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Matter 6C: Energy
(i) Are the renewable energy policies consistent with national guidance?

Policy EM17 itself seems to CPRE to be broadly consistent with national guidance, in the form of PPS22. However, as we argue in (iii) below, the targets in Tables 11.6 and 11.7 are not consistent with this guidance, due to the absence of robust assessments of the capacity of the environment (including landscape sensitivity / character) of the region as a whole, or of all the individual sub-regions, to accommodate the particular levels of different technologies set out, in line with the Companion Guide to PPS22 (PP2b, pp 37-38).

 (ii) Is the draft RSS sufficiently compatible with the outcome of the Energy Review 2006?

The Energy Review states that “The starting point for reducing carbon emissions is to save energy.” (ENE7, p12) The lack of targets and of a clear planned trajectory for reducing energy consumption in the North West may cause compatibility problems here, as this is clearly the best way to effectively drive energy savings and to monitor progress in doing so. 
Changes to the planning regime are suggested for new large energy generation infrastructure in order to ‘fast-track’ them. CPRE suggests that any new large scale infrastructure should be subject to at least the same criteria for support and acceptability that are proposed for renewables in Policy EM17. 
In the case of new nuclear power generation, which still faces unique and serious unanswered questions over huge costs, unresolved problems over waste disposal, a poor safety record, and now the increased terrorist threat, CPRE believes that an appropriate approach would be to engage communities on all matters of concern rather than to exclude some serious issues from public consideration through the planning process. 

Any new large power plants should be required to incorporate adjacent CHP to use the heat that would otherwise be lost for the most sustainable purpose appropriate to the specific location.

(iii) Are the renewable energy targets set out in EM17 and Tables 11.6 and 11.7 sufficiently justified and achievable?

CPRE strongly supports the general intention of Policy EM17 in terms of reducing reliance on fossil fuels and tackling climate change, including the criteria for supporting renewables schemes and the emphasis on microgeneration. 

However, it is not clear that the technology-specific targets set out in Tables 11.6 and 11.7 are sufficiently justified and achievable. Environmental capacity studies have not yet been undertaken for all sub-regions, and the figures are therefore not informed by a sufficiently robust evidence base.
We are particularly concerned that the onshore wind targets contained with Tables 11.7 a-c have been derived without adequate environmental & landscape capacity assessments. Given the significant potential environmental impacts of wind energy development, and the overt reliance on this technology in achieving the overall targets, there is concern that without such assessments, potential conflict exists with other policies within RSS that aim to conserve important environmental resources & assets. 

Many regional renewable capacity assessments include a landscape sensitivity / character assessment.  This has not been the case in the North West, but should have been. In the case of Cumbria, a study was carried out which sought to identify the renewable energy capacity resource in the county, but this did not evaluate capacity in sufficient detail to justify technology specific targets.  
Lancashire County Council, Blackpool Borough Council and Blackburn with Darwen Borough Council have commissioned such a study, 'Landscape Sensitivity to Wind Energy Development in Lancashire' (2005).  The executive summary only is included in the EiP library as SLD/CPRE/13. The full document can be found at http://www.lancscc.gov.uk/environment/landscape/landscapewind/index.asp 
CPRE would therefore suggest that detailed capacity (including landscape sensitivity) assessments of each sub-region are undertaken in order to establish the levels to which each technology can be accommodated. This should then be used to assess the viability of the overall regional targets. This is in line with the Companion Guide to PPS22. Until this is done, provisional aspirational overall targets (but not technology-specific ones) should be retained.

Besides the insufficient evidence base, CPRE is not convinced that technology-specific targets, as opposed to an overall target, are an appropriate way forward, because:
· an undue focus on the technologies that are currently delivering energy (mostly wind) is likely to lead to the suppression of innovation and investment in the development of other renewable technologies, 
· as other technologies do emerge, develop and improve, their uptake may be limited (and certainly not actively encouraged) by the existence of low targets

· technological progression in this field is extremely rapid, and draft RSS explicitly encourages the development of environmental technology industries which, we hope, will fuel this. We simply cannot say now what the best mix of energy supplies will be in ten years.

Indeed, PPS22 (para 5) states that “fixed targets for specific technologies should not be set given that rapid technological change may mean that new sources of renewable energy may be developed in the longer term.”

If some technology-specific reference is deemed to be necessary, this should be in terms of indications of potential rather than targets as, before the relevant capacity assessments are undertaken (including impact on landscape character), we cannot know what the actual potential of the sub-regions for each technology is.

There should also be a commitment to review these indications on a regular basis in light of future developments. Two yearly intervals are suggested as an appropriate time frame, given the fast-moving pace of technology.
CPRE supports the emphasis given to microgeneration, and considers that, by increasing the proportion of energy required to be supplied by microgeneration in developments of above 10 residential units or 1000m2 above the “standard” 10%, they will be able to send a signal that the region will be a leader in tackling climate change, providing a diverse, secure energy base and encouraging innovation. 
This could be leveraged alongside other measures to encourage energy efficiency, renewables and microgeneration businesses to locate in the North West, ie the cutting-edge, high-value, future-facing knowledge-based industries that the region wants to encourage. The North West should aim to establish itself as being at the vanguard of environmental technology development. It should also be made clear that microgeneration is to be encouraged in existing buildings as well as new developments.

Para 11.46 implies that Tables 11.6 and 11.7 refer only to electricity generation. However, it must be made clear that this section deals with all energy use, not just electricity generation. It light of this, other sources of renewable energy should be actively supported by the policy, for example:

· passive and active solar gain, as well as solar photovoltaics;

· ground source heat pumps;

· biofuels;

· biomass for heating;

· deep geothermal energy.

(iv) Does the draft RSS provide appropriate guidance on the need to reduce demand and increase energy efficiency?

Draft RSS does not provide appropriate guidance on the need to reduce demand and increase energy efficiency.
The inclusion of the Energy Hierarchy is a positive step in this direction, and the energy policies do emphasise minimising consumption and demand and increasing energy efficiency. The references to transport in this section are very welcome. However, it is not entirely clear that reducing demand by means other than increasing efficiency are fully embraced, eg changing patterns of work, development, travel, leisure, etc.
The Sustainability Appraisal notes that in terms of energy use, “The top priority is to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Renewable generation is desirable but a higher priority is to reduce demand” (p 48). Elsewhere, it notes that “Reducing the actual amounts matters for environmental sustainability. Increasing the efficiency of resource use, adopting cleaner technologies etc are potentially valuable means to do this – but they are not ends in themselves.” (p 47).
While this message may have been picked up to an extent in the energy policies themselves, it is not clear that it is carried through draft RSS. Examples of the failure to implement this message, and therefore to provide appropriate guidance on reducing total consumption, include:
· the ratio of road schemes to public transport schemes in Tables 10.2a-e

· the locations for regionally significant economic development at a distance from urban areas

· the proposed huge increases in employment land and retail floorspace, rather than a policy approach geared to improving productivity and smarter ways of working

· the scale of housing provision that, even taking account of proposed energy efficiency measures, will lead to an increase in emissions

· the failure to set targets for reduced regional energy consumption. Total regional energy use is essentially the net inflow of oil (in all forms), gas, carbon-generated electricity and any major coal activity. These are all convertible into greenhouse gas equivalent units. Targets can and should be set now, given the vital importance of this issue. 
This issue must be tackled in a more robust manner. Reducing demand is an order of magnitude more effective at reducing carbon emissions than switching to renewables, and research by theTyndall Centre has made it quite clear that if we are to stand any chance at all of achieving even the now out-dated target of 60% reductions by 2050, the majority of these reductions will have to come through reduced consumption.

A clearer message that the top priority is to reduce total consumption, backed with a series of measures by which this can be achieved, and a clear target for reduced consumption and transparent trajectory to achieving it are required.
That stronger measures than those proposed here are both technologically and commercially feasible is indicated by the immense developer interest in the proposed zero-carbon housing development at Gallions Park in London’s Docklands. 
The second bullet point in Policy EM16 should “require” not just “promote” energy conservation measures etc.
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