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6C:  Energy


6C(i)
6.41
The renewable energy policies are generally consistent with national guidance.  Refinements are required in order to fully conform to PPS22.  These refinements are identified in the County Council’s response to the consultation on Submitted Draft RSS.

6.42
Broad areas of search should be identified to support criteria in Policy EM17.  This is consistent with advice in the Companion Guide to PPS22 (paragraph 3.26) and will ensure conformity with PPS22.  The identification of such areas will help to remove the uncertainties that can exist at the local level by providing a clear indication of the suitability of areas to particular technologies. Sub-regional studies of renewable energy resources will perform an important role in the development of broad areas of search taking into account the various resource and environmental constraints in operation in the sub-region.

6.43
While the overall approach to renewable energy is considered to be positive there is concern that the absence of a criterion in Policy EM17 to address benefits of schemes risks undermining this positive tone, with criteria only assessing negative impacts included.  As presently worded this leaves Local Authorities with very little scope to weigh in favour of schemes, with all forms of development inevitably including some element of negative impact.

6.44
The inclusion of thresholds for micro-generation is supported.  The threshold adopted in Policy EM17 represents the most common approach.  A more challenging threshold could be adopted both in relation to the percentage of energy to be provided and the scale of development it is applicable to.  This would reflect a growing move towards more challenging thresholds reflecting the increased acceptance of this approach and the growing need to increase renewable energy output.

6.45
It is recognised that the threshold must not place undue burden on a developer.  The London Renewables Toolkit undertook work on this issue and determined that the 10% threshold can in most cases be exceeded for less than 4% of build costs.  The South West RSS determined that an increase of 5% build costs could be deemed as acceptable before placing an undue burden on developers.  In this context there is potential for higher thresholds.  A number of authorities are investigating the possibility of a 15% threshold (Table 1).
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Table 1 – Local Authorities setting more challenging targets and thresholds
	Authority
	Policy Status
	Target
	Threshold

	Barking and Dagenham
	Draft
	20% of predicted energy demand or greater
	All developments over 2,000 sq.m

	Carrick
	Draft
	15% of predicted energy demand or greater
	None

	North Devon
	Adopted
	15% of predicted energy demand or greater
	50 or more residential or 1,000 sq.m for all other developments

	North Somerset
	Draft
	15% of predicted energy demand or greater
	All residential developments or 1,000 sq.m for all other developments

	Reading
	Draft
	15% of predicted energy demand or greater
	10 or more residential developments or 1,000 sq.m for all other developments

	Three Rivers
	Developing
	20% of predicted energy demand or greater
	10 or more residential developments or 1,000 sq.m for all other developments

	Woking
	Draft
	20% of predicted energy demand or greater
	Unspecified



Source:  TCPA Survey, July 2006.

6.46
The adoption of higher thresholds is also being encouraged by Central Government.  The DCLG has recently (14 June 2006) urged local authorities to follow the lead of some authorities and consider, where feasible, setting a higher, more challenging, percentage.

6.47
It is also recommended that a more challenging approach be adopted towards the scale of development covered by the threshold, with opportunity existing for smaller scale developments to contribute to thresholds.  Scope should at least be provided in the policy to allow local authorities to lower the threshold relating to development size where they consider it to be justified and practical to implement.  This is the approach adopted in the South West which allows local authorities to set lower (but not higher) thresholds if they choose.
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6C(ii)
6.48
The Energy Review identifies the continued need to diversify energy supply and to mitigate against the impacts of climate change.  Key to this is increased deployment of renewable energy, specifically micro-technologies, with the decentralised supply of energy generation seen as being fundamental to our transition to a low carbon future.

6.49
Reducing uncertainty in the planning system and providing a more positive framework for micro-generation are both recognised as key issues that need to be addressed.  The ability of RSS to deliver this framework is questionable given the limited spatial guidance provided in the strategy for renewable energy and the conservative threshold for micro-generation.


6C(iii)
6.50
The County Council has concerns about the adequacy of research undertaken at regional level to support the targets set out in Tables 11.6 and 11.7.  The background information to support the Renewable Energy Technical Appendix has not been made available and as such it is unclear how far environmental constraints have been taken into account when developing the targets.  At the seminar on 13 September 2006, it was acknowledged that such constraints had not been taken into account.  RSS needs to demonstrate that it is based on a sound evidence base and that full consideration has been given to resource capabilities and constraints across the Region and particularly landscape impact with regard to wind energy developments.  Such an approach should be based on Figure 3.1 of the Companion Guide to PPS22.

6.51
It will be difficult to achieve the targets.  Targets are likely to be missed unless:


(
It has been demonstrated that targets can be achieved without significant adverse environmental impacts.


(
The criteria in Policy EM17 are adjusted to incorporate more positive criteria reflecting the wider economic, social and environmental benefits of schemes (see paragraph 6.3 of this statement) risks undermining this positive tone, with criteria only assessing negative impacts included.  As presently worded this leaves Local Authorities with very little scope to weigh in favour of schemes, with all forms of development inevitably including some element of negative impact.


(
More challenging targets are adopted for those forms of renewable energy that are the least controversial or are likely to have minimal environmental consequences.
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6C(iv)
6.52
RSS and RTS need to be clearer about their approach to reduce the need to travel by car and the length of journeys.  This has been raised in response to a number of the Matters and includes comments on RSS paragraph 5.1 (which refers to increases in journeys to work, pollution and congestion), the need for a town centre policy covering more than retailing and the avoidance of the dispersal of office floorspace into major employment sites outside town and city centres.

6.53
A more consistent approach is required when referring to the different codes of practice for energy efficiency.  For consistency with Policy L4 of RSS and the National Energy Review, the requirement in Policy EM16 for energy efficiency standards to meet the Energy Savings Trust’s best practice should be replaced with a reference to Level 3 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.

6.54
The provision of targets would encourage the delivery of energy efficiency improvements.  On going research concerning setting future regional energy efficiency targets in terms of greenhouse gas emissions (paragraph 17.16 of Submitted Draft RSS) is therefore supported.  There are, however, concerns regarding the robustness of emissions data at a regional and local level.  Until this is addressed, any such targets would be of limited value.
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