with the stated aim
of moving towards the theoretical maximum over time.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Stewart House

Macclesfield Borough
Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Stewart House

Macclesfield Borough
Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

WRG
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Keith Owen - SLR

On behalf of WRG

Yes

The two main options being considered relate the locational approach for
renewable energy facilities. The options relate to “theoretical maximum” or
“pragmatic assessment” approaches as set out in the evidence base.
Although pragmatism is generally to be supported, the urgent need to
develop all renewable sources of energy suggests that the RSS should
identify all possible resources of, and locations for development of,

Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

renewable energy. In this context, paragraph 13 of the December 2007
supplement to PPS1 in relation to climate change makes it clear that the
RSS should “ensure opportunities for renewable and low carbon sources of
energy supply and supporting infrastructure, including decentralised energy
supply systems, are maximised” and that the RSS should “set targets for
renewable energy supply….(that).. fully reflect opportunities in the region.”
On this basis, Waste Recycling Group considers that the maximum
renewable potential energy resource of the region should be recognised and
encouraged. What may be considered pragmatic at present may be
considered unduly pessimistic or restrictive in a few years time.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Keith Owen - SLR

On behalf of WRG

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Keith Owen - SLR

On behalf of WRG

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

Keith Owen - SLR

On behalf of WRG

No

See answer to Question 1.1a

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Keith Owen - SLR

On behalf of WRG

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Keith Owen - SLR

On behalf of WRG

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Individual
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

Individual

-

Points 1. Although the discussion concerns broad locations the necessity
issue of reducing need in the first place should not be forgotten, neither
should the encouragement of microgeneration 2. Peat should be an
exclusionary factor for wind farms.

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Individual

-

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Individual

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? -

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? Peat should be an exclusionary factor for wind farms.
E) Economy? -

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

Individual

-

-

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Individual

-

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Individual

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Northwest Regional Development Agency
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Steven
Broomhead

Northwest Regional
Development Agency

Yes

We agree with the general approach but clearly it must be tempered with a
degree of realism. The region should aim to deliver as much renewable
energy as possible.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Steven
Broomhead

Northwest Regional
Development Agency

RSS needs to indicate the preferred locations.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Steven
Broomhead

Northwest Regional
Development Agency

A) Delivery: These implications cannot be assessed without technical work and specific locational
guidance.
B) Infrastructure provision? These implications cannot be assessed without technical work and
specific locational guidance.
C) Community and social issues? These implications cannot be assessed without technical work
and specific locational guidance.
D) Environment? These implications cannot be assessed without technical work and specific
locational guidance.
E) Economy? These implications cannot be assessed without technical work and specific
locational guidance.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Steven

Northwest Regional

No

In our view the most important constraint is likely to be planning policy and

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Broomhead

Development Agency

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Steven
Broomhead

Northwest Regional
Development Agency

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Steven
Broomhead

Northwest Regional
Development Agency

A) Delivery: These implications cannot be assessed without technical work and specific locational
guidance.

in any event it is difficult to assess the likelihood of technological change.

B) Infrastructure provision? These implications cannot be assessed without technical work and
specific locational guidance.
C) Community and social issues? These implications cannot be assessed without technical work
and specific locational guidance.
D) Environment? These implications cannot be assessed without technical work and specific
locational guidance.
E) Economy? These implications cannot be assessed without technical work and specific
locational guidance.

Countryside Properties
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Mark Waite

Countryside
Properties

Yes

As the final research is not yet available, this is difficult to properly assess.
Both Options will assume a potential contribution from energy from waste.
As the implication of the two Options is that the theoretical approach is

Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

unlikely to be deliverable, Option 2 can be preferred.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Mark Waite

Countryside
Properties

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Mark Waite

Countryside
Properties

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Mark Waite

Countryside
Properties

-

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Mark Waite

Countryside
Properties

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Mark Waite

Countryside
Properties

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Government Office North West
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

SARA LEWIS

GONW

-

We are supportive of the research to identify broad locations for renewable
energy, however it is not considered that it will be inevitable that policy
EM17 will need to be changes, although the indicative targets which are
based on out of date research may need to be updated.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

SARA LEWIS

GONW

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

SARA LEWIS

GONW

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

SARA LEWIS

GONW

-

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

SARA LEWIS

GONW

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

SARA LEWIS

GONW

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Halton Borough Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Tim Gibbs

Halton Borough
Council

No

This option looks at the region’s maximum potential for each type of
renewable energy technology and, while based in a rigorous technical
appraisal, is unlikely to be a realistic assessment of how renewable energy
will be developed in real life.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Tim Gibbs

Halton Borough

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Council

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Tim Gibbs

Halton Borough
Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

Tim Gibbs

Halton Borough
Council

Yes

The pragmatic option attempts to temper the overall capacity with some
realism as to how quickly the different technologies will be implemented,
and as such is an approach that can be supported in principle.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Tim Gibbs

Halton Borough
Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Tim Gibbs

Halton Borough
Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

National Trust
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Hubbard, Alan

National Trust

No

With the continuing lack of the ‘accompanying evidence base’ it is not
possible to reach an informed decision about either option as it is unclear
what the option actually is, and therefore how appropriate it is to the NW’s
circumstances. The National Trust is a strong supporter of the utilisation of
renewable energy technologies in appropriate locations and has undertaken
a number of relevant projects at its properties across the country. Equally,
it is aware from other developments close to its interests that some
schemes, especially for large scale wind energy developments, can have
significant adverse impacts, especially on valued landscapes. The
implications of a ‘theoretical maximum’ suggest that there will be few if any
specific constraints on location and that a one-dimensional, rather than the
required integrated approach to sustainable development, is being
advanced. This is inconsistent with the Core Policies of RSS. It is also a
matter of concern that the presentation of this approach will weaken the
‘Energy Hierarchy’ credentials of RSS with insufficient attention to energy
conservation and energy efficiency, and indeed inadequate consideration of
the role of micro-generation.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Hubbard, Alan

National Trust

Again it is difficult to comment on the detailed implications given the lack of availability of the
evidence base. However, it will be necessary to re-check the consistency of a ‘theoretical
maximum’ approach with a range of other RSS Policies, including Core Policies – it is unclear at
present that the ‘theoretical maximum’ approach is compatible with the overall stance in RSS. It
is unclear what the proposals will be for energy sources such as biomass, energy from waste and
hydro, including whether or not broad locations will be diagrammatically represented. However,
there are potentially wider implications in terms of whole catchment planning and the wider issues
of landscape management, quantity/quality of water systems (including water storage/retention
and flood considerations), soil systems and environmental limits.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Hubbard, Alan

National Trust

A) Delivery: If broad locations are diagrammatically identified it will be necessary for subregional or local work to assess the more detailed implications. In some instances, especially for
wind energy, detailed work at this level has been undertaken quite recently and can continue to
provide the appropriate planning background for the assessment of individual proposals –
however, this guidance needs to be acknowledged in the Partial Review RSS.
B) Infrastructure provision? Difficult to comment in detail, but overall there is concern that
“broad locations for renewables” will assume specific connotations in terms of the scale of
proposals and thereby require greater consideration of transmission facilities. Grid connections
have their own implications for wider environmental considerations, including the on-shore
implications of off shore wind energy, which are not necessarily straightforward.
C) Community and social issues? The Trust would support a more integrated approach to
energy use and provision, e.g. community energy planning whereby steps are taken to reduce
local energy use, including through greatly improved insulation measures; assessing the potential
for, and implementing, micro-regeneration; and then meeting residual needs from larger scale
renewable projects, e.g. use of hydro on nearby river systems; with surplus energy being sold into
the national grid. There are several advantages in people having a direct interest in reducing and
meeting their own energy needs locally, rather than having a major renewables proposal foist
upon them and no direct connection seen with their energy needs/use. There are also potentially
significant energy conservation benefits by greatly reducing transmission losses by utilising the
energy close to where it is sourced.
D) Environment? Difficult to gauge without knowing the assumptions behind the term
‘theoretical maximum’, but taken literally it suggests a ‘no environmental constraints’ approach.
However, that would clearly be incompatible with national planning policy on renewables and with
the overall approach adopted in RSS. Nonetheless there are specific considerations that require
consideration in the context of potential outcomes. These include a) the impact upon the wider
setting of designated assets, be they landscapes, nature conservation areas or cultural heritage;
and b) consideration of cumulative impacts – this is especially important in terms of locations with
coastal views given the significant amount of off-shore wind energy schemes currently agreed/in
place and coming forward.
E) Economy? It is disappointing that the economy of the north west has not responded more
rapidly to the opportunities of renewable energy and that many of the large scale proposals
coming forward are based upon foreign investment and technology. This is especially so in terms
of wind energy (but also with hydro) and the under-utilised engineering skills in some parts of the
Region, e.g. associated with ship building in Barrow. The policy should seek to ensure that such
opportunities are recognised and their take up encouraged.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Hubbard, Alan

National Trust

No

With the continuing lack of the ‘accompanying evidence base’ it is not
possible to reach an informed decision about either option as it is unclear
what the option actually is, and therefore how appropriate it is to the NW’s
circumstances. On the face of it a ‘pragmatic’ approach is more likely to be
compatible with the overall approach in RSS and provide for a more
integrated response to sustainable development overall in accordance with
the requirements of PPS1 and the duty in Section 39 of the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Hubbard, Alan

National Trust

The overall implications in terms of whole catchment planning and the wider issues of landscape
management, quantity/quality of water systems (including water storage/retention and flood
considerations), soil systems and environmental limits also need to be addressed in the context of
how broad locations are identified and the overall planning policy approach to them.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Hubbard, Alan

National Trust

A) Delivery: If broad locations are diagrammatically identified it will be necessary for subregional or local work to assess the more detailed implications. In some instances, especially for
wind energy, detailed work at this level has been undertaken quite recently and can continue to
provide the appropriate planning background for the assessment of individual proposals –
however, this guidance needs to be acknowledged in the Partial Review RSS.
B) Infrastructure provision? Difficult to comment in detail, but overall there is concern that
“broad locations for renewables” will assume specific connotations in terms of the scale of
proposals and thereby require greater consideration of transmission facilities. Grid connections
have their own implications for wider environmental considerations, including the on-shore
implications of off shore wind energy, which are not necessarily straightforward.
C) Community and social issues? The Trust would support a more integrated approach to
energy use and provision, e.g. community energy planning whereby steps are taken to reduce
local energy use, including through greatly improved insulation measures; assessing the potential
for, and implementing, micro-regeneration; and then meeting residual needs from larger scale
renewable projects, e.g. use of hydro on nearby river systems; with surplus energy being sold into

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
the national grid. There are several advantages in people having a direct interest in reducing and
meeting their own energy needs locally, rather than having a major renewables proposal foist
upon them and no direct connection seen with their energy needs/use. There are also potentially
significant energy conservation benefits by greatly reducing transmission losses by utilising the
energy close to where it is sourced.
D) Environment? Difficult to gauge without knowing the assumptions behind the term
‘theoretical maximum’, but taken literally it suggests a ‘no environmental constraints’ approach.
However, that would clearly be incompatible with national planning policy on renewables and with
the overall approach adopted in RSS. Nonetheless there are specific considerations that require
consideration in the context of potential outcomes. These include a) the impact upon the wider
setting of designated assets, be they landscapes, nature conservation areas or cultural heritage;
and b) consideration of cumulative impacts – this is especially important in terms of locations with
coastal views given the significant amount of off-shore wind energy schemes currently agreed/in
place and coming forward.
E) Economy? It is disappointing that the economy of the north west has not responded more
rapidly to the opportunities of renewable energy and that many of the large scale proposals
coming forward are based upon foreign investment and technology. This is especially so in terms
of wind energy (but also with hydro) and the under-utilised engineering skills in some parts of the
Region, e.g. associated with ship building in Barrow. The policy should seek to ensure that such
opportunities are recognised and their take up encouraged.

Sefton Metropolitan Borough Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Alan Young

Sefton Metropolitan
Borough Council

-

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Alan Young

Sefton Metropolitan
Borough Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Alan Young

Sefton Metropolitan
Borough Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

Alan Young

Sefton Metropolitan
Borough Council

Yes

The initial view is that the second option should be supported since this will
reflect what can realistically be achieved at the local level and not constrain
local planning authorities by a potentially undeliverable ‘theoretical
maximum’.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Alan Young

Sefton Metropolitan
Borough Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Alan Young

Sefton Metropolitan
Borough Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

West Midlands Regional Assembly
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Tim Williams

West Midlands
Regional Assembly

-

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Tim Williams

West Midlands
Regional Assembly

Whilst supporting the principle of increased energy supply from renewables, cross boundary
impacts need to be taken into account when considering suitable locations for the sitting of
renewable energy facilities.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Tim Williams

West Midlands
Regional Assembly

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

Tim Williams

West Midlands
Regional Assembly

-

-

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Tim Williams

West Midlands
Regional Assembly

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Tim Williams

West Midlands
Regional Assembly

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

BWEA
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Gemma Grimes

BWEA

Yes

BWEA agrees with Locational Option 1: Development of an approach that
follows the 'theoretical maximum' assessment set out in the accompanying
evidence base. Using the 'theoretical maximum' as the starting point
provides the greatest impetus for increasing renewable energy generation in
the region. By way of justification, BWEA consider that the derivation of the
theoretical maximum development potential on the ground should be arrived
at through assessment and determination of individual applications where all
the relevant factors can be investigated in full. A 50% reduction of
theoretical maximum to arrive at a 'pragmatic' maximum through a regional
study provides only a partial investigation of all the relevant factors (eg
cumulative impact, accessibility), with insufficient robustness to give a
meaningful indication of what will come forward and where renewable
energy developments could be located. Any locational guidance based on a
pragmatic maximum is therefore likely to be significantly flawed.

Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Furthermore, the current theoretical maximum is based on current
technology and knowledge, it is quite concievable that future technology and
knowledge will allow greater delivery of installed capacity and a greater
theoretical maximum, so anything less than the theoretical maximum based
on current knowledge is disingenuous and sends the wrong signals to
industry. In order for the RSS to realise the region's potential for renewable
energy delivery, BWEA strongly recommends that the RSS introduce specific,
robust criteria based policies designed to promote and not restrict renewable
energy development.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Gemma Grimes

BWEA

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Gemma Grimes

BWEA

A) Delivery: there will be greater pressure on development control departments to deliver
increased approvals based on sound, defensible and pragmatic decision making . This pressure
may require increased planning resources within the region.
B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? In terms of social implications, there will be a need for
greater acceptance of landscape change in areas not protected by the top tier of landscape
designation (ie National Parks and AONBs). However, there is also greater potential for increased
funds to made available for community use through community trust funds associated with
individual developments. Similarly, there is significant potential for local job creation from
construction and maintenance, more money flowing to local service providers from contractors, as
well that additional income to local landowners.
D) Environment? In terms of environmental implications, there will be greater development
pressure on non- portected areas. The actual environmental impact could be neutral or positive
through proper EIA of individual applications and associated environmental mitigation and
enhancement.
E) Economy? BWEA was established in 1978 and is the representative body for companies active

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
in the UK wind, wave and tidal energy market. Its membership has grown rapidly over recent
years and now stands at over 400 companies. In representing the wind industry, BWEA is in a
unique position to comment on the circumstances which affect the future growth and development
of the sector. BWEA welcomes this opportunity to provide a response to the North West Plan
Partial Review and wishes to emphasise the important contribution that the region's policies can
make in contributing to both the national and regional targets for renewable energy generation .
The UK has a rich variety of newable energy resource, including 40% of Europe's wind resource.
This resource will need to be utilised if the UK is to deliver its share of Europe's 20% renewable
energy target by 2020. Given theUK's low base-line levels of renewable heat, the majority of this
target will need to be met through onshore wind. It is therefore important to support and
encourage the growth of the sector if the UK is to meet its national and European renewable
energy and carbon rducition targets. BWEA strongly recommends that the Partial Review of the
RSS introduce specific policies designed to deliver greater production of renewable energy and
increased levels of energy efficiency, in order to minimise the impacts of climate change.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

Gemma Grimes

BWEA

No

BWEA disagrees with Locational Option 2: Development of an approach that
follows the 'pragmatic' assessment set out in the accompanying evidence
base, due to the reasons given above, in response to Question 1.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Gemma Grimes

BWEA

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Gemma Grimes

BWEA

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? -

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
E) Economy? -

South Lakeland District Council Development Plans Team
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

S Ottewell

South Lakeland
District Council
Development Plans
Team

Yes

We do not think that the approach should be based on the theoretical
maximum – other targets in the Regional Spatial Strategy aren’t based on
what is aspirational. In setting a relevant regional target, there is a need to
consider achievability, whilst setting a challenging target that can make a
real difference. Therefore it would seem logical to use the pragmatic
potential level – which reflects an assessment of actual likelihood of various
renewable technologies coming forward by 2020 – as a justifiable and
logically starting point. One possible way forward would be to use this figure
as a minimum target.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

S Ottewell

South Lakeland
District Council
Development Plans
Team

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

S Ottewell

South Lakeland
District Council
Development Plans
Team

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

S Ottewell

South Lakeland
District Council
Development Plans
Team

-

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

S Ottewell

South Lakeland
District Council
Development Plans
Team

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

S Ottewell

South Lakeland
District Council
Development Plans
Team

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

The Ramblers' Association, Manchester and High Peak Area
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Mrs Janet Cuff

The Ramblers'
Association,

No

As we interpret this, an approach following the 'theoretical maximum'
assessment, could imply a strong push to achieve this maximum. This could

Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

Manchester and High
Peak Area

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

involve location of technologies such as wind or biomass in areas that we
would find unacceptable in terms of impairment of the landscape. We are
thinking of things such as wind farm development on or adjacent to areas of
high landscape quality or conversion of pasture land to arable land to grow
crops such as corn or rapeseed for biofuels.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Mrs Janet Cuff

The Ramblers'
Association,
Manchester and High
Peak Area

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Mrs Janet Cuff

The Ramblers'
Association,
Manchester and High
Peak Area

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Mrs Janet Cuff

The Ramblers'
Association,
Manchester and High
Peak Area

Yes

This approach seems to imply a more restrained approach, which would
involve less confict with policy DP7 regarding Environmental Wuality. 2
points in DP7 which are particularly relevant to us are:'understanding and
respecting the character and distinctiveness of places and landscapes' and
'maintaining the quantity and quality of biodiversity and habitat.' Adoption of

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

the 'pragmatic' approach inplies less conflict with these aspirations.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Mrs Janet Cuff

The Ramblers'
Association,
Manchester and High
Peak Area

We would like to see as little conflict as possible with DP7 and we would therefore NOT like to see
any watering down of EM16 as this will relieve pressure on energy requirements. We think a
change is required to policy EM17, however; we would like to see the word 'stringent' inserted
before 'constraints' in the sentence: 'The following criteria should be taken into account but should
not be used to rule out or place constraints on the development of all, or specific types, of
renewable energy.' Without this addition, renewable energy projects could have NO constraints
resulting in adverse environmental effects. Insertion of 'stringent' here would also match
'stringent' at the beginning of the second sentence in bullet point 2, and so achieve consistency.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Mrs Janet Cuff

The Ramblers'
Association,
Manchester and High
Peak Area

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? We would encourage and support local community energy
schemes. However, large windfarms in, or adjacent to, areas of high landscape value, would not
be welcomed by the Ramblers' Association, and would go against Government policies of
encouraging people to take up recreational walking for health reasons.
D) Environment? As stated, we have chosen the 'pragmatic' approach in order to minimise the
environmental impact of renewable energy developments in the countryside. the Ramblers'
Association has, as one of its charitable aims, "the preservation and enhancement, for the benefit
of the public of the beauty of the countryside.”
E) Economy? Creation of jobs is important, but this should not be achieved at too great a
sacrifice of environmental assets, particularly those that cannot be replaced. We regard adherence
to Policy DP7, particularly "maintaining the quantity and quality of biodivesity and habitat"

Lancashire County Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Mike Kirby

Lancashire County
Council

No

The "theoretical maximum" exceeds the existing NWRA targets set out in the
draft RSS bu 40%. Given that the target is already ambitious (based on
current levels of renewable energy) using "theoretical maximum" figures
may be seen as unrealistic and irrelevant in terms ofmonitoring and
implementation. The figures are important, however, in terms of providing a
starting point for the evidence base and "pragmatic" assessment.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Mike Kirby

Lancashire County
Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Mike Kirby

Lancashire County
Council

A) Delivery: Using such figures may be counterproductive. They are likely to prolong debate and
delay delivery.
B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Mike Kirby

Lancashire County
Council

Yes

The "pragmatic" figures, set out in NWRA's research, are generally in line
with those already contained within the draft RSS. they provide a more

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

realistic assessment of what's achievable.Based on current levels of
provision, they also provide an ambitious approach that represents a step
change in delivery.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Mike Kirby

Lancashire County
Council

In order to bring about the increase in the delivery of renewable energy, Local Planning
Authorities will need to approve significantly more applications than at present. RSS policies need
toprovide a positive and robust framework for this to take place. It is recommended that district
allocations are provide for renewable energy. Without this in place there is a liklihood that rates of
approvals will not increase as envisaged. NWRA's research itentifies the need for further policy
development at the sub regional level. Given the "policy gap" at the sub regional level within the
statutory Development Plan, the RSS will nee toprovide a clear and robust framework to support
this work.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Mike Kirby

Lancashire County
Council

A) Delivery: There are implications in terms of delivering the onshore wind energy target based
on the "pragmatic" assessment. The research indicates that approximately 39% more than the
"pragmatic" level of onshore wind energy will be required. Delivery at these levels will be difficult
to achieve.
B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? n terms of cutting greenhouse gases and mitigating climate change, such an
approach would make a major contribution. At the sub-regional level there will be implications,
particularly in terms of landscape change. Consideration will need to be given to landscape
sensitivity and reference is made to the work carried out by Lancashire County Council,
"Landscape Sensitivity to Wind Energy development in Lancashire" published in 2005. The
cumulative impacts of renewable wind energy will need to be carefully assessed. Consideration will
also need to be given to the areas of "deep peat" in Lancashire, referred to in NWRA's research.
E) Economy? -

Sustainable Neighbourhoods Pool Manchester
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

Tim McMahon

Sustainable
Neighbourhoods Pool
Manchester

Yes

The current energy demand of the North West is 291 TWh and the project
provision of energy from renewable sources as set out in the draft RSS is
approx. 7 TWh for the region by 2020. There is a massive discrepancy
therefor if we as a regional are to achieve 20% energy from renewable
sources by 2020. If we do not aim for the theoretical maximum we run the
risk of a society that cannot afford to heat or power its homes, energy
security issues, the social and economic implications of living in a society
experiencing sever climate change the outrageous knock-on effects of that.
The UK has 40% of the total European wind potential for energy and the
North West is particularly fortunate in that it has the greatest potential of
ALL English regions to harness this energy. The stagnation surrounding
renewable energy in the North West is shameful and reflective of the lack of
understanding and willingness of the region governance provide affordable
and secure energy for its people.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Tim McMahon

Sustainable
Neighbourhoods Pool
Manchester

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Tim McMahon

Sustainable
Neighbourhoods Pool
Manchester

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Tim McMahon

Sustainable
Neighbourhoods Pool
Manchester

No

There is no room for pragmatism when dealing with sustainable renewable
energy production and potential global environmental, social and economic
catastrophe. Predictions for renewable energy production for the region by
2020 is approx 7 TWh about 3% of total energy production. National and
European targets for renewable energy production is 20% by 2020.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Tim McMahon

Sustainable
Neighbourhoods Pool
Manchester

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Tim McMahon

Sustainable
Neighbourhoods Pool
Manchester

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? This option has major implications of society including huge
levels of fuel poverty, increased food costs, health risks and decreased life expectancy from
Climate Change.
D) Environment? This option has major implications for the environment, including increased
flooding, decreased biodiversity, crop failure.
E) Economy? This option has major implications for the economy, including soring energy prices,
burdens on the insurance industry, collapse of farming and fishing industries and cost to economy
of dealing with the

Cheshire West and Chester
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Jeremy Owens

Cheshire West and
Chester (comments
represent informal
officer views)

No

It doesn't seem sensible for RSS to set a target that will very likely not be
achieved. We support Option 2 but this should be applied as a minimum and
where proposals come forward that exceed the target figure, this should not
be used a reason, in itself, to hold back such development. In other words,
the emphasis should be to optimise the provision of renewable energy
generation facilities but with a pragmatic target.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Jeremy Owens

Cheshire West and
Chester (comments
represent informal
officer views)

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Jeremy Owens

Cheshire West and
Chester (comments
represent informal
officer views)

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Jeremy Owens

Cheshire West and

Yes

We support Option 2 but this should be applied as a minimum and where

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

Chester (comments
represent informal
officer views)

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

proposals come forward that exceed the target figure, this should not be
used a reason, in itself, to hold back such development. In other words, the
emphasis should be to optimise the provision of renewable energy
generation facilities but with a pragmatic target.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Jeremy Owens

Cheshire West and
Chester (comments
represent informal
officer views)

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Jeremy Owens

Cheshire West and
Chester (comments
represent informal
officer views)

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Haslington Parish Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Richard Hovey

Haslington Parish
Council

In part

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Richard Hovey

Haslington Parish
Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Richard Hovey

Haslington Parish
Council

A) Delivery: A lead may need to be taken by the public sector, incentives required to private
sector.
B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? Small scale generation needs to consider impact on
neighbours (e.g. noisy small scale wind generation in urban areas).
D) Environment? Need to ensure that landscape is preserved, open areas should not be visually
blighted with tall wind generators etc.
E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Richard Hovey

Haslington Parish
Council

In part

More likely to be achieved, taking account of developments over period of
plan.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Richard Hovey

Haslington Parish
Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Richard Hovey

Haslington Parish
Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? Local generation and local distribution should minimise visual
impact on landscape.
C) Community and social issues? Need to exclude Nuclear developments from this this area of
consultation. Need to promote small scale hydro schemes, question why any opportunity is not
being utilised e.g. overspill water on canals and rivers, small streams. Benefit of small scale hydro
is the low visual impact, low noise levels etc.
D) Environment? E) Economy? Need to expand potential benefits for rural community, reuse of farm land - impact
on local employment levels and required skills.

Merseyside Policy Unit
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Mike Cryan

Merseyside Policy
Unit

No

See our response to Renewable Energy Option 2.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Mike Cryan

Merseyside Policy
Unit

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Mike Cryan

Merseyside Policy
Unit

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

Mike Cryan

Merseyside Policy
Unit

Yes

We support the second (‘pragmatic’) option; Option 1 looks at the region’s
maximum potential for each type of renewable energy technology and, while
based in a rigorous technical appraisal, is unlikely to be a realistic
assessment of how renewable energy will be developed in real life. This
option attempts to temper the overall capacity with some realism as to how
quickly the different technologies will be implemented, and as such is an
approach which we support in principle.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Mike Cryan

Merseyside Policy
Unit

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Mike Cryan

Merseyside Policy
Unit

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Stockport Metropolitan Borough Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. 1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Steve Johnson

Stockport
Metropolitan Borough
Council

No

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Steve Johnson

Stockport
Metropolitan Borough
Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Steve Johnson

Stockport
Metropolitan Borough
Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Steve Johnson

Stockport
Metropolitan Borough
Council

Yes

Stockport Council supports the submission made by AGMA and has a
number of additional comments.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Steve Johnson

Stockport
Metropolitan Borough
Council

Renewable Heat needs to be examined at a regional level as well as Renewable Electricity - huge
energy and cost savings can be achieved if this issue is tackled at this stage rather than later there have been national calls for evidence but the North West region can move ahead on this
agenda. http://www.berr.gov.uk/energy/sources/renewables/policy/renewableheat/page15963.html. In terms of Housing and Renewable Energy and the Code for Sustainable
Homes (C4SH) there needs to be a strong link between housing allocation and phasing and the
best options for achieving high levels of the Code. Phasing is a tool which can be used to
persuade developers to take this agenda on board. With regards to Policy EM16 and mention of
C4SH this would tackle only new build - refurbishment of existing housing stock is critical if we are
to achieve targets on climate change - policy should specifically reference use of tools such as the
EST Best Practice Guides on Housing:
http://www.energysavingtrust.org.uk/uploads/documents/housingbuildings/CE83.GPG155%20%20Energy%20efficient%20refurbishment%20of%20existing%20dwellings_4_01_08.pdf. A
strengthening of this policy with regards to rebuilds, refurbishment or regeneration of existing
buildings of all types and uses would be of most use to sub-regional planning professionals
ensuring that it can be strengthened in their LDFs. In other regional strategies section the RES can
be noted as this mentions promotion of a low carbon economy.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Steve Johnson

Stockport
Metropolitan Borough
Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

CLP
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Simon Pipkin

CLP

In part

Although useful to understand the ‘theoretical maximum’, many renewable
technologies are not yet financially viable and/or ready to meet our
immediate needs to tackle climate change, improve the security of our
supply and meet the stringent targets to reduce COz emissions. For
example, greater encouragement and support is required to see ‘home
generation’ grow.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Simon Pipkin

CLP

If providing broad search areas (which PPS22 sates must be undefined) the RSS must provide
clear guidance, particularly stating that areas outside those identified should not be automatically
discounted (as per PPS22). By their nature broad searches cannot take into account all the issues
affecting certain technologies which can reduce an area’s potential for development, meaning
others will need to be found. For example, whether a landowner wants to have a certain
development on their land or the findings of site specific ecological surveys. A degree of
flexibility is needed as stringent requirements on things such as landscape and visual impact
(unless they are within the appropriately designated areas) can remove any potential for
development of certain types of renewable energy. It should be added that local plans and
strategies should look to promote and encourage the use of renewable energy resources; giving
significant weight to the wider environmental, social and economic benefits of these projects in
mitigating against climate change and the reliance on fossil fuels.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Simon Pipkin

CLP

A) Delivery: Reliance on unfinancially viable technologies in the short-term could see the region
fall short of their targets.
B) Infrastructure provision? Dependent on technology, but can see improvements to
infrastructure.
C) Community and social issues? Will provide a better understanding of the opportunities to
tackle climate change.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
D) Environment? The best technologies suited to the area can be deployed.
E) Economy? Promote growth in improving technologies.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Simon Pipkin

CLP

Yes

At present proven technologies like wind are and will continue to be the
major sources of renewable energy as we fight climate change and improve
the security of our supply. Other technologies are not yet as advanced (but
are options for the medium to long term), financially viable and/or can take
many years to build (e.g. major tidal projects). Recently the government has
again reiterated the need to install more wind turbines across the country to
help the UK meet its emission targets.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Simon Pipkin

CLP

See 1.2

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Simon Pipkin

CLP

A) Delivery: Bringing confidence to the renewable energy sector about the North West’s
commitment to the industry will see greater delivery.
B) Infrastructure provision? See 1.3B
C) Community and social issues? Will realise the targets, helping to reduce reliance on fossil
fuels, not the quality of life. Community schemes are an important part of renewable projects,
helping people understand the issues of climate and change and the opportunities to tackle it,
often supported by financial benefits.
D) Environment? Sensitive siting will bring with it the quickest way to protect us against the
impacts of climate change, help secure our supply and meet UK and EU targets.
E) Economy? Provide local jobs and community benefits.

North West Environment Link
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

Peter Wilson

North West
Environment Link

No

This option is not a ‘real world’ practical option and should not be treated as
such. The “theoretical maximum” should only be a starting point for a
realistic assessment of what is possible. Without factoring in the very real
constraints arising on developments outside designated areas (e.g. potential
landscape and biodiversity impacts, impacts on the visitor economy and the
necessity to avoid damaging carbon sequestering peatlands) this option is,
in practical terms, undeliverable. The Arup study recognises that there are
‘real world’ constraints, particularly in relation to peatlands and biodiversity,
on the development of renewable facilities outside formally designated sites.
If the region is to achieve its maximum, as opposed to its theoretical,
renewable energy potential, the partial review should not choose and option
which, by ignoring valid social, economic and environmental concerns, will
provoke damaging and time wasting opposition.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Peter Wilson

North West
Environment Link

n/a as NWEL's view is that option 1 is undeliverable

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Peter Wilson

North West
Environment Link

A) Delivery: n/a see answer to 1.2
B) Infrastructure provision? n/a see answer to 1.2
C) Community and social issues? n/a see answer to 1.2
D) Environment? n/a see answer to 1.2
E) Economy? n/a see answer to 1.2

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Peter Wilson

North West
Environment Link

Yes

This option will concentrate minds on a pragmatic assessment of what are
realistic and deliverable renewable targets and broad locations for various
different types of renewable energy in the region. In giving due weight to
adverse environmental impacts on proposed developments outside
designated areas this option is more likely to produce targets and locations
which are generally acceptable and therefore more likely to be delivered.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Peter Wilson

North West
Environment Link

Given the potential impact of large scale wind farms, tourism policies W6 & W7 may have to be
modified to reflect the need to balance the benefits of the visitor economy against the need to
produce more renewable energy.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Peter Wilson

North West
Environment Link

A) Delivery: Achieving targets should not be at the expense RSS’s spatial principles. The drive to
maximise renewable energy should not obscure the importance of the energy hierarchy in
combating climate change. The best available scientific evidence (eg from the Tyndall Centre) is
that most carbon emissions reductions need to come from reduced energy consumption rather
than changing the source of energy generation. There needs to be a holistic approach to
implementation, avoiding over-reliance on any one source or form of generation. While
recognising that certain technologies (ie wind) will be utilised rapidly to meet targets over the next
few years, there needs to be fully integrated approach in the medium to long term, harnessing the
full range of renewable technologies.
Rapidly changing renewables technology may mean that
the relative contributions of various types of renewable energy change significantly during the
next decade. Indicative targets for each the different forms of renewable energy will therefore
need to be reviewed regularly.
B) Infrastructure provision? The environmental impacts of associated infrastructure as well as
of the renewables development itself needs to be taken into account as a material consideration in
all decisions. The drive for large scale renewable developments should be complemented by an
equally urgent drive to increase de-centralised energy generation through localised schemes
utilizing local sustainable municipal energy infrastructure.
C) Community and social issues? Honest, effective and meaningful community engagement

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
will be vital to the successful delivery of renewable energy facilities. Past evidence shows that
developing effective stakeholder partnerships at the earliest possible stage dispels myths, reduces
opposition and increases the likelihood of a locally accepted and successful development.
D) Environment? Adverse environmental impacts should be a material consideration in all
renewable energy development policies and decisions and should encompass potential ecological
degradation (e.g impacts on sensitive wildlife habitats and valuable peatlands) landscape
character, tranquillity or heritage.
E) Economy? The development and deployment of renewable, low energy and energy efficient
technologies is a key growth sector for the North West. Every effort should be made to establish
the region as a leader in this field.

Peel Energy
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Anthony Hatton

Peel Energy

Yes

Note: Evidence base - this response is based on our review of the Draft
Report (Version 1). We have not had time to fully evaluate the updated
version of the report.
In terms of the levels of renewable energy
provision, national policy is clear. PPS1 Supplement (December 2007)
requires that Regional Planning Bodies should “ensure opportunities for
renewable and low-carbon sources of energy supply …. are maximised”
(para 13), i.e. the more, the better.
To inform decision makers as to the
potential renewable energy provision from the Region, the Partial Review
should therefore identify what the “theoretical maximum” level of generation
from the differing technologies might be. Policy should then seek to achieve
that “theoretical maximum” capacity and then, if feasible, exceed it. Any
attempt to establish a “pragmatic potential level” brings with it the risk that
this becomes a target that once achieved provides an excuse for not
developing further capacity. The Government is very clear that there is no
upper limit, all forms of renewable and low-carbon sources of energy should
be maximised.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Anthony Hatton

Peel Energy

Clarification that DP4 (i.e. sequential approach to site identification) do not apply to EM17.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Anthony Hatton

Peel Energy

A) Delivery: A longer term strategy will encourage individuals, businesses, and regulatory bodies
to develop the skills and supply chain within the region to manage this longer term issue. Without
the skills and supply chain we will struggle to deliver the short term and longer term targets and
lose out on the economic opportunities that come with developing, operating and maintaining
renewable energy assets within the region, and nationally.
B) Infrastructure provision? Electricity grid connections and capacity are two of the key factors
in cost and timing of renewable energy (and economic) development in an area.
Longer term
thinking about the future requirements for energy generation and supply will encourage proactive
investment in the infrastructure such as the National Grid and local electricity distribution
networks.
C) Community and social issues? Thinking of the longer term and the need to extract energy
resources wherever they may be will help people to consider their behaviour and choices that
drive our continuing energy demand. Our demand will not be satisfied by a few large generating
assets but a combination of large, medium and small assets, each of which will contribute to the
short term and longer term targets.
D) Environment? The latest environmental thinking of ‘Living landscapes’, driven by the
realisation that climate change will affect our natural resources, encourages the development of a
network of nature areas.
Many renewable energy sources and technologies can co-exist with
this policy, however we need to be careful that the well intentioned development of the natural
network doesn’t unduly constrain the longer term requirement to exploit renewable energy
resources, wherever they may be. We need to continue to develop the environmental thinking
along with the renewable energy strategy to better understand the balance required between
creating/maintaining the network and safeguarding/developing the social and economic wellbeing
in the region.
E) Economy? We, as well as the government (ref. Gordon Brown’s “Green Revolution” 26 June
2008) and many stakeholders, recognise the potential opportunity for new jobs associated with
the development, supply, operations and maintenance of renewable energy assets. We all also
recognise the threat of these jobs being created abroad to supply the UK’s renewable energy
commitments if we don’t act fast enough. The North West has a wealth of relevant skills and
experience from previous decades of energy and manufacturing industries, as well as the
academic institutions to supply new talent. A long term strategy will encourage investment in
continuing those traditions in the region and encourage those who come to the region to study to

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
remain and build our local economy rather than take their enthusiasm and potential elsewhere.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Anthony Hatton

Peel Energy

No

The implication of the ‘pragmatic potential level’ is that it may be used as a
guide to sub-regional authorities as to the level of renewable energy that
they should seek to achieve by 2020. The danger is that this potential level
of generation becomes a target that, once achieved, removes the will to
achieve even high levels of renewable energy generation. Policy on the
matter is clear, PPS1 Supplement requires that Regional Planning Bodies
should “ensure opportunities for renewable and low-carbon sources of
energy supply … are maximised” (para 13) and Policy EM17, Draft RSS,
Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes confirms that “In accordance with
PPS22, meeting these targets is not a reason to refuse otherwise acceptable
development proposals”.
Also, it should be noted that the ‘pragmatic
potential level’ identified in the Report will not achieve the target of 20%
electricity generation from renewable sources by 2020: 5,774GWh pragmatic
electricity output versus 7,185 GWh target, ref. Table 4.2 and 5.10. Also
note the specific exclusion of current consumption by any off-mains
generation and high voltage users (see paragraph 4.2.1) which will inflate
the future demand figures, and hence target, once included. There is also
a danger that sub-regions look at their short term performance rather than
the lifecycle of their generating assets, as per our national concern over
security of supply. With a policy focus on ‘pragmatic potential’ the ideas are
likely to be restricted to short term thinking and won’t take into account the
timescales and investment required to renew and expand our generating
assets.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Anthony Hatton

Peel Energy

Clarification that DP4 (i.e. sequential approach to site identification) do not apply to EM17.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Anthony Hatton

Peel Energy

A) Delivery: A short term strategy will discourage individuals, businesses, and regulatory bodies
to develop the skills and supply chain within the region. Without the skills and supply chain we
will struggle to deliver the short term and longer term targets and lose out on the economic
opportunities that come with developing, operating and maintaining renewable energy assets
within the region, and nationally.
B) Infrastructure provision? Short term thinking about the future requirements for energy
generation and supply will discourage investment in the infrastructure such as the National Grid
and local electricity distribution networks. Small incremental investments will increase the overall
costs and timescales for achieving targeted supply levels.
C) Community and social issues? Refer to response to Option 1, 1.3 (C) above. Many
communities are looking at ways of generating their own renewable energy in line with
sustainability objectives. Policies should not unduly restrict such intentions.
D) Environment? Refer to response to Option 1, 1.4 (D) above. Environmental policy is being
defined looking at the longer term issues, including climate change. Renewable energy policy
should look to the same timeframes and scenarios to secure a balanced policy framework.
E) Economy? Restricting ambition for renewable energy in the region is likely to deter investment
in associated skills and supply chain (including manufacturing) in the region. We have an
opportunity to become one of the major centres of expertise and production to serve the national
and global expansion of renewable energy at a time when our existing industries (e.g. car
manufacturing/assembly, shipbuilding) are at risk.

Allerdale Borough Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Richard Evans

Allerdale Borough
Council

Don’t know

We find it very difficult to comment in the absence of the accompanying
evidence. The term "theoretical maximum" is already of some concern as it
implies some degree of environmental detriment.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Richard Evans

Allerdale Borough
Council

In the absence of the accompanying reports we feel we cannot comment.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Richard Evans

Allerdale Borough
Council

A) Delivery: Without knowing the implications of the current research we cannot comment on
deliverability.
B) Infrastructure provision? As above
C) Community and social issues? As above
D) Environment? As above
E) Economy? As above

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Richard Evans

Allerdale Borough
Council

Don’t know

As with Locational Option One, without the accompanying research we feel
we cannot comment. We understand why NWRA has been forced to go out
to consultation on this before the publication of the relevant research, but
without the research the consultation becomes pointless. We have grave
concerns about the direction the Renewables issue is taking at regional level.
In particular we fear that the apparent proposal to identify areas of search
could completely undermine the recently adopted SPD "Wind Energy In
Cumbria" which assesses wind energy proposals on a "landscape capacity"
basis.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Richard Evans

Allerdale Borough
Council

Not clear at this stage

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Richard Evans

Allerdale Borough
Council

A) Delivery: Not known at this stage. However, one point that we would like to raise, which
could affect deliverability, concerns Robin Rigg Offshore Wind Turbines currently being erected in
the Solway Firth. Because the power from these comes ashore in Allerdale, in line with PPS22, it
should count towards Allerdale's delivered capacity, but the turbines are in Scottish Waters and
were approved by the Scottish Executive. So...?
B) Infrastructure provision? -NA
C) Community and social issues? -NA
D) Environment? -NA
E) Economy? -NA

Liverpool City Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

Tim Jago

Liverpool City Council

No

Option 1 looks at the region’s maximum potential for each type of renewable
energy technology and, while based in a rigorous technical appraisal, is
unlikely to be a realistic assessment of how renewable energy will be
developed.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Tim Jago

Liverpool City Council

NA

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Tim Jago

Liverpool City Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? -

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

Tim Jago

Liverpool City Council

Yes

Option 2 attempts to temper the overall capacity with some realism as to
how quickly the different technologies will be implemented, and as such is
an approach which we can support in principle.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Tim Jago

Liverpool City Council

No comments

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Tim Jago

Liverpool City Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

West Lancashire District Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Ian Gill

West Lancashire
District Council

No

Although it is agreed that we should be seeking to maximise the
opportunities for renewable energy within the North West, seeking a
‘theoretical maximum’ could place Policy EM17 in conflict with a number of
other policies at both Regional and Local Level and have the potential to
harm areas designated for their important habitats and landscapes.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Ian Gill

West Lancashire
District Council

If such a policy be taken forward it may be more appropriate to encourage a ‘theoretical
maximum’ for off-shore renewable energy, in the form of tidal and off-shore wind. Moving forward
with a theoretical maximum for land based renewable energy would be much more difficult and
would lead to more conflicts in policy.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Ian Gill

West Lancashire
District Council

A) Delivery: A policy of ‘Theoretical Maximum’ could assist in speeding up the delivery of
renewable energy projects, because it would imply that the creation of renewable energy projects
has a significant priority over other policies within the RSS. However the potential for conflict with
other policies, at a National and Local level could result in a greater potential for call-in and Public
Inquiries, which ultimately would slow delivery down.The smaller, more local renewable energy
projects may be delivered more easily but the larger, more controversial sites, delivered far
slower. However it is not considered that Option 1 will help deliver this any better than the
‘pragmatic’ approach of Option 2.
B) Infrastructure provision? Provision would be dependant on the delivery; a slow delivery of
renewable energy projects will not boost infrastructure provision over the short to medium term.
C) Community and social issues? An interpretation of this policy could infer that there would
not be any sort of buffer zones provided between residential areas and potential sites for
renewable energy, as a theoretical maximum is sought. This could result is significant effects on
the amenity of residential properties in some areas; in some cases this could in fact cause
blight.Greater encouragement to renewable energy projects will lead to better education of people

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
to the need / benefit of renewable energy. However it is not considered that Option 1 will help
deliver this any better than the ‘pragmatic’ approach of Option 2.
D) Environment? The pursuit of a theoretical maximum could result in significant threats to
wildlife, habitats and sites which hold specific designations for their importance. It is possible that,
should a theoretical maximum be sought, then the need to provide areas for renewable energies
will result in some environmentally important areas be highlighted for potential development of
renewable energies.
E) Economy? To develop a policy of providing the ‘theoretical maximum’ would assist in
generating more power locally, and in some cases assist in developing local industries, particularly
along the Cumbrian Coastline. However it is not considered that Option 1 will help deliver this any
better than the ‘pragmatic’ approach of Option 2.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Ian Gill

West Lancashire
District Council

Yes

This would be the preferred option out of the two, this approach would give
the opportunity to ‘maximise’ the use of renewable energies whilst still
paying due regard to other policies and land designations within the North
West. The policies within the RSS must strike a balance between the need
for growth in the Renewable Energy sector whilst seeking to protect key
landscape areas, wildlife and residential amenity.The ‘pragmatic’ approach
outlined in Option 2 ensures flexibility to consider all relevant issues to any
renewable energy proposal.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Ian Gill

West Lancashire
District Council

Changes as described in 1.2 could be applied to the ‘pragmatic approach’ as described in option
2.There would be great benefit in providing within Policy EM17 threshold figures that could be
applied at a local level through LDF’s, particularly in relation to renewable energies in the new
residential developments. At present with no thresholds any requirements made by local
authorities will have no robust basis.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Ian Gill

West Lancashire
District Council

A) Delivery: Option 2 ensures that flexibility is given to decision makers to evaluate both the
positive benefits and the negative impacts of the renewable energy proposal. It is important to
encourage the development of renewable energies within the North West, but of equal importance
in the ability of planners to balance all material considerations in making decisions on such
projects.
B) Infrastructure provision? Without any conflicts to other policies at a National, Regional, Sub
– Regional and Local level, larger scale renewable energy projects could be approved more
quickly.Option 2 can also ensure that more small-scale renewable energy projects can be
encouraged.
C) Community and social issues? A pragmatic approach to the potential for renewable energy
will ensure that residential amenity can be protected sufficiently.The benefits in terms of education
as outlined in 1.3c would still apply within Option 2.
D) Environment? A pragmatic approach to EM17 will ensure that environmentally sensitive sites
retain adequate protection from any negative impacts caused by renewable energy projects.
E) Economy? Benefits outlined in 1.3e would still apply within the approach outlined in Option 2

Ribble Valley Borough Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Colin Hirst

Ribble Valley
Borough Council

No

Concerns that setting a policy approach that focuses on maximising the
opportunity for renewables will lead to an approach which does not take
account of the practicalities of providing renewables within a rural landscape
with high value landscapes.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Colin Hirst

Ribble Valley
Borough Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Colin Hirst

Ribble Valley
Borough Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

Colin Hirst

Ribble Valley
Borough Council

Yes

This was favoured over option 2 as it sought to have regard to local
circumstances when promoting Renewable energy schemes

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Colin Hirst

Ribble Valley
Borough Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Colin Hirst

Ribble Valley
Borough Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Emerson Group
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

D.W. Short

Emerson Group

No

The technologies are as yet unproven for the most part and often depend on
climatic factors. It would be wrong to produce suites of policies that require
theoretical maximums until the technologies can be tested and guaranteed
to produce a level of predicted output.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

D.W. Short

Emerson Group

Should not be pursued

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

D.W. Short

Emerson Group

A) Delivery: The potential and reliability of delivery is unknown and cannot be guaranteed.
B) Infrastructure provision? Likely locations are remote for some forms. Transmission needs
will have to be catered for.
C) Community and social issues? Severe impact if the maximum option does not provide
sufficient energy. Energy conservation is a better shorter term benefit. This should reduce
demand.
D) Environment? Potentially major impacts that would need close scrutiny and appropriate
measures to protect vulnerable areas.
E) Economy? Would need reliable sources of energy.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

D.W. Short

Emerson Group

Yes

Gives more flexibility to soundly assess all factors governing the location of
renewable energy sources and the opportunity to assess the technology

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

improvements and act accordingly.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

D.W. Short

Emerson Group

Less than Option 1. Still a need to encourage energy conservation as a primary issue.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

D.W. Short

Emerson Group

A) Delivery: More flexible stance allows for appropriate locations and responses to likely demand.
B) Infrastructure provision? Can be located to minimise infrastructure requirements.
C) Community and social issues? Avoids a potential hiatus of overdependence on renewable
sources taht could fail to meet demand under certain climatic conditions.
D) Environment? Policy can protect the environment better under this option.
E) Economy? Will still want guaranteed supplies.

Carlisle City Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Chris Hardman

Carlisle City Council

Don’t know

Without having had sight of the research or the theoretical maximum
information it is difficult to assess what the implications will be and therefore
comment constructively on this consultation.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Chris Hardman

Carlisle City Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Chris Hardman

Carlisle City Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

Chris Hardman

Carlisle City Council

Don’t know

Without having had sight of the research it is difficult to determine what the
implications of a pragmatic approach will result in and what will be achieved.
It si therefore difficult to comment constructively on this consultation

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Chris Hardman

Carlisle City Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Chris Hardman

Carlisle City Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Lambert Smith Hampton
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Jennie Hann

Lambert Smith
Hampton

No

A theoretical maximum assessment does not take into account any
constraints to delivering renewable energy and as such is unrealistic and the
targets may be unachieveable.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Jennie Hann

Lambert Smith
Hampton

Amendments to Policy EM17 on renewable energy so that it relates to the theoretical maximum
potential for renewable energy.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Jennie Hann

Lambert Smith
Hampton

A) Delivery: If the targets are set too high without any consideration of the possibility of the
constraints to providing the renewable energy then the deliverability of the renewable energy as
set out in a theoretical maximum assessment may not be achieved.
B) Infrastructure provision? Improved infrastructure will be required for renewable energy
schemes to be put in place.
C) Community and social issues? More sustainable development should be provided.
Communities will be able to harness their own energy production, reducing the costs for such
provision, and reducing the carbon emissions into the atmosphere.
D) Environment? Carbon footprint should be reduced, less emissions will be released into the
surrounding area, helping to mitigate against the effects of climate change.
E) Economy? Investment will be encouraged into the area.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Jennie Hann

Lambert Smith
Hampton

Yes

In general, an approach that follows the 'pragmatic' assessment is more
realistic and likely to be achieved by 2020. The Partial Review needs to
demonstrate geographically where specific types of renewable energy may
be appropriate. As such, the inclusion of broad areas, where appropriate,
for a particular renewable energy technology, is supported, although no
broad locations have been identified at this stage.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Jennie Hann

Lambert Smith
Hampton

Amendments should be made to Policy EM17 on renewable energy so that it relates to the
pragmatic assessment potential for renewable energy. This policy should indicate the broad
locations for renewable energy and demonstrate geographically where specific types of renewable
energy may be appropriate.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Jennie Hann

Lambert Smith
Hampton

A) Delivery: This option is more likley to be delivered as it takes a more realistic approach in
relation to the provision of renewable energy schemes.
B) Infrastructure provision? Improved infrastructure will be required for renewable energy
shcemes to be put in place.
C) Community and social issues? More sustainable development should be provided.
Communities will be able to harness their own energy production, reducing the costs for such
provision, and reducing the carbon emissions into the atmosphere.
D) Environment? The carbon footprint should be reduced, less emissions will be released in to
the surrounding area, helping to mitigate against the effects of climate change.
E) Economy? Investment should be encouraged into the area.

GVA Grimley
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Ella Wood

GVA Grimley (on
behalf of Goodman)

No

Targets promoted within RSS should be realistic and have the ability to be
implemented. A ‘theoretical maximum’ may not be achievable and this is
not a robust base upon which to set regional policy.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Ella Wood

GVA Grimley (on
behalf of Goodman)

No comments

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Ella Wood

GVA Grimley (on
behalf of Goodman)

A) Delivery: This option could prove very difficult to deliver and may create unnecessary
pressure when resources could be better placed elsewhere.
B) Infrastructure provision? If the renewables target is unrealistically high then local
authorities/developers may be forced to focus on quantity over quality leading to an in-effective
renewable energy campaign.
C) Community and social issues? NA
D) Environment? See response to B.
E) Economy? Promotion of a ‘theoretical maximum’ may limit economic growth as developers
and new businesses may locate in other regions where renewable policies are more realistic and
achievable.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Ella Wood

GVA Grimley (on

Yes

This will provide a more realistic target and will not deter new investment.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

behalf of Goodman)

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Ella Wood

GVA Grimley (on
behalf of Goodman)

No comment

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Ella Wood

GVA Grimley (on
behalf of Goodman)

A) Delivery: This option offers a realistic approach to ensure that targets can be delivered
without creating an unnecessarily high additional cost.
B) Infrastructure provision? Sufficient renewable energy infrastructure will be provided to
allow the region to prosper whilst achieving good levels of renewable energy.
C) Community and social issues? NA
D) Environment? This option allows for sufficient consideration for the environment and the
provision of renewable resources.
E) Economy? A realistic approach will not deter new investment, yet environmental objectives
will be achieved.

Chorley Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Alison Marland

Chorley Council

No

Option 1 is not as realistic as Option 2 taking into account the state of
development of various technologies.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Alison Marland

Chorley Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Alison Marland

Chorley Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

Alison Marland

Chorley Council

Yes

This option appears to be the more realistic taking into account the state of
development of various technologies.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Alison Marland

Chorley Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Alison Marland

Chorley Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

AGMA (the Association of Greater Manchester Authorities)
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. 1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Jeffrey Lee

AGMA

No

See response to Option 2

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Jeffrey Lee

AGMA

See response to Option 2

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Jeffrey Lee

AGMA

A) Delivery: See response to Option 2
B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Jeffrey Lee

AGMA

In part

AGMA’s preference would in principle be for Option 2 since this appears
more realistic. However more robust evidence is required to know how this
option would work in practice. It is known, for example, that the current
target for wind power generation in the region is at a level roughly half way
between the pragmatic and the theoretical, so it is not clear what action
would be required in GM to achieve the target; and it is known that the
baseline figures for existing wind generation facilities in GM are inaccurate.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Jeffrey Lee

AGMA

See 2.3 which follows

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Jeffrey Lee

AGMA

A) Delivery: The Partial Review is intended to identify “broad locations” for renewable energy. As
with waste, NWRA has commissioned work by consultants to provide the evidence base for this. A
draft report has recently been produced on which AGMA officers have made significant comments.
Changes to the draft report in response to these comments have not yet been circulated and the
final document has not yet been published. In AGMA’s view the draft does not provide the
necessary evidence or certainty to support the identification of broad locations in the region, and
raises a number of questions about the way forward, including whether identifying broad locations
is a feasible prospect in the North West region and the significance to be given to a range of
potential constraints such as deep peat.
One specific element in the report is of particular
concern: Greater Manchester’s South Pennine fringe on the northern boundaries of Bolton, Bury
and Rochdale is identified as the southernmost part of a much larger area described as a
“potential area of concentration where cumulative effects are already starting to create wind farm
landscapes” and hence by implication could be the location of significant further wind farm
development. In the current situation it seems likely that more detailed assessment at a sub
regional level would provide a more robust way forward based on understanding of resources,
constraints, landscape sensitivity and cumulative effects. This would also enable synergies with
work to be commissioned looking at decentralised energy generation potential in GM, which was
not adequately dealt with in the draft regional report.
B) Infrastructure provision? See a) above
C) Community and social issues? See a) above
D) Environment? See a) above
E) Economy? See a) above

Wirral Metropolitan Borough Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Andrew Fraser

Wirral MBC

No

The theoretical maximum approach will need to be based on potential
contributions that may not be deliverable. Option 2 is recomemended in the
accompanying sustainability appraisal.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Andrew Fraser

Wirral MBC

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Andrew Fraser

Wirral MBC

A) Delivery: This is highly uncertain - some forms of provision are still highly controversial
B) Infrastructure provision? Some forms of provision will require the construction of major
facilities
C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? A maximum approach is unlikey to reflect an appropriate balance with the
environmental impacts of some forms of provision
E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Andrew Fraser

Wirral MBC

Yes

It is more realistic to base the approach on more feasible renewable energy
technologies

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Andrew Fraser

Wirral MBC

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Andrew Fraser

Wirral MBC

A) Delivery: Delivery is likely to be more realistic and therefore more achievable
B) Infrastructure provision? The scale of provision is more likely to reflect the capacity of the
areas identified to receive and accommodate them.
C) Community and social issues? A pragmatic approach is likely to mean that more easily
supportable projects will come forward and will prevent local communities being pressured into
accepting larger more, controversial proposals.
D) Environment? A pragmatic approach will enable more account to be taken of likely
environmental impacts and constraints.
E) Economy? -

Congleton Borough Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Joanne Dutton

Congleton Borough
Council

In part

Realistically, it will probably depend on what is wanted from the targets to
find which approach is considered more appropriate. The ‘theoretical
maximum’ may work well as an aspirational target that the Region could aim
to achieve and would encourage renewable energy developments to come
forward. However, as suggested by the name, the ‘pragmatic’ approach
would provide a more pragmatic consideration of provision, it is likely to be
a more achievable target. Potentially it may be possible to follow the
approach based on pragmatic provision within this RSS but with the stated
intention of moving towards the theoretical maximum over time.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Joanne Dutton

Congleton Borough
Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Joanne Dutton

Congleton Borough
Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Joanne Dutton

Congleton Borough
Council

In part

Realistically, it will probably depend on what is wanted from the targets to
find which approach is considered more appropriate. The ‘theoretical
maximum’ may work well as an aspirational target that the Region could aim
to achieve and would encourage renewable energy developments to come
forward. However, as suggested by the name, the ‘pragmatic’ approach
would provide a more pragmatic consideration of provision, it is likely to be
a more achievable target. Potentially it may be possible to follow the
approach based on pragmatic provision within this RSS but with the stated
intention of moving towards the theoretical maximum over time.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Joanne Dutton

Congleton Borough
Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Joanne Dutton

Congleton Borough
Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Pendle Borough Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Jonathan Dicken

Pendle Borough
Council

No

The options presented in this paper are unclear and difficult to comment on,
for two reasons.
Firstly they are titled ‘locational options’, referring to a
spatial focus, whereas the content of the two options provided refer to the
quantitative provision of renewables (either ‘theoretical maximum’ or
‘pragmatic’). It is not clear how this quantitative aspect will be integrated
into existing RSS policy, or is related to the identification of broad locations?
Secondly, both options refer to ‘the accompanying evidence base’ (the
research report being undertaken by consultants) which is presently
incomplete and therefore unavailable for consideration in this response.
There is therefore no context for proper scrutiny of these options.
However from a general point of view, the purpose of the existing Policy
EM17 is to help ensure that new renewable capacity is installed to meet the
targets set out within the policy (10% by 2010, 15% by 2015, 20% by
2020). Option 1 is not believed to be likely to help Local Authorities in

Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

meeting these targets. Although providing potentially useful contextual
information, the presentation of the ‘theoretical maximum’ installation would
not take account of realistic issues and constraints to development. Neither
would it assist with the ability of Local Authorities in measuring the
feasibility of providing sufficient renewable installations locally to help meet
the RSS targets.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Jonathan Dicken

Pendle Borough
Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Jonathan Dicken

Pendle Borough
Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Jonathan Dicken

Pendle Borough
Council

In part

Option 2 is a suitable approach in principle, however the assumptions behind
the ‘pragmatic’ assessment (believed to be detailed in the forthcoming
research report) would need to be understood prior to full agreement. The
options paper states that this approach would reflect ‘an assessment of the
actual likelihood of various renewable energy technologies coming forward
by 2020’ but provides no further details. Presumably therefore, this
approach would consider key landscape constraints such as SSSI, SPA and

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

SAC (amongst other issues) which would result in a more realistic,
achievable target. If so this would offer a more appropriate demonstration of
possible (or likely) local provision, and therefore a better means of assessing
or benchmarking individual applications for consideration.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Jonathan Dicken

Pendle Borough
Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Jonathan Dicken

Pendle Borough
Council

A) Delivery: The potential of renewable technologies in the ‘pragmatic’ assessment would be
required at least at sub-regional level to have meaning, and practical benefit, for application at a
local level. The replacement of figures in Tables 9.6 and 9.7a-c would be necessary to reflect the
‘pragmatic’ scenario.
B) Infrastructure provision? Option 2 should assist the delivery of renewables to meet the RSS
targets better than Option 1. The ‘theoretical maximum’ scenario (exploiting of all opportunities)
may encourage false optimism of the potential provision in an area, and lead to assumptions over
potential provision elsewhere that will likely never occur. The ‘pragmatic’ scenario will provide a
more realistic assessment of what is possible, and therefore potentially greater local accountability
in decision making.
C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? With the assumption that a higher level of renewable capacity will be installed
under the ‘pragmatic’ scenario than the ‘theoretical maximum’ (see comments under Delivery
above), this option will lead to wider overall benefits to the general environment through reduced
carbon emissions.
E) Economy? -

Cheshire East Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Paul Urwin

Cheshire East Council

No

Pragmatic approach is required

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Paul Urwin

Cheshire East Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Paul Urwin

Cheshire East Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Paul Urwin

Cheshire East Council

No

See above response

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Paul Urwin

Cheshire East Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Paul Urwin

Cheshire East Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Chester City Council
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

Adrian Tofts

Chester City Council

No

The Council considers that a pragmatic assessment of the actual likelihood of
renewable energy technologies coming forward is the best approach.
Identifying broad locations based on a theoretical maximum risks creating
uncertainty in the planning framework, if technology does not develop as
predicted.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Adrian Tofts

Chester City Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Adrian Tofts

Chester City Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Adrian Tofts

Chester City Council

Yes

See previous comments

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Adrian Tofts

Chester City Council

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Adrian Tofts

Chester City Council

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Town and Country Planning Association
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Michael Chang

Town and Country
Planning Association

In part

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Michael Chang

Town and Country
Planning Association

Please see accompanying TCPA reference document on community energy which provides spatial
guidance in policy and guidance terms of the appropriate of certain energy technologies at

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?
appropriate development scales. It will be a pivotal guide in guiding and co-ordinating
development policies at the regional level to the LDF level.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Michael Chang

Town and Country
Planning Association

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

Michael Chang

Town and Country
Planning Association

In part

See comments on Option 1

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Michael Chang

Town and Country
Planning Association

See previous comments and accompanying TCPA reference document

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Michael Chang

Town and Country
Planning Association

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

CPRE North West
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Andy Yuille

CPRE North West

No

The theoretical maximum is not in practice deliverable, as recognised by the
Arup study. An approach based on the theoretical maximum would render
this section of RSS meaningless in practice, unimplementable and therefore
unsound. See answers to Question 2 for further reasoning.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Andy Yuille

CPRE North West

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Andy Yuille

CPRE North West

A) Delivery: his option is not deliverable.
B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Andy Yuille

CPRE North West

In part

The theoretical maximum assessment is a useful, indeed necessary, part of
the process required to develop realistic and deliverable renewables targets
and identification of broad locations suitable for various different types of
renewable energy in the region. However, this theoretical maximum is, in
practice, not deliverable, as is recognised by the Arup study. It would not

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

only undermine the principles of sustainable development and a range of
national planning policies, but would be damaging to the visitor economy
and the environment, and cause very significant community opposition.
The Partial Review should focus on a pragmatic assessment of what is
actually achievable in the region over the plan period, otherwise it will be
meaningless in practical terms. It needs to take into account both the
opportunities the region offers and the constraints that exist for delivering
particular types of renewable energy.
It must be noted that even the land
identified by the study as “unconstrained” (or more accurately, “less
constrained”) will have constraints on some forms of development at a local
level, eg because of landscape impacts or the presence of deep peat. The
targets eventually arrived at should reflect this – not all ‘less constrained’
land will be capable of delivering renewables development within the plan
period. It should be noted that it may not be appropriate to include
diagrams showing broad locations for renewables, both due to the absence
of many such broad locations in the region, and in response to lessons
learned from other regions where this approach has been followed (eg North
East).

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Andy Yuille

CPRE North West

Policies W6 & W7 may need to be reviewed given the likely impact that large scale onshore wind
development may have on tourism. Offshore wind may also impact on tourism.
The location of
energy generators should be considered in relation to the location of energy consumers.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Andy Yuille

CPRE North West

A) Delivery: Achieving targets should not be prioritised over other key aspects of RSS, eg the
spatial principles which are intended to underpin RSS and all investment and planning decisions in
the region. Indicative targets will need reviewing on a regular basis as a range of renewable
technologies are developing very rapidly and the mix that is most appropriate may appear very
different in 2020 compared to now. The best available evidence indicates that the majority of
carbon emissions reductions required to hit UK targets will have to come from reduced energy
consumption, not switching to other sources. Targets should also be reviewed in the light of the

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
success or otherwise of the region in reducing its energy consumption. Even in the ‘less
constrained’ and ‘variably constrained’ areas, careful consideration will have to be given to local
impacts and each application judged on its merits.
B) Infrastructure provision? There will need to be consideration of the distances between the
potential sources of energy (in terms of onshore wind, mostly to the North of the region) and the
location of consumption (mostly to the south of the region), and account taken of the impact in
terms of energy, emissions and cost-efficiency of losses during transmission etc.
Damaging
environmental impacts, in particular with regards to landscape character, may be caused by
associated infrastructure as much as by the renewables development itself, and such
infrastructure should be kept to a minimum for financial as well as environmental reasons.
C) Community and social issues? Early and meaningful community engagement will be
important for the successful delivery of even the “pragmatic” level of development. Taking
communities’ and stakeholders’ views into consideration early in the process will help to improve
the suitability and acceptability of applications and should reduce opposition further down the line
in many cases. Community engagement and involvement must be genuine and substantial;
people must believe that they are able to have a real impact on decisions (and this belief must be
true!); adequate consideration must be given to the views, knowledge and ideas of local
communities.
D) Environment? While there are substantial environmental gains to be had from renewable
energy, there is also the potential for significant environmental harm. The conservation and
enhancement of biodiversity and landscape character should remain key considerations in the
delivery of renewables. This is particularly the case given that some of the locations likely to be
considered suitable for onshore wind development are also some of the wildest areas with fine
landscapes and valuable habitats. Serious consideration must be given to the carbon-negative
impacts on large-scale windfarm development on deep peat in comparison with the carbonpositive impacts of such development.
E) Economy? Large-scale onshore wind farms in particular have the potential to have a negative
impact on the rural and visitor economy, particularly where the character of the landscape is
significantly altered. If wild places become industrialised they will lose much of their appeal to
visitors. The North West has the potential to establish itself as a leader in the development and
deployment of renewable, low energy and energy efficient technologies, in line with the RES. This
has the potential to be a key growth sector, building on sectoral innovation and high value-added
businesses.

English Heritage
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Judith Nelson

English Heritage

No

English Heritage understands that climate change will have major adverse
impacts upon cultural heritage and that renewable energy technologies will
help limit damaging emissions but these technologies themselves will also
have significant implications for the historic environment. English Heritage
evaluates the benefits and impacts of renewable energy proposals on a caseby-case basis, assessing both direct impacts on the heritage asset itself, its
setting and on wider historic landscape character. However an approach
based upon a “theoretical maximum” (and this remains to be defined)
appears to reflect a totally unconstrained approach to such development
which would inevitably harm the historic environment. An option based
upon a “theoretical maximum” would not reflect the Government's four aims
for sustainable development which should be pursued in an integrated way.
It is not clear what this approach means for the different types of renewable
energy technology, the scale of development and their spatial distributions
and the associated infrastructure.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Judith Nelson

English Heritage

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Judith Nelson

English Heritage

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? The English Heritage publications Climate Change and the Historic
Environment, Biomass Energy and the Historic Environment, Micro Wind Generation and
Traditional Buildings and Wind Energy and the Historic Environment set out our position on these
issues. It will, however, be essential to build an assessment of impacts upon the historic

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
environment, their avoidance and mitigation into any definition of a “theoretical maximum”. This
cannot be defined as a no holds barred approach. This would be inconsistent with both national
policy and that in RSS. We would expect the following issues to be covered: direct physical
impacts on archaeological remains, historic structures and buildings, designed landscapes, wider
historic landscape character, designated and significant undesignated sites and areas, impacts on
settings and visual amenity, looking at visual dominance, scale, intervisibility, vista and sight
lines, movement sound or light effects, unaltered settings.
E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Judith Nelson

English Heritage

In part

A “pragmatic approach” taking full account of any constraints founded in the
historic environment for different types of renewable energy proposals would
be supported.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Judith Nelson

English Heritage

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Judith Nelson

English Heritage

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? Similar issues as for the “theoretical approach” apply. We would expect the
following issues to be covered: direct physical impacts on archaeological remains, historic
structures and buildings, designed landscapes, impacts on wider historic landscape character, to
cover designated and significant undesignated sites and areas, impacts on settings and visual
amenity, looking at visual dominance, scale, intervisibility, vista and sight lines, movement sound
or light effects and unaltered settings. These issues will need to be addressed at both a landscape
scale and at a local level. Given the very place specific nature of some heritage assets, e.g. a
particular listed building or scheduled monument, it is likely that within an identified “broad area”

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
there will be specific constraints associated with safeguarding that heritage asset.
E) Economy? -

Lake District National Park Authority
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Carissa Lough

Lake District National
Park Authority

No

The study that forms part of the evidence base for the partial review of the
North West Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) has not been available for us to
base our responses to the review options on. We understand that the
study will identify how much renewable energy needs to be provided. It will
provide a description or a diagram of the broad geographical areas where
renewable energy development could take place at regional and subregional
level. We do not support the option for an approach to follow the
theoretical maximum assessment for wind energy as it provides an
unrealistic basis for the Regional Assembly to set future targets. We
understand that the study lists a number of constraints on the potential for
wind development in Cumbria. These constraints include National Parks and
AONBs, but not their settings. The settings of National Parks and AONBs are
planning considerations for some types of renewable energy technology,
particularly where there may be landscape or visual impact on these
settings. We request that further consideration be given to this issue in
order to develop a robust evidence base. A number of wind generation
schemes have planning consent in Cumbria but have not yet been built or
are not yet operational. These should be included in the study. The study
should also fully recognise cumulative effects of wind energy development in
the region. The high quality of Cumbria’s environment and the economic
benefits that the landscape and environment bring to Cumbria need to be
included and considered if any future targets or broad areas are to be part of
the RSS. Any broad areas identified need to take the findings of the
Cumbria Wind Energy SPD into account and its landscape capacity
assessment. The landscape capacity assessment is a detailed sub-regional
study that was carried out due to the pressure for wind energy generation

Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

developments in Cumbria. This additional piece of work and evidence must
be considered in any targets that are set for the region in the RSS. Any
maps in the RSS should be consistent with the adopted sub regional SPD,
should provide a realistic basis for development by incorporating any
additional constraints identified in the Cumbria landscape capacity
assessment and meet the aims for Broad Areas as described in Planning
Policy Statement 22.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Carissa Lough

Lake District National
Park Authority

We do not support this option.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Carissa Lough

Lake District National
Park Authority

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? Delivery of the option for a theoretical maximum for wind energy would mean
significant impacts on the landscape and environment in Cumbria. The Cumbria Wind Energy SPD
and the landscape capacity assessment have not been taken into account when developing the
theoretical maximum target for wind energy. The landscape setting of the Lake District National
Park and AONBs in Cumbria would be impacted by this option.
E) Economy? Tourism is a significant sector of the Lake District National Park's economy. It is
likely that this option would detract from the landscape setting and the environment of the
National Park and adversely affect visitor perceptions and tourism numbers.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Carissa Lough

Lake District National
Park Authority

In part

We support the option to adopt a pragmatic approach for renewable energy
targets for the North West, particularly for sub regional wind energy targets.
The evidence base for this option has not been available, and it has been
difficult to comment on the options without a clear understanding of the
Arup report. We would like to see the Cumbria Wind SPD and the
landscape capacity assessment incorporated into the pragmatic approach
option. We believe that peat mapping and the RSPB work will also give a
more robus local evidence base if these are to be included as part of this
option. The pragmatic approach for wind energy is 40% higher than the
current target in the RSS, and attempts to develop a more robust evidence
base. We support higher targets for renewable energy generation in the
North West. We would like to see more detailed information about hydro
potential in the region. We would like to have maps for broad areas for
hydro generation included in the review. There is significant potential for
hydro development in Cumbria, and maps or descriptions would be useful for
developers and local authorities. The landscape setting of the Lake District
National Park and the cumulative effects of additional must be considered
when setting any revised subregional targets for wind energy generation.
Revised targets should also be consistent with the Cumbria Wind Energy
SPD.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Carissa Lough

Lake District National
Park Authority

A more significant emphasis on micro-renewable energy schemes.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Carissa Lough

Lake District National
Park Authority

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? There is potential for linking energy generation schemes to
local energy needsd, this would give communities more ownership of the natural resources in their
area. There are issues with public perception of some forms of renewable energy generation.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
Overcoming some of these perceptions will require education and working with communities.
D) Environment? Wind energy developments can have significant landscape impacts. These are
described in Cumbria's landscape capacity assessment that was done for the Cumbria Wind
Energy SPD. The landscape setting of the National Park and the cumulative effects of wind energy
developments are important factors and must be considered if this option is taken forward.
E) Economy? There is potential for additional employment in Cumbria, through development of
renewable energy industries. Development of biomass, wind, solar and hydro energy projects
could provide employment and new business opportunities for the subregion. Tourism is a major
sector in the Lake District National Park's economy. Where wind energy developments detract
from the landscape setting of the National Park, there will be implications for visitor numbers,
tourism and the local economy. Economic benefits from wind energy developments are not as
obvious as those from biomass or other renewable energy projects. However, there is potential for
firms in Cumbria to build and install turbines.

West Coast Energy Ltd
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Samantha
Crosby

West Coast Energy
Ltd

Yes

This approach will provide greater encouragement to industry and planning
authorities for increasing renewable energy generation in the region than the
pragmatic approach. The pragmatic approach is fundamentally flawed in that
it cannot possibly take into account all relevant factiors such as changes in
technology, changes in market conditions and in investor confidence, global
supply of materials etc.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Samantha
Crosby

West Coast Energy
Ltd

Specific, robust, criteria based policies designed to promote and not restrict renewable energy
development. The starting point should be that renewable energy is supported unless the are
specific impacts that cannot be overcome by mitigation which outweight the benefits brought by
renewable energy.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Samantha
Crosby

West Coast Energy
Ltd

A) Delivery: There will be greater pressure on planning authorities to deliver increased approvals
based on sound, defensible and pragmatic decision making. This pressure may require increased
planning resources within the region.
B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? There will be a need for greater acceptance by the public,
elected Members and planners of landscape change in areas not protected by the top tier of
landscape designation (i.e. National Parks and AONBs). There will greater potential for funding for
community use through community trust funds associated with individual developments.
Renewable energy will also provide greater diversity in the energy mix, is indigenous, independent
of outside fuel sources and is undepletable, all which ensure security and continuity of supply as
fossil fuels continue to deplete.
D) Environment? Renewable energy will displace the emission of carbon dioxide and other
greenhouse gases, thus helping to reduce climate change and global warming. It will make
important contributions to the UK's and the region's renewable energy and climate change targets.
E) Economy? There will be significant potential for local job creation from construction and
maintenance of projects, with associated indirect expenditure in the local economy. Local
economic benefits will arise from community benefits packages from developers.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Samantha
Crosby

West Coast Energy
Ltd

No

As per reasons set out in 1.1. A pragmatic approach will always be flawed as
it cannot possibly take into account all the relevant factors such as
technological changes/advancement, changes in global, Uk and regional
economies, changes in investor confidence, etc. It will not encourage the
deployment of renewable energy as much as the theoretical maximum
approach to the detriment of the environment, the economy and Govn and
regional targets.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Samantha
Crosby

West Coast Energy
Ltd

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Samantha
Crosby

West Coast Energy
Ltd

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Forestry Commission
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Penny Oliver

Forestry Commission

In part

The theoretical maximum for biomass can help create confidence for
potential users of the resource. However, there will be many unquantifiable
elements. For example, it is difficult to predict the amount of Energy crops
schemes that will establish on farm land due to external influences e.g
wheat prices. On the other hand, the timber resource from under-managed
woodland can be estimated. We are currently working to a theoretical target
with our Woodfuel Strategy for England. My concern is that people are made
aware of the “health warnings” when dealing with Theoretical maximums. In
short, theoretical maximums will suit some forms of biomass whilst
pragmatic maximums will suit others.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Penny Oliver

Forestry Commission

My concern is that one broad brush approach will not fit all potential sources of renewable energy.
I would ideally like to see an approach that combines a “diagrammatic” ideal along with a

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?
“supporting text”. Diagrams should represent the ideal location, but should be used to
discriminate against developments in any location. E.g the text to support biomass diagrams
would state that the diagrams represent ideal locations, but do not prejudice developments
beyond those areas, whereas the supporting text for wind energy would state that developments
are restricted to the areas identified. For both scenarios criteria need to be agreed and set which
can be applied to individual cases.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Penny Oliver

Forestry Commission

A) Delivery: There should not be a great emphasis on the location of fuel in relation to end user
in the short term. The ideal scenario of fuel travelling the minimal distance is one that we should
strive for. However, this should not as serve as a constraint in the early development of supply
chains. In the short term, fuel should be allowed to travel further than ideal distances, to help
market development and promote energy options that work. The more people who realise that
biomass is a viable option, the shorter distances fuel will travel as uptake of supply and demand
increases
B) Infrastructure provision? As above, plus supply chains will need to grant aided and assisted
to encourage development.
C) Community and social issues? Education of the benefits of renewable fuels will be one of the
greatest challenges. This will serve to address misconceptions over tree felling, timber haulage,
wood smoke being “dirty”, and loss of biodiversity. This education may also be need at a planning
level. Fuel poverty will also be tackled provided there is grant aid to support high capital cost
along with local authorities support and pragmatism with planning issues.
D) Environment? As a carbon lean fuel, wood will provide biodiversity gains in previously undermanaged and unmanaged woodland. The carbon gains will greatest in local, medium scale boiler
applications although this should not prejudice the point made in 1.1c
E) Economy? Creation of local employment, diversification of rural economy and addressing fuel
poverty

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Penny Oliver

Forestry Commission

In part

As for Option 1 - Pragmatic assessment will suit some forms of biomass

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

better than theoretical. The theoretical maximum for biomass can help
create confidence for potential users of the resource. However, there will be
many unquantifiable estimates. For example, it is difficult to predict the
amount of Energy crops schemes that will establish on farm land due to
external influences e.g wheat prices. On the other hand, the timber resource
from under-managed woodland can be estimated. We are currently working
to a theoretical target with our Woodfuel Strategy for England. My concern is
that people are aware of the “health warnings” when dealing with
Theoretical maximums. In short, theoretical maximums will suit some forms
of biomass whilst pragmatic maximums will suit others.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Penny Oliver

Forestry Commission

As for option 1 - My concern is that one broad brush approach will not fit all potential sources of
renewable energy. I would ideally like to see an approach that combines a “diagrammatic” ideal
along with a “supporting text”. Diagrams should represent the ideal location, but should be used
to discriminate against developments in any location. E.g the text to support biomass diagrams
would state that the diagrams represent ideal locations, but do not prejudice developments
beyond those areas, whereas the supporting text for wind energy would state that developments
are restricted to the areas identified. For both scenarios criteria need to be agreed and set which
can be applied to individual cases.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Penny Oliver

Forestry Commission

A) Delivery: There should not be a great emphasis on the location of fuel in relation to end user
in the short term. The ideal scenario of fuel travelling the minimal distance is one that we should
strive for. However, this should not as serve as a constraint in the early development of supply
chains. In the short term, fuel should be allowed to travel further than ideal distances, to help
market development and promote energy options that work. The more people who realise that
biomass is a viable option, the shorter distances fuel will travel as uptake of supply and demand
increases
B) Infrastructure provision? As above, plus supply chains will need to grant aided and assisted
to encourage development.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
C) Community and social issues? Education of the benefits of renewable fuels will be one of the
greatest challenges. This will serve to address misconceptions over tree felling, timber haulage,
wood smoke being “dirty”, and loss of biodiversity. This education may also be need at a planning
level. Fuel poverty will also be tackled provided there is grant aid to support high capital cost
along with local authorities support and pragmatism with planning issues.
D) Environment? As a carbon lean fuel, wood will provide biodiversity gains in previously undermanaged and unmanaged woodland. The carbon gains will greatest in local, medium scale boiler
applications although this should not prejudice the point made in 1.1c
E) Economy? Creation of local employment, diversifying the rural economy and addressing fuel
poverty

Wind Prospect
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Alastair Smith

Wind Prospect

Yes

Using the ‘theoretical maximum’ as the starting point provides the greatest
impetus for increasing renewable energy generation in the region.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Alastair Smith

Wind Prospect

No comment.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Alastair Smith

Wind Prospect

A) Delivery: There will be greater pressure on development control departments to deliver
increased approvals based on sound, defensible and pragmatic decision making.
B) Infrastructure provision? No comment.
C) Community and social issues? There will need to be a greater acceptance of landscape
change in areas not protected by the top tier of landscape designation (ie National Parks and
AONBs). However, there is also greater potential for increased funds being available for

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
community use through community trust funds associated with individual developments.
D) Environment? There will be greater development pressure on non-protected areas. The
actual environmental impact could be neutral or positive through proper EIA of individual
applications and associated environmental mitigation and enhancement, not to mention the
environmental benefits of reducing carbon emissions arising from increased renewable energy
generation.
E) Economy? Positive – more money available to local landowners, potential local job creation
from construction and maintenance, more money flowing to local service providers from
contractors, as well as that additional income available to local landowners.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

Alastair Smith

Wind Prospect

No

The factors that lead to how much development comes forward in reality
cannot be adequately investigated at regional level. Accordingly the basis of
any pragmatic level and distribution of development will be flawed, sending
the wrong signals to the development industry, stakeholders and decision
makers.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Alastair Smith

Wind Prospect

No comment

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Alastair Smith

Wind Prospect

A) Delivery: - NA
B) Infrastructure provision? - NA
C) Community and social issues? - NA
D) Environment? -NA
E) Economy? -NA

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

RSPB
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Frances MacGuire

RSPB

No

The pragmatic assessment is more appropriate because the theoretical
maximum is unlikely to be reached for a whole raft of reasons and will set
up false expectations.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Frances MacGuire

RSPB

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Frances MacGuire

RSPB

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Frances MacGuire

RSPB

Yes

The pragmatic assessment is more likely to be delivered.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Frances MacGuire

RSPB

The RSPB believed that, the planning system and the transmission network, alongside appropriate
market incentives, must facilitate the required step change in renewables development to avoid

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?
dangerous climate change. Such a framework for renewable energy delivery must protect the
natural environment.
It is not acceptable in the current climate crisis, for local authorities with
good potential for renewable generation to reject projects and stall delivery. Within the context of
spatial planning, Government should develop appropriate quotas for local authorities for
renewable energy delivery, including targets for onshore wind energy within ‘green light areas’.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Frances MacGuire

RSPB

A) Delivery: Delays in connection to the grid, and excessive costs of connection, are impeding
the delivery of more renewable electricity in the UK. This problem should be addressed
immediately, by implementing the option within existing EU law to provide preferential access to
renewable energy projects when funding grid connections. This preferential access should go to
projects which have either been through the planning system and achieved necessary provisions,
or are located in areas which spatial planning has earmarked for presumed consent.
B) Infrastructure provision? Ability of a range of renewable industries to deliver necessary
infrastructure and availability of skilled contracters for on-going maintenance and repair. Supply
chain problems are likely to become more acute as competition for renewable energy skills and
infrastructure increases across Europe. Government must act to address this, working with the
industry to establish the engineering and manufacturing capacities to support a vibrant UK
renewables sector.
C) Community and social issues? Communities are much more likely to accept and indeed
promote renewable energy projects, if they receive benefits for doing so. Such a system of
community incentives operates elsewhere in Europe, in countries with vibrant renewables sectors.
There are a number of ways to ensure the transfer of benefits, including a levy on developers to
deliver community projects, or schemes to facilitate the ownership (and therefore rewards) of
renewable energy projects. The region should explore these options.
D) Environment? The RSPB recognises the critical role that renewable energy will play in
delivering a low carbon economy. It is important, however, that measures to address climate
change do not create additional negative pressures on the environment, particularly biodiversity
which the UK also has international obligations to protect. Humanity is dependent on a stable
climate and a biodiverse environment which provides a range of essential ecosystem services.
In addition to avoiding sites that have been designated for their national and international
conservation value, it is also important to be aware of areas where “sensitive bird” species occur
in “important populations”. Sensitive birds are ones that are at higher risk of direct collision with
turbines, for example, or vulnerable to habitat disturbance or loss. The RSPB has provided the
NWRA with data showing mapped areas that are functionally linked to SPA's because they support

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:
internationally important populations of birds which are qualifying features of an SPA and which
may occur outwith the SPA boundary on a daily basis. This means that the Habitats Regulations
are likely to come into play. Even though the outlying areas do not have statutory nature
conservation designation, EU legislation is likely to affect them. The purpose of the alert maps is
to flag with developers that the location for a proposed development may impact negatively on
key species. This should trigger further investigation to inform the design of the proposed
development. The alert maps do not necessarily aim to constrain development. Rather they
provide an opportunity to assess impacts and design appropriate mitigation. Such an approach is
important because it is likely to lead to less conflict over proposed developments. This could help
underpin a more successful wind industry in the English regions which would in turn help to deliver
the nation’s climate objectives.
Deep peat There should be a presumption against development
on deep peat in the NW because of its biodiversity value and because peat is a carbon store/sink.
Development on peat risks release of carbon to the atmosphere. Any proposals on deep peat
should be treated on a case-by-case basis with full carbon accounting incorporated aswell as
impact assessment on biodiversity.
E) Economy? NW could benefit from first mover advantage by ramping up investment and
demand for renewables, creating opportunities for manufacturing, supply and distribution and
maintenance.

Dalton Hall Business Centre
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.
Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

F A MasonHornby

Dalton Hall Business
Centre

Yes

The north west could become a supplier / exporter of renewable energy

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

F A MasonHornby

Dalton Hall Business
Centre

-

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

F A MasonHornby

Dalton Hall Business
Centre

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? National grid upgrade
C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? Could boost the economy as the Nuclear industry has done for the Cumbrian coast
or Gas has done for industries based around Morecambe Bay

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
2?

2.1a. If so why?

F A MasonHornby

Dalton Hall Business
Centre

Yes

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

F A MasonHornby

Dalton Hall Business
Centre

-

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

F A MasonHornby

Dalton Hall Business
Centre

A) Delivery: B) Infrastructure provision? C) Community and social issues? D) Environment? E) Economy? -

Cumbria County Council / Cumbria Strategic Partnership
The table below shows the verbatim comments received.

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Name:

Organisation:

1.1. Do you
agree with
Locational Option
1?

1.1a. If so why?

1.1b. If not, why not?

1.1c. Please explain
your answer to the
previous question.

Graham Hale

Cumbria County
Council / Cumbria
Strategic Partnership

No

It is considered that the draft results of the NWRA commissioned ARUP study
on “Broad Areas for Renewable Energy Development in the North West”
which show a ‘theoretical maximum’ renewable electricity capacity in the
North West would provide an unrealistic and false basis for future target
setting by the Regional Assembly.
The draft study identified areas that are constrained from development:
National Parks, Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, Ramsar sites, Special
Protection Areas, World heritage Sites and their settings as defined by
English Heritage, areas with an average wind speed of less than
6.5m/second at a hub height of 80m, a 500m buffer zone around each
address in the region (as a proxy for noise), and existing wind farm
developments. It is considered that the Study underplayed the settings of
National Parks and AONBs.
Other areas were considered to be ‘variably constrained’ where the following
were found: SSSIs, Historic parks and gardens, Scheduled Ancient
Monuments, historic battlefields, listed buildings, radar safeguard areas,
MOD land ownership, airports deep peat areas, sensitive bird sites identified
by the RSPB.
Areas that were unaffected by any of the above constraints were considered
by the draft Study to be relatively ‘unconstrained’ in terms of their potential
to accommodate large scale wind energy development. Whilst the Study did
recognise that site specific constraints could prevent development from
going ahead, these were not included in he Study as they cannot be easily
mapped at a regional level. These include matters such as archaeology and
local landscape considerations and designations.
The draft Study, which shows a ‘theoretical maximum’ for Cumbria of
256MW (outside MOD land), and 136MW (within MOD constrained land),
does not take account of on site local landscape character and visual
impacts, and is therefore considered unrealistic and not in accordance with
paragraphs 2-3 and 19-21 in PPS22.
Furthermore, the draft Study has not taken full account the findings of the
recently adopted County-wide Wind Energy Supplementary Planning
Document, and its landscape capacity assessment, or any detailed landscape
sensitivity study.

Name:

Organisation:

1.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Graham Hale

Cumbria County
Council / Cumbria
Strategic Partnership

It is considered that policies in the Proposed Changes to RSS will need to be reviewed, in
particular the environmental Policy EM1, given that it requires that
“Plans, strategies, proposals and schemes should identify, protect, maintain and enhance natural,
historic and other distinctive features that contribute to the character of landscapes and places
within the North West. They should be informed by and recognise the importance of:
•

Detailed landscape character assessments and strategies, which local authorities should
produce, set in the context of the North West Joint Character Area Map. These will be used
to identify priority areas for the maintenance, enhancement and/or restoration of that
character and will underpin and act as key components of criteria based policies in LDFs”.

Name:

Organisation:

1.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Graham Hale

Cumbria County
Council / Cumbria
Strategic Partnership

A) Delivery: It is not clear as to whether or not the proposed ‘theoretical maximum’ would
necessarily assist or hinder the delivery of further renewable energy development. Consideration
needs to be given to the likelihood of sufficient schemes coming forward in the plan period.
Consideration needs to be given to exploring the potential for development in areas associated
with MOD sites in Cumbria.
B) Infrastructure provision? Consideration needs to be given to improvements to the grid and
distribution network, particularly with regard to accommodating increasing amounts of
microgeneration and community based renewable development.
C) Community and social issues? Consideration needs to be given to the effects that could
arise from significant amounts of onshore wind energy in remote and rural communities.
D) Environment? It is considered that the ‘theoretical maximum’ scenario would be incompatible
with the landscape character of Cumbria, and could lead to serious degradation of the special
qualities of the Cumbrian landscape and wider countryside character.
E) Economy? It is not clear as to whether or not the theoretical maximum scenario would hinder
or support the economy in Cumbria. Particularly with regard to effects on the tourist sector.
Studies have been carried out by the Scottish Assembly to assess the effects significant onshore
wind development could have. Consideration should be given to carrying out a regional study.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational
Option 2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain your
answer to the previous
question.

Graham Hale

Cumbria County
Council / Cumbria
Strategic
Partnership

Yes

The ‘pragmatic potential’ scenario is based on a 50% reduction on the ‘theoretical
maximum’. The principle of setting a ‘pragmatic potential’ is supported. The
‘pragmatic potential’ was derived by taking into account the findings of Cumbria’s
landscape capacity study for wind, and by setting a separation distance of 5 km
between any potential schemes. This is based on existing distances found
throughout the region. This scenario also takes into account that some of the key
areas within the region are variably constrained. For example, in Cumbria there
are areas of land constrained by MOD policy around Spadeadam, areas where
effects on deep peat would need to be considered, and other areas identified as
meeting the criteria for national landscape designation. If a ‘theoretical
maximum’ was only included in the study, it would provide an unrealistic and
false basis for future target setting by the Regional Assembly. By developing a
‘pragmatic potential’, the study is attempting to develop a more robust evidence
base.
However, the draft ARUP study does not fully address the environmental
circumstances of the region and, in particular, Cumbria. It needs to go beyond
this to set an even more realistic scenario. The study should recognise more fully
the high environmental quality of the region, and the role of landscape and visual
effects when considering wind energy schemes at the application stage. These
issues are currently underplayed in the study. This is demonstrated by an
acknowledgement in the draft ARUP’s study that there is a need to carry out
further sensitivity studies in areas that appear to have greatest potential for
wind. Due to the high quality of Cumbria’s environment this is considered
imperative if any future targets and broad areas are to be included with the RSS.
Without such detailed studies, the evidence base would not be robust.
The Regional Assembly should also consider carrying out an analysis of the
benefits of renewable energy from onshore wind against the potential costs that
might arise from the changes to the region’s and, in particular, Cumbria’s
environment. This should be assessed in terms of both economic impact and a
wider ecosystems approach. This work should be done before any final policy
decisions are made with regard to renewable energy provision in the region.
The draft ARUP study identifies ‘broad areas’ where significant wind energy
development could take place. PPS22 supports the principle of identifying broad
areas at the regional level. The aim of identifying broad areas is to provide a
greater level of certainty to developers and a strong indication that wind energy

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational
Option 2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain your
answer to the previous
question.

development is acceptable in the area. Four broad areas are indicated for the
region. These are all within Cumbria. However, importantly, the areas have been
identified without taking into account the findings of the adopted Cumbria Wind
Energy Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) and its landscape capacity
assessment, or any detailed sensitivity study.
Only one of these areas is considered to have potential to support significant
levels of wind energy development in the SPD. A second area could have scope
for a small wind energy scheme, but the SPD suggests that this could be limited
due to sensitivities associated with the setting of the Lake District National Park.
The other two areas that are identified in the draft ARUP study are considered to
be inappropriate for any commercial scale wind energy development in the SPD.
It is considered not appropriate for the draft ARUP study to include maps
identifying broad areas for development when a detailed sub regional study such
as the Cumbria SPD identifies that three out of the four areas are likely to be
inappropriate on landscape character grounds. If these maps were to be included
in the final ARUP study, they would provide an unrealistic basis for development,
would be contrary to the adopted sub regional SPD, and wouldn’t meet the aims
for Broad Areas as set out in Planning Policy Statement 22. It would not provide
a robust evidence base for policy setting in the RSS Partial Review. These areas
should be removed from the study maps.
In addition, the maps identify significant parts of the northwest, west and south
of the county as having potential to support more wind schemes, but
acknowledge that cumulative effects are starting to create ‘wind farm’
landscapes. It is important that the final ARUP study fully recognises cumulative
effects.
In addition to this, the study expects that around a third of existing wind
schemes would be re-powered with larger turbines that could generate more
electricity.
With regard to Offshore generation, the draft ARUP study recognises several of
the schemes that have consent of Walney and Barrow, but omits a consented
scheme, and two that are in the planning pipeline. Including this data could
increase the overall potential for offshore wind to contribute towards the regional
target. It currently considers that a pragmatic potential could be 928MW in the
region.

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational
Option 2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain your
answer to the previous
question.

The draft ARUP study considers the potential for other offshore technologies such
as tidal and wave power. It concludes that the potential is likely to be low as
these technologies are unlikely to come forward during the plan period. This is
broadly agreed with. Also certain technologies such as estuary barrages have
potential to damage environmental assets of international importance. A full
assessment of these impacts has not yet been undertaken.
With regard to microgeneration, the study identifies that individual schemes are
likely to come forward, but due to the size of them, they would not contribute
significantly towards the overall targets. It considers that tens of thousands of
schemes could come forward and could collectively provide 10MW of renewable
energy.
The draft ARUP study suggests approaches to policy development. It identifies a
3 tier approach providing broad policy guidance and detailed policy guidance in
areas where significant development is likely. This principle is supported.
The draft ARUP study recognises that the overall installed capacity target in the
Proposed Changes to the RSS is broadly similar to the ‘pragmatic’ scenario.
However, it also makes it clear that, for some technologies such as wind, the
current proposed RSS targets are very ambitious and would be challenging to
meet in the region. The table below sets out the differences and compares it to
the current installed capacity of wind energy.
RSS target
MW

Arup Pragmatic
MW

Current MW

Offshore wind farms

1,347

929

180

Onshore wind farms

720

416

95

Onshore wind clusters

0

50

Single large wind turbines

75

0

Small stand-alone wind turbines

2.25

0

TOTAL

2,144

1,395

275

In particular, the draft ARUP study recognises that meeting the onshore wind
target would require the region to install around 39% more than the ‘pragmatic
potential’ scenario set out above. Although the draft ARUP study states that

Name:

Organisation:

2.1. Do you
agree with
Locational
Option 2?

2.1a. If so why?

2.1b. If not, why not?

2.1c. Please explain your
answer to the previous
question.

subject to network enhancements, it could be physically possible, it highlights
that this would require the region to make some difficult decisions about
landscape change, loss of deep peat resources. It would require a shift in the
policy position on behalf of the MOD, which currently opposes wind farm
proposals on its land in the far north of the region. It would also require the
region to consider separation distances of less than 5km, and to overcome sitespecific constraints. In effect this would involve the submission of more planning
applications, and require a very much higher success rate for planning
applications than is currently the case.
This part of the draft ARUP study highlights that current targets are unrealistic
without significant changes to the region’s environment and MOD policy change.
This part of the study is supported, subject to the comments made earlier on
further detailed work being needed to set really pragmatic targets.
In conclusion, the findings of the draft ARUP study begin to recognise that current
wind energy targets in the RSS Proposed Changes could only be met through a
significant change to Cumbria’s environment. The Regional Assembly should be
urged to reduce any future renewable energy targets for wind to better reflect the
initial findings of the draft ARUP study. However, the initial findings are still
considered to be too high and unrealistic. The Regional Assembly should be
urged to carry out further detailed study work in the ‘broad areas’ of
unconstrained land. This should take into account the findings of the Wind Energy
SPD and further sensitivity studies. The Regional Assembly should also recognise
at this stage that there could be far reaching effects on the economy of Cumbria
if the scale of development suggested is to be accommodated. Much of
Cumbria’s economy is based on the high quality of the environment.

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?

Graham Hale

Cumbria County
Council / Cumbria
Strategic Partnership

See above statement.
It is considered that policies in the Proposed Changes to RSS will need to be reviewed, in
particular the environmental Policy EM1, given that it requires that
“Plans, strategies, proposals and schemes should identify, protect, maintain and enhance natural,
historic and other distinctive features that contribute to the character of landscapes and places
within the North West. They should be informed by and recognise the importance of:

Name:

Organisation:

2.2. What other policy changes are required to RSS to deliver this option and why?
•

Detailed landscape character assessments and strategies, which local authorities should
produce, set in the context of the North West Joint Character Area Map. These will be used
to identify priority areas for the maintenance, enhancement and/or restoration of that
character and will underpin and act as key components of criteria based policies in LDFs”.

Name:

Organisation:

2.3. In taking forward this option, what are the implications for:

Graham Hale

Cumbria County
Council / Cumbria
Strategic Partnership

A) Delivery: It is not clear as to whether or not the proposed ‘Pragmatic potential’ would
necessarily assist or hinder the delivery of further renewable energy development.
B) Infrastructure provision? As above in Section 2.1a.
C) Community and social issues? It is not clear as to whether or not the proposed ‘Pragmatic
potential’ would necessarily assist or hinder community and social issues, although is recognised
that renewable energy development does generate a significant level of public attention.
Consideration needs to be given to the effects that could arise from significant amounts of onshore
wind energy in remote and rural communities.
D) Environment? It is considered that the ‘pragmatic potential’ scenario would be incompatible
with the landscape character of Cumbria, and could lead to serious degradation of the special
qualities of the wider landscape and local countryside character.
E) Economy? It is not clear as to whether or not the ‘pragmatic potential’ scenario would hinder
or support the economy in Cumbria. However, the Regional Assembly should also recognise at this
stage that there could be far reaching effects on the economy of Cumbria if the scale of
development suggested is to be accommodated. Much of Cumbria’s economy is based on the high
quality of the environment. Studies have been carried out by the Scottish Assembly to assess the
effects significant onshore wind development could have on the tourist economy. Consideration
should be given to carrying out a similar regional study.

