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Dear Sir,  

Department of Energy and Climate Change 

Draft National Policy Statements: Renewable Energy (EN-1) –(EN-6)

Response from the Campaign for the Protection of Rural Wales (CPRW) 

As one of Wales’ foremost countryside NGO, CPRW welcomes the opportunity to comment on this suite of draft National Policy Statements documents given the fundamental role and influence they will have upon rural Wales once they are adopted by Government and become the operational guidance used by the IPC.

CPRW is however seriously concerned that neither the contents of the existing draft statements on Energy nor the manner in which they have been prepared meet the tests of “soundness” expected of all planning policy today. We believe as explained hereafter that aspects of the current versions of the various Energy NPSs require redrafting in order to make them “fit for purpose”. 

Notwithstanding their various deficiencies, we also believe that the Government has not engaged with the relevant stakeholders and public in an adequate or meaningful manner in producing them and as a result the Draft Policy statements have not been drafted to reflect public opinion. We therefore consider that they are also deficient in this respect 

To support our concerns in respect of their deficiencies, CPRW sets out hereafter the concerns and reservations we have about the adequacy of the various statements. Initially our comments relate to a number of generic weakness and deficiencies and thereafter we offer more detailed comment on the contents of the Draft documents in the EN1-EN 6 series.
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Key concerns and deficiencies of the current documents 

1. The relationship of the NPS s with current Welsh Planning Policy

1.1
 CPRW’s primary concern and the one which we believe will have the greatest implications on our interests in ensuring that the landscapes of Wales are not only protected but utilised in both a sustainable, responsible and sensitive manner, is the status of the proposed policy approach as set out in the EN1-6 and their relationship with the prevailing planning policy context which currently exists in Wales with respect to Renewable energy developments. 

1.2
CPRW does not accept in principle the statements in EN-1 and EN-3, that state that the IPC should give primacy to the approaches in the NPS statements over those policies in the Wales Spatial Plan, Planning Policy Wales, (and its associated Guidance in the range of approved Technical Advice Note) issued by the Welsh Assembly Government, which collectively provide the existing basis for the current planning regime in Wales and hence for the consideration of any Renewable Energy proposals in the Principality. 

1.3
We contend that the planning system in Wales operates in a significantly different manner to that in England and has evolved accordingly to address the issues relevant to the needs of the nation. The National Policy Statements for Energy do not reflect this divergence of approaches and regrettably seek to retrofit a single and less refined logic and consent approach for Renewable energy proposals in Wales, rather than acknowledging and endorsing the approaches which currently exist. 

1.4
We consider this a retrograde and unacceptable step which reflects neither the fundamental principles nor the spirit of the devolved planning settlement between the Assembly Government and Westminster.  The UK Government’s requirements for the NPS and IPC system to be devolution-neutral and reflect prevailing circumstances and in particular existing policy, we contend are therefore not being fulfilled and will only be so if this mismatch is rectified.  

1.5
We therefore do not accept that existing WAG policy should only be considered as one of a number of material considerations for the IPC to take into account in deciding Energy related proposals in Wales. We contend that at present where the policies approaches in the NPS are materially different from Assembly policy, the latter must be given precedence. To do otherwise would create a perverse and unacceptable situation whereby developers of wind farms could legitimately ride roughshod over policies which have been derived and now operate in a way which seeks to protect areas of the Welsh countryside which the Assembly has recognised as being unsuitable for the development of major renewable energy infrastructure.  

1.6
An approach which promotes an alternative to this will inevitably undermine and bring the credibility of the planning system in Wales into serious disrupt. Adopting the NPS approach would also lead to confusion as to the manner in which Local Planning Authorities determine applications for which they are responsible as they would be unclear which policy approach they would be expected to follow. 

1.7
Given these circumstances there is the real prospect of inconsistencies in the decisions made by the IPC because of the lack of any overarching objective and strategic spatial guidance for them to use.  The approach being advanced in the NPS is therefore completely contrary to the ethos and undermines the legitimacy and legal status of the Wales Spatial Plan to which LPAs must have due regard in their decision making. It will in our opinion significantly increase the likelihood of the energy developments being consented in the wrong places in an uncoordinated and  hence unsustainable manner.  

1.8
The retention of the approach outlined in the EN-1 effectively will create a “Developer led free for all” where the market rather than sound spatial planning decides where large wind farms and their associated infrastructure as well as other energy schemes should be located. This we contend is completely contrary to good planning practice.

1.9
CPRW therefore recommends that the existing statement in EN3 Paragraph 2.2.1

“ while the IPC should have regard to English and Welsh planning policy on renewables, whether or not an application conforms to this policy should not, in itself, be a reason for approving or rejecting the application” 

is deleted and replaced with a statement that states that the IPC will use prevailing Welsh planning policy as the primary material consideration for the determination of all major renewable energy infrastructure projects in Wales. 

2. The sustainability objectives of the NPS

2.1
In Wales sustainable development is a central organising principle of the Welsh Assembly Government. Despite the NPSs supposedly reflecting current policy circumstances there appears to be no overall thread which balances the “need” for energy provision and its associated infrastructure development with the implications of this provision, in an objective, understandable and sustainable context. 

2.2
The NPSs effectively promote the explicit and unconstrained development of energy schemes anywhere, on the basis that their need is established and unquestionable. This therefore creates an over-riding and in our view unacceptable presumption in favour of any such development. We disagree with this premise and believe that the NPS should consider exactly what need means in terms of the balance of renewable energy schemes which are required to provide a low carbon profile and energy security. 

2.3
Reliance on a market led approach is further flawed because it does not properly take into account how the presumed “need” can be achieved through alternative means such as energy conservation measures or through demand management.  

2.4
We believe therefore that the basic assumption which underpins the existing NPSs are wholly deficient and inappropriate in terms of addressing the need for and sustainability of the range of future generation options which the IPC must take into consideration when delivering their remit. 

2.5
We consider that this crucial aspect of the NPSs must be redrafted so that each document contains an unambiguous statement that it is the responsibility of the IPC to ensure that the nation’s future energy need is delivered by them through a proper and appropriate balance of different renewable energy provision.  

3. Spatial deficiencies of the NPSs 

3.1
Other than EN6 (Nuclear Energy), none of the other Energy NPSs contain any form of spatial referencing in support of the proposed guidance they offer for the determination of Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects. Given the fact that Wales has a published Wales Spatial Plan which seeks to coordinate infrastructure development and investment across all sectors both public and private, we contend that all the NPSs should mirror this approach in so far as it affects Wales. 
3.2
We believe that the inclusion of a spatial framework for the development of Energy provision would not only ensure that the series of NPSs cross relate more effectively but also function more coherently as a suite of policies. Such an approach would also ensure that the NPs could be taken into account proactively and more effectively in their local context by relevant LPAs in their planning work. 

3.3
We are particular concerned that many of the projects which will fall within the remit of the IPC in Wales will have downstream implications on other infrastructure issues which require coordinated planning and determination by Local Planning authorities e.g. the provision of transport infrastructure and site servicing facilities. A proactive approach to spatial coherence is therefore required to ensure that national and local planning processes synchronises effectively and not as could well be the case one being compromised by the other. We believe that the NPSs should be forward thinking therefore in this respect

3.4
We also believe that the inclusion of a spatial dimension within each of the relevant NPSs will lead to better co ordination and a sense of confidence on the part of prospective developers by assisting them to bring forward proposals in appropriate locations and in a sustainable form. Without the NPSs containing any form of spatial referencing or guidance, the development of important infrastructure in Wales will be haphazard and dictated by a market led commercial approach rather than one which reflects and delivers sound standards of planning with high sustainability credentials.      

3.5
We highlight our particular concern in this respect that the current version of EN5 “Electricity Network Infrastructure” contains no spatial referencing despite the fact that the future transmission requirements of Wales to meet the growth in future power generation demand is well understood and in the information to achieve it public domain. 

3.6
We therefore contend that for the current NPSs to be fit for purpose, they must all have appropriate spatial context to support and complement their respective policy frameworks.   Without this they will not any overall sense of integration or coherence nor provide the clarity required for the IPC to deliver a national vision for the development of a sustainable energy infrastructure in the UK and more particularly in Wales. 

3.7
We therefore contend that current set of statements should be redrafted to include a spatial framework within which the IPC can operate more consistently and objectively.  
4. The implications of NPSs on the national agenda for carbon reduction 

4.1
CPRW is particularly concerned that none the NPSs highlight, nor require any information accompanying any prospective development proposals relating to the carbon implications of any Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project. 
4.2
Given the implications that all energy developments will have on carbon resources and carbon emissions during both their construction and operational life along with the need to ensure that the status of the sequestrated carbon resources is safeguarded, we believe that the carbon impacts of all NSIPs should be taken fully into consideration by the IPC in their evaluation of acceptability of any scheme. 

4.3
Analysis of the carbon credential of proposals is becoming increasingly common as part of the justification of many other forms of development large and small and is an increasingly important dimension of the objective assessment of development proposals. We see no reason why Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects should be exempted from a similar appraisal. We believe that this should be an important consideration in the judgement of any scheme so that it can be clearly demonstrates the that the nett “public benefits” of any such scheme outweigh its environmental impact. 

4.4
We therefore recommend that carbon assessment should be included as a relevant criterion in all NPSs and that this matter should be material consideration in the evaluation of the impacts of any NSIP by the IPC. 

5. Weight ascribed to the various assessment criteria 

5.1
Each of the individual documents (EN1-5) contains various criteria against which the IPC is expected to judge the acceptability of a proposal. Subject to the inclusion of a “carbon impact test” as suggested above, CPRW contends that greater clarity is needed in the documentation, as to the relative weight which will be given to each of the 14 criteria identified and to be used in judging the overall acceptability of any project. Neither individually nor collectively is it clear what the threshold will be to judge the significance of impact for each criterion before the adverse impacts of that criterion outweigh its anticipated benefit. 
5.2
We believe that without some form of weighting being ascribed to each of the evaluation criterion it will be impossible to benchmark the actual significance of the impact of the proposal not only on the locality where it is proposed but also in terms of the sustainability credentials of the project as a whole. 

5.3
We similarly consider that the NPSs must articulate more clearly how the IPC is expected to judge the cumulative impacts of a scheme against the “public benefits” which arise from it. The tipping point beyond which the impacts of a proposal become unacceptable needs to be rigorously established and explained in the NPSs, so that the process of testing and the judgement made in respect of the acceptability of any proposal against agreed environmental and sustainability standard is objective, clear and is able to be applied in a transparent and consistent manner. 

6. Cumulative Impacts 


6.1    CPRW is particularly concerned that none of the NPSs as currently written recognise the need for the cumulative impacts of any scheme to be considered. Similarly we note that the IPC would not be expected to include the consideration of the impacts of any complementary infrastructure required to implement any individual proposal, when judging the merits of that proposal. 

6.2
Given the possibility that many renewable energy schemes considered by the IPC will be in remote areas in Wales, they will inevitably give rise to significant issues associated with transportation and access to and from the proposed site and in the case of wind farms the means by which power will be transmitted from the site to the most appropriate local electricity distribution network. Given that the environmental consequences of these ancillary infrastructures  may be as significant as the impacts of the scheme itself, and affect a wider area than simply the site of the proposal, it is essential that all aspects of a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project, are considered by the relevant decision-making body in their totality (both individually and cumulatively) and at the earliest stage, to ensure that consent for one project or aspects of it do not prejudice the sensible consideration of all its other impacts or implications. 

6.3
We therefore contend that there is a need for all the NPS statements to indicate that the cumulative impacts of any individual scheme and all the dimensions of any specific project must be clearly identified, assessed and taken into account by the relevant decision-maker at the time when the key decisions on a particular scheme are first taken.  The policy approach within the NPSs should reflect this fact and require the IPC to consider the impacts of any Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project in its entirety. Such an approach is totally consistent with the principles of the European Landscape Convention to which the UK Government is a signatory.
7. The role of Local Planning Authorities in relation to IPC 

7.1
As the NPSs are currently written and because of the nature of the existing devolved planning settlement in Wales, Local Planning Authorities will still be required to consider the acceptability of some ancillary / complementary aspects of a proposed Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project independently of the IPC. They will however have little discretion in their consideration of how to respond to such matters, if the technical and locational parameters for any such scheme have already been approved by the IPC. 

7.2
We are therefore unclear as to the anticipated purposes of the Local Impact Report to be prepared by LPAs and in particular what opportunities third parties will have to input into these statements. The exact purpose of these LIRs and how they will operate needs to be more properly explained. 

8. Definition of “public interest” 

8.1
CPRW believes that the manner in which the NPSs uses the term “public interest” (especially in the context of EN1 Page 78 para 4.24.7) is a distortion of its accepted interpretation. CPRW notes that the need for a proposal to demonstrate that its benefits are in the national interest and therefore outweigh its impacts, has been diluted to enable any proposal which brings acceptable “regional benefits” to be considered acceptable. This we contend is inappropriate and any reference to public interest should be framed purely in the context of a national UK perspective.

The remainder of our comments, relate to the contents of each of the individual EN policy statements

Draft Overarching NPS Energy NPS (EN-1) 

Q1. Do you think that the Government should formally approve (‘designate’) the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement?

CPRW does not believe that document as currently written should be formally approved unless the various amendments we propose above are incorporated.

Q2. Does the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement provide the infrastructure Commission with the information it needs to reach a decision on whether or not to grant development consent?

CPRW does not consider that the information in this statement is either adequate or comprehensive enough to enable this NPS to be used effectively by the IPC to make informed decisions as to the acceptability of any proposal it is expected to consider.

We consider that the following issues and deficiencies need to be addressed:

We do not believe that this existing EN-1 statement has properly addressed the sustainability or environmental context within which this policy statement will operate in Wales. The Assembly Government has an adopted Sustainable Development Scheme, a Wales Spatial Plan and its own Environment Strategy, none of which are recognised nor appropriately reflected in this overarching statement.  

We believe therefore this statement should include a specific requirement that all Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects should demonstrate how they will be exemplars of sustainable development. Likewise the document should state how developers would be expected to provide information to show that their proposals have been conceived and would be implemented in a manner which furthers the Assembly’s sustainability objectives and thereby minimise their impact on the environment and where ever possible enhances it.  

As mentioned previously, CPRW believes that EN-1 is deficient in not providing the IPC with a spatial framework for it to consider the acceptability of energy infrastructure proposals and to guide them to those areas where they are needed but which can best accommodate them. We are disappointed that the document does not recognise the well established “Proximity Principle” in this respect and should be redrafted to incorporate it. The spatial expression of this policy approach would also provide a more truthful means to engage public opinion and also when adopted provide greater confidence to developers as to the location where their proposals are more likely to be acceptable. 

A spatial framework underpinning this statement would also prevent the bizarre circumstances which now exist in central Wales where consent for energy projects is being prematurely granted before the associated electricity transmission systems are in place to enable them to function.  We therefore contend that if the strategic framework for developing NSIPs which the Government seeks (as expressed in Page 13 Paragraph 3.1 line 2 of EN1 )  and the IPC is expected to deliver is to exist, this must include a spatial interpretation of the Energy agenda expressed in EN 1. 

Page 4 Paragraph 1.4.1   CPRW does not agree with the principle that developers should be able to pick their own “preferred consent route” This will inevitably lead to confusion and inconsistency in decision making.

Page 16 Paragraph 3.3.8   CPRW does not agree that the only means that the EU targets can be achieved is through the significant increase in renewable energy generation based on industrial scale wind generation schemes either on or off shore. We believe that other renewable technologies, along with small scale renewable energy generation, energy conservation and effective demand management all have an important role to play in achieving the targets. 

Page 19 Para 3.3.15   Given the above we do not accept the principle that the precise mix of energy to be deployed and therefore considered by the IPC should be decided through the market as this will inevitably lead to an unbalanced and unrealistic approach to provision. We contend that the purpose of this NPS should be to define more specifically the ingredients of the optimum energy mix and thereafter the market place should deliver it within a sensible operational framework implemented by the IPC. Without such an approach the current NPS becomes little more than a “Developers Charter for Energy projects” 

Q3. Does the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement provide suitable information to the Infrastructure Planning Commission on the Government’s energy and climate policy?

CPRW does not believe that the statement as currently written adequately reflects the existing devolution settlement for planning and hence the status of Assembly policy and the manner in which it is being implemented in Wales. We explain our reasons in our preceding comments about the relationship of the NPS and current Assembly policy

Q4. Does the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement provide suitable direction to the Infrastructure Planning Commission on the need and urgency for new infrastructure?

CPRW accepts that the statement expresses the need and urgency for new infrastructure but is concerned that the manner in which this expressed does not properly account for the appropriate sustainability context in which such infrastructure will need to be provided.  

Q5. Do the assessment principles in the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement provide suitable direction to the Infrastructure Planning Commission to inform its decision-making?

CPRW considers that Assessment principles outlined in EN1 do not properly or adequate reflect the manner in which Government policy in Wales is being implemented through the existing devolution settlement for planning.  Our reasons are outlined in our preceding comments about the relationship between the NPS and current Welsh Assembly Government policy.

Q6. Does the draft Overarching Energy National Policy Statement appropriately cover the generic impacts of new energy infrastructure and potential options to mitigate those impacts?

CPRW does not consider that this section provides adequate nor appropriate guidance on a number of key issues  

Page 33 Para 4.1.1 (v)  We refer to our previous comments with respect to the definition of benefit and how the benefits of the scheme will be judged objectively against any impacts it causes. We believe the NPS should clarify how the IPC will be expected to implement this test and what the threshold of impact will be for the IPC to decide if the merits of a development outweigh its impacts.

Page 36 Para 4.4 Alternatives

CPRW disagrees with the principle that alternatives to any proposal should not be considered. A fundamental principle which underpins the promotion of Sustainable Development and the Strategic Environmental Assessment process is the rigorous assessment of all alternatives and that the optimum solution is a product of this process.  Given that it is the role of the applicant to complete a thorough assessment of all alternatives, we do not therefore agree with the proposition in the last bullet of 4.4.3 Page 37, that this responsibility should rest with third party interests. 

Page 46 Grid Connections

We do not agree with the twin approach suggested in this section as it is likely to lead to uncertainty in the decision making process.  CPRW therefore believes that the issue and implications of power connections to all energy schemes should always be considered as part of any associated parent NSIP proposal and not independent of it.  We believe this section of the document should be rewritten to reflect this fact. 

Generic Impacts 

We refer to our previous comments regarding the manner in which these criteria will be considered and in particular the relative importance of one to another.

Page 77 Landscape and Visual impacts 

CPRW welcomes the inclusion of this section but believes that it should be broadened to reflect and account more fully for the principles which underpin the European Landscape Convention.  The statement should recognise that all landscapes have an intrinsic value and provide a variety of public benefits. Developers should be required to properly account for these and the impacts their proposals would have on them in their assessment of the scheme being proposed. 

Given the significance of landscape in the assessment of acceptability, we consider that this particular criterion it should be ascribed a high weighting and significance in the overall assessment of the impact of any Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project, in comparison with other criteria.  

We contend that a similar set of Guiding principles to those set out in para 4.23.14 to assess the impact of a proposal on the Historic environment should be included in the section relating to Landscape and Visual impact.  

We also believe that this section should more correctly reflect the circumstances which exist in Wales and make specific reference to the LANDMAP as the approved methodology for assessing the significance of any particular landscape and hence the impact of any proposal on it.

Page 78 Development in nationally designated landscapes 

CPRW does not consider that this section of the NPS accurately reflects the responsibilities that the IPC must fulfil. 

In particular we advocate that para 4.24.6 should accurately reflect and quote the established principles embedded in the “Silkin Test” and not the distorted version of it as stated. 

Para 4.24.7 

CPRW does not accept that the definition of “national considerations” (in the context of major developments which may be permitted in Protected Landscapes) as stated in footnote 68 should allow consideration of projects which make a contribution to the regional economy. This is neither an accurate nor an appropriate interpretation of relevant Government policy.  

Development outside nationally designated areas

Paragraph 4.24.9: 

Given it is recognised that there will always be significant landscape and visual impacts on those areas which surround wind generation schemes, more detailed advice and guidance is required in this section to enable the IPC to understand how to assess the impacts of any proposal on the integrity of any designated Protected Landscape which is in close proximity to a potential development site. We contend that this guidance should include a clear indication that where any proposal will compromise the Statutory Purposes of a Protected Landscape or harm the special qualities for which it is designated, then such proposals should not be permitted. 

Developments in other areas

CPRW believes that this section should refer to and more realistically reflect the principles of the European Landscape Convention. The IPC should be expected to account in the justification of their decisions how it has accounted for the principles of the ELC in reaching that decision.

Visual Impacts 

Paragraph 4.24.16   

CPRW contends that the reference to 

“applicant’s drawing attention to other examples of existing permitted development infrastructure that they are aware of with similar magnitude of impact on sensitive receptors” 

as part of their justification for a scheme is a completely misleading and inappropriate proposition to be advocating. The assessment of impact should not be justified on the existence of other similar developments but be judged on the impact their scheme has on its surrounding and in addition the cumulative effect this scheme would have collectively with others in their totality. We believe this existing statement is misleading and should be deleted. 

Para 4.25.1 Green infrastructure 

The functional importance and benefits provided by the nation’s green infrastructure is of growing importance and the NPS should provide clearer guidance as to how the value of the green infrastructure at and surrounding a proposal site should be assessed and accounted for in the IPC’s decision making process. We believe this section of the text should be elaborated to provide better guidance on this issue. 

This guidance should be developed into a policy approach which prevents the loss, severance or fragmentation of any green infrastructure which is recognised as providing goods and services which are of significant public benefit.

We believe this principle should be carried forward and included in Para 4.25.15 where specific reference should be made to the need to ensure that important soil carbon resources are protected. We contend that given the importance of conserving all forms of carbon that the impact of any Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project on the integrity of known soil carbon resources should be an important material consideration in the IPC’s decision making process.    

 4.28
Traffic and Transport

CPRW does not agree that the traffic or transport impacts of a scheme should only be afforded limited weight in deciding the acceptability of a scheme. We contend that the offsite consequences of traffic and transport during the construction and operational life of a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project can have a major effect on the environmental and landscape surrounding a development site. That being the case this issue should be given great weight in the decision making process. 

We therefore believe that where the impacts of traffic and transport are such as to be unsustainable or have significant impact on the environment then such projects should not be consented. We believe this part of the NPS should state that this will be a material consideration in the decision making process.

Response to Draft National Policy Statement (EN-2) Fossil Fuel Electricity Generating Infrastructure 

Q8 -11  Do you think that the Government should formally approve (‘designate’) the draft Fossil Fuel Electricity Generating Infrastructure National Policy Statement?

CPRW repeats its generic concerns in respect of the detail included in this statement. We strongly believe that a spatial interpretation of this strategy is possible and should be incorporated.

We likewise consider that the process of evaluating the acceptability of fossil fuel power stations is a classic example of where the previously mentioned “nett Carbon effect” of such proposal is a fundamental material considerations and should form part the information produced by the developing and accounted for in the decision making process of the IPC.  

Para 2.2.8 We reiterate our generic concerns at the issue of Grid connections not being considered at the same time as the parent application.

Para 2.4 Impacts of generating stations We believe that insufficient recognition has been given in this section to ensuring that Fossil fuel Generating Infrastructure is designed in manner which ensures that its construction reflects the environmental significance or landscape character of the area in which it is proposed or through which any associated infrastructure passes. We believe that this should be a fundamental design principle incorporated into this part of the NPS.

We believe that this section would benefit significantly from the inclusion of a comparable set of principles to those as set out in para 4.23.14 of EN3  which establishes how to assess the impact of a proposal on the Historic environment.  

 Para 2.6  Landscape and Visual Impacts We consider that greater emphasis should be given in this section to the potential impacts of Fossil fuel Generating Infrastructure on National Parks and AONBs. Where facilities are proposed outside these areas but there impacts on them would be significant we contend that this NPS should recognise this as a major material consideration in judging the acceptability of such proposals. We contend that reference should be made in this section to the role of the LANDMAP methodology in assessing such impacts.     

Comments on Draft National Policy Statement for Renewable Energy Infrastructure (EN-3)

Q8-10  Do you have any comments on any aspect of the draft Renewable Energy Infrastructure NPS not covered in the previous Section 

CPRW wishes to amplify its comments on EN1 with the following additional points

Para 2.2.1  

We repeat our previous concern about the relationship between the status of the NPS and that of Welsh Planning policy as expressed in this paragraph. We believe this statement should be amended to provide unambiguous primacy to the latter.     

Para 2.5.22 and other references to Grid Connections 

See our previous comments regarding the need for the impact of any ancillary infrastructure to be assessed in conjunction with any Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project and not independently of it. We therefore disagree that the issue of grid connections is not relevant to the IPC in its considerations of the acceptability of any NSIP proposal.

Para 2.5.31 and other references to National Designations  

As indicated in our previous comments we do not believe that the statements in this paragraph properly reflect the current policy with regards to the development of major infrastructure projects in nationally designated areas. We contend that this paragraph should be amended to indicate that only in the most exceptional circumstances should such schemes be permitted in these areas and subject to it being demonstrated that there is an overriding national need for them to be located in such an area. 

Para 2.6.209 Seascape and Visual effects   

The NPS should recognise that considerable work has been undertaken in Wales to classify the seascapes and assess their relative importance. The NPS should ensure that this information is used as a material consideration in evaluating the impacts of both offshore and onshore wind schemes on these areas.

2.7 Onshore Wind 

We consider that this section fails to properly recognise or adequately account for the significant impact that major wind farms have on the landscape particularly the status of remote and unspoilt upland areas.

We fundamentally disagree with the proposition as stated in para 2.7.16 that onshore wind farms should be considered as not being of a permanent nature. The impact of their foundations and the means of access to these sites will permanently scar the landscapes in which these developments are sited. 

Likewise we do not agree that the impact of such scheme will be time limited as indicated in para 2.7.19 and even if it is we contend as has been acknowledged in recent planning case law, that even a 25 year time horizon is long enough to be considered permanent in terms of a scheme’s impact. 

We consider that this section of the NPS should be redrafted to reflect the fact that the IPC should judge the impacts of all on shore wind farms as if their presence was permanent. 

Para 2.7.29/30  Repowering of existing sites   

Although this statement recognises the technical implications of repowering it fails to recognise that the repowering of existing sites with turbines of a greater generating potential will inevitably means that such structures are larger. The change in scale of the development will therefore have major implications on the impact of such a proposal on its surrounding landscape, far in excess of those it replaces. This must be factor which is taken into account when considering the acceptability of such schemes. 

Similarly as mentioned previously the cumulative impact of a increased number of larger turbine clusters on the landscape must also be evaluated and accounted for in the IPC decision making process. We believe that this part of the NPS should be amended to account for these circumstances.

Para 2.7.56 

Given the statement in this paragraph that wind farms will always have significant landscape and visual effects on their surroundings, more detailed guidance is required in this section (and/or in EN1) as to how the IPC should deal with the significant conflicts that will undoubtedly occur when wind farm sites proposed outside, but close to National Parks and AONBs, are proposed. This guidance should state that the integrity of these designated areas and their statutory purposes are not compromised.
Para 2.7.59 Landscape and visual: Mitigation 

We do not accept that an inability to mitigate against the impact of an onshore wind provides any form of acceptable or reasonable justification for a scheme being allowed to proceed. If mitigation of unacceptable impact requires a scheme to be altered radically then this reflects the fact that it has failed to pass the Environmental Assessment test of environmental acceptability and should be refused.

Para 2.7.82  Traffic and Transport.  

We refer to our previous comments that the landscape impacts of traffic and transport should be a material consideration in the assessment approach adopted by the IPC         

Response to Draft National Policy Statement (EN-4) Gas Supply Infrastructure and Gas and Oil Pipelines

Q8 -10  Do you think that the Government should formally approve (‘designate’) the draft Gas Supply Infrastructure and Gas and Oil Pipelines National Policy Statement?

CPRW believes that the following amendments should be made to this statement

Para 2.3 Good design Principles 

We believe that insufficient recognition has been given in this section to ensuring that any Gas Supply Infrastructure and Pipelines are designed in way which ensures that its construction and / or routing reflects the environmental significance or landscape character of the area in which it is proposed or through which it passes. We believe that this should be a fundamental design principle incorporated into this part of the NPS.

We believe that this section would benefit significantly from the inclusion of a comparable set of principles to those as set out in EN-5  i.e. the Holford Principles and a adapted version of those set out in para 4.23.14 of EN3  which establishes how to assess the impact of a proposal on the Historic environment.  

Section 2.6 /2.7   We repeat our concerns regarding the lack of any spatial referencing in the context of natural gas storage. As mentioned in the text the opportunities for such developments are already geographically defined and we therefore do not understand why this section should not include details of the possibilities for likely Areas of Search for such facilities to be included in this section. 

Para 2.7.20 Dredging We contend that this section should make it clear as a matter of principle that dredging activities within or those which would affect the integrity of any proposed or soon to be designated Highly Protected Marine Conservation Area would not be considered to be acceptable. 

Para 2.9.7 / 2.9.22 Gas and Oil Pipeline: We do not consider that the issues associated with the impact of these forms of infrastructure on the landscape through which they will pass have been adequately recognised in this section. 

We believe that para 2.9.22 does not reflect current Government policy as stated in the Silkin Test in that major development should not be permitted in National Parks other than in exceptional circumstances and where the overriding public interest is fully demonstrated and justifies. We believe that this section should be amended to accurately reflect this approach. 

CPRW’s comments on Draft NPS for Electricity Networks Infrastructure EN5
Q8-10  Do you have any comments on any aspect of the draft Electricity Infrastructure NPS not covered in the previous Section 

CPRW wishes to supplement and where necessary reiterates its comments in response to EN1 with the following additional points

Para 2.12   CPRW disagrees with the basic premise in this paragraph. We can see no justifiable reason where the spatial expression of the electricity networks infrastructure in Wales cannot be articulated in this policy statement. The relevant analysis of need has been undertaken and adequate information is available to strategically plan and explain where future provision is required. 

In the absence of this framework we believe that the NPS is deficient and that the IPC will be disadvantaged in not being able to use this information as the basis for their decision making on relevant proposals before them. We do not accept that the provision of electricity networks infrastructure in Wales should be market lead but should be planned strategically as currently happens with other forms of infrastructure provision such as road and railways. We see no difference between these circumstances. Reliance on a “developer led routing system” to gain consent for their proposals would we contend bring the legitimacy and credibility of the planning system into serious disrepute. 

We therefore believe that this NPS should be redrafted to provide an appropriate spatial context to the future provision of electricity networks infrastructure in Wales. 

Para 2.2.5  

Whilst agreeing with the content of this section of EN 5, we believe that its sentiments should be expressed more specifically in the set of assessment principles  so as to provide clearer guidance to the IPC on the importance which should be attached to these matters in their considerations. 

Para 2.3.2   

CPRW supports the need for a holistic planning regime which enables the cumulative effects of the same project to be considered together and at the same time. We therefore contend that consideration of the impacts of any transmission networks should always form part of the assessment of the acceptability of any generating station with which such networks are associated. 

Para 2.7.3 Landscape and visual 

CPRW support the principles which form the basis for the Holford Rules in identifying the most acceptable routes for power lines. We do not however consider that sufficient nor explicit reference has been given to the need for the routing of power lines to specifically avoid nationally designated sites or landscapes. Similarly we consider that explicit reference should be made to the impact of power lines on the setting of such areas as being a material consideration in the consideration of their acceptability 

We likewise believe that this NPS should refer to the particular care and consideration which must be given to the acceptability of the landfall sites of any transmission networks which serve off shore energy plants, and again the need to avoid their routing thereafter through protected landscapes and seascapes of a high visual quality. 

Para 2.7.6 – 2.7.11   

CPRW believes this section is biased and does not provide a balanced approach to the nett benefits that the undergrounding of electricity transmission lines can provide in particular circumstances. We contend that as set out in the Holford rules special consideration should be given in those areas of the highest landscape importance to the amenity and public benefits, which would arise from undergrounding despite the extra costs involved in doing so. A variety of examples of undergrounding in National Parks in Wales adequately illustrates this logic.  

We contend that the starting point for the provision of new high voltage transmission lines in nationally important landscapes in the exceptional circumstances where they can be demonstrated to be acceptable should always be their undergrounding. In these circumstances we would argue that the IPC should accept that the economic costs associated with their undergrounding can be outweighed by the public benefits which arise as a result of the integrity of the landscape through which they pass, being safeguarded. The protection of this amenity value will be more than offset by the considerable social and economic value which prevails.
CPRW’s comments on the Draft Nuclear NPS EN-6 will be forwarded independently of this submission

In summary CPRW believes that various amendments suggested in this response should be incorporated into the contents of this existing suite of NPSs if they are to provide the necessary guidance to the IPC for it to undertake its work in a responsible and sustainable manner.  

We trust that our comments prove helpful in refining each of the existing documents. 

Yours Sincerely, 
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Peter Ogden 

Director 
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