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These questions were prepared early in December. PPS 25 had just been published and the Panel were aware that a draft PPS (or addendum to existing PPS) on climate change was expected before Christmas. Parties should raise any points from these documents which bear directly on the issues under this matter.

Once again the policies (EM15-17) are in a state of evolution rather than completion. In this case, however, this is in large measure (though perhaps, some would allege, not entirely) because this is a fast-changing area. Much has happened since the Draft RSS was produced and even since the EiP opened. 

The attention of participants is drawn particularly to the suite of changes suggested to these policies in the NWRA Briefing Note No 20 pp 37-42.

Attention is also drawn to the comments in GONW Briefing Paper 2 pp 25-27.

The Panel will consider questions 6C (i) and (iii) together. Many of the comments by participants on (i) relate to the issues raised in (iii).  Very few points were raised under 6C (ii) but a brief opportunity for debate will be provided before moving on to 6C (iv).

6C (i)

Are the renewable energy policies consistent with national guidance?
6C (iii) 
Are the renewable energy targets set out in EM17 and Tables 11.6 and 11.7 sufficiently justified and achievable?

Panel Questions

1. A number of participants have questioned the absence of a plan indicating broad locations for renewable technologies in the region. Why is this not included and how can this omission be rectified?

The targets

2. A number of parties have suggested that the regional targets (Table 11.6) are not based on an adequate evidence base. In particular no form of landscape quality assessment has been carried out across the region. Is the evidence base for the regional targets satisfactory?

3. The targets are described as “Indicative regional renewable energy generation targets”. Policy EM17 says that they are to be met “as a minimum”. Parties have queried the status of these targets and said that they should more properly be described as aspirations or indications of potential. How should they be described?


4. Parties have suggested that the targets are not achievable. In part this is based on the low level of the starting point, and in many areas it is based on the assessment by Local Authorities of the potential which exists in their areas – which they say is lower than the RSS assumes. Are the targets achievable? Some wish to see lower figures – would this be satisfactory given national policies?

5. Is the inclusion of technology-specific policies in the form shown in the tables acceptable?

Sub regional targets

6. Is the evidence base for the sub-regional breakdown in Table 11.7 adequate?

7. Are these targets too rigid or too prescriptive?

8. How are the sub-regional studies mentioned in Policy EM 17 to be organised, implemented and enforced?

The criteria

9. Are the criteria set out in policy EM 17 acceptable? Do they need, as Lancashire in particular suggest, a more positive element?

On-site generation

10. In the last paragraph of policy EM17: are the thresholds appropriate?  Should there be greater flexibility?

Review

11. NWRA have suggested an addition to the text to deal with the need for review (BP 20 p 39, referring to 11.46 in the draft RSS). A number of parties have raised this. Does this addition deal with the point?

Other
12. Is further reference to liaison with the Distribution Operators (DNOs) needed; if so what form should it take?

13. Do parties have any comments on the other suggested additions, except for those dealt with under (iv) below, from the Assembly which relate to these subjects?  Do they have any comments on the proposed amendments from Renewables Northwest (p1)? 

6C (ii) 
Is the draft RSS sufficiently compatible with the outcomes of the Energy Review 2006?

Panel Questions

1. Are there any further comments on this topic?

6C (iv) 
Does the draft RSS provide appropriate guidance on the need to reduce demand and increase energy efficiency?

Panel Questions

1. NWRA have proposed three amendments in Briefing Paper 20 which go at least some way to addressing the points raised in representations.

On p 38 they suggest a change to para 11.45 which refers to the setting of targets through the Climate Change Action Plan. They do not suggest incorporating the targets at M1 of the Consultation draft. Does this change deal with the points made about targets and the need to refer to the Action Plan, or is further change needed?

2. On p 38 they suggest a change to policy EM16 to introduce a reference to BREEAM ratings. Does this deal with the points raised on this issue? Should BREEAM also be mentioned in policy L4?

3. The HBF argue that some of the policies in the Draft RSS, such as this one, duplicate or cut across other legislative regimes. Is this a problem?


4. The third change suggested in BP 20, on p 37, is a change to policy EM15 to deal with combined heat and power. Is this accepted?

5. In general, some parties have argued that policy EM16 is not sufficiently robust. In what ways, if any, should it be changed? (Note – FoE suggested 2 specific changes)

6. Are there any other relevant points which the parties wish to make?
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